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A Additional Figures
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Figure A.1: Variation in politician universalism in speeches in the House of Representatives. Data are
winsorized at +/− 3 for readability.
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Figure A.2: Donations through the DonorsChoose platform per year.
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Figure A.3: Histogram of the distance between congressional districts. The left panel shows the distribu-
tion of log geographic distance, and the right hand panel shows the distribution of friendship distance.
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B Additional Tables
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C Background on DonorsChoose

C.1 Visual layout and functionality of the DonorsChoose platform

We ensure our results are not artifacts of the layout or functionality of the DonorsChoose
website. To do so, we examined all available screenshots of the platform’s layout and
functionality since its inception.

Throughout the relevant time period, it is not the case that projects are sorted by
closest proximity to each donor on the website. Instead, for a significant portion of
our sample period, the default sort for projects on the platform was by urgency, which
DonorsChoose defines as a combination of the lowest cost to complete, highest economic
need, and fewest days left to expiration of the project.

The website’s layout also does not vary across space. That is, to the best of our knowl-
edge, at any given time all donors observe the same platform layout regardless of loca-
tion, and given the default sort, they observe exactly the same projects when they first
arrive at the platform. Below, we present a screenshot of the DonorsChoose platform as
accessed in June 2019. (The reader may note that one of the projects includes matching
funds from Google.org. Approximately 10 percent of listings include such matches; our
results are virtually identical if we omit these listings; see Panel C of Table B.2.)

Throughout our sample period, the options available to filter and sort projects were
constant. Most importantly, the ability to search through and filter projects based on
location was and continues to be a salient (usually the highest) option available on the
screen. This feature makes a donor’s selection of a project based on geography particu-
larly straightforward, and potentially enhances the case for our claim that geographic
distance is a relevant metric employed by donors in selecting projects.

C.2 Additional Notes on Methodology

Data Cleaning. Our raw data consist of 6,211,940 individual donations made between
March 2000 and October 2016. Beginning in 2007, donations are made to projects in
all states in the United States plus the District of Columbia.

In addition to dropping observations with missing geographic or donation data, we
exclude donations in which either the donor or the recipient school is located outside
of the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Aggregation to Congressional District level. ZIP codes provided in the DonorsChoose
data were used to map donors and projects to their respective congressional districts.
Note that for reasons of anonymity, donor ZIP codes were truncated at the first three

7



Figure C.1: Screenshot of DonorsChoose platform in June 2019. Note the ability to search for projects
near any given geographical location at the top of the page, the options available to the donor with
which to filter projects, and the “Double Your Impact” promotion applied to the topmost project presented.
Additional options available with which to filter projects included the project’s target age group, request
type (e.g., art supplies, books, classroom basics, etc.), project type (classroom projects or professional
development), and buckets for amount needed ($50 and under, $100 and under, etc.).
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digits, which added a layer of uncertainty to congressional district (CD) mappings, be-
yond the usual fuzziness of ZIP-to-CD mappings. Thus, through data provided by the
United States Census Bureau, every donation was first mapped to the area formed by
all possible full ZIP codes corresponding to the truncated ZIP code from DonorsChoose,
and then in turn to a given CD based on all congressional districts overlap with that area.
Because this mapping is not one-to-one, when aggregating donations to relevant source
CDs, all observations were weighted by the degree of a fuzzy match to relevant CDs. For
example, if based on the provided ZIP code a donation could have originated from either
MA-2 or MA-3, this donation would appear twice in our merged data once all donations
were mapped to donor congressional districts. In turn, each of these two observations
would then be weighted by the share of the 3-digit ZIP code area population in each of
these congressional districts when aggregating donation statistics by pairs of donor and
recipient CDs. An analogous aggregation procedure was used for other variables in our
analysis which were not provided at the CD level.

C.2.1 Social Distance Data

Data on the social connectedness and the “relative probability of friendship” between
pairs of counties in the United States was obtained from Facebook. The construction
of these data is covered in Bailey et al. (2018). The Social Connectedness Index (SCI)
reflects the aggregate number of Facebook friendship links within or between counties.
The “relative probability of friendship” normalizes for county populations by dividing
the SCI by the product of the number of Facebook users in each of the two counties.

We aggregate this “relative probability of friendship” data to the congressional dis-
trict level by using the aggregation procedure described in Bailey et al. (2021). Since
mappings from county to congressional district are not one-to-one, the aggregation from
county to this geographic level accounts for the possibility of a fuzzy match, by weight-
ing observations by the share of the county population in each possible congressional
district that a given county could map to.

This aggregation from county-pair SCIs and relative probabilities of friendship forms
our measure of “friendship distance.’. Specifically, we define the social distance between
a donor in geographic entity i and a recipient in a geographic entity j of the same level
as − ln(rel. prob. of friendshipi, j).

9



D Most common eMFDwords in Congressional speeches
data

Table D.1: 20 most frequent eMFD words in congressional speeches

Ranking Term Frequency

1 people 114479
2 time 99601
3 president 99435
4 speaker 86166
5 going 64816
6 work 61930
7 states 60363
8 country 58531
9 want 57966
10 act 56262
11 senator 53195
12 know 51902
13 support 51841
14 house 51201
15 need 50814
16 state 50044
17 committee 48681
18 new 48471
19 government 48054
20 think 47174

E Data sources

• DonorsChoose donations and projects: DonorsChoose (2016)1

• IRS individual donations: Internal Revenue Service (2022)

• IRS charity received donations: Urban Institute, National Center for Charitable
Statistics (2023)

• Geographic location: U.S. Census Bureau (2022a)

• Relationship between geographic areas: U.S. Census Bureau (2022b)

1These datasets have been removed from the original source since our access date, but a snapshot of
the download page at the time is available here: https://web.archive.org/web/20181022125924/
https://research.donorschoose.org/t/download-opendata/33. We provide the files in our
replication package.
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• Social Connectedness Index: Data for Good at Meta (2021)

• House representative vote share: MIT Election Data and Science Lab (2017)

• President vote share: MIT Election Data and Science Lab (2018)

• House representative ideology: Lewis et al. (2023)

• Congressional Speeches: Gentzkow et al. (2018)

• eMFD: Hopp et al. (2021)

• Stop words: Porter and Boulton (2006)

• Population, median household income, share of population with college degree,
White ethnic share: U.S. Census Bureau (2022d)

• Congressional District boundary location: U.S. Census Bureau (2022c)

• Coastline: Natural Earth (2018)
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