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A Very VERY Short Introduction
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Social infrastructure builds bridging ties
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Communities with more social infrastructure saw fewer deaths
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Average Treatment Effects of Policy Toolkits
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Social Infrastructure Drives Economic Recovery
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Social Infrastructure Helps Population Recovery
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Lack of systematic data on social infrastructure

Social Capital Index (SoCl)
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Uneven distribution of social infrastructure

Social Infrastructure by Neighborhood
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n Activities in Public Reconstruction Budget
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Conclusions

Societies fall back on building and rebuilding physical infrastructure but overlook
social infrastructure

Social businesses, community spaces, parks, and places of worship are
underappreciated for their ability to build bridging social infrastructure

Communities with better access to these gathering places have more resilience to
shocks

Our societies underinvest in these facilities, distribute them unequally, and cut
their funding first




