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Chapter 1: It Takes Two Years 

 

Holy Hair Dryer  

 

Like black coffee, Texas heat is an acquired taste.  With the exception of those who were born 

here, few people really enjoy a Texas summer. Itôs more a matter of tolerance. When you wake 

up in Austin in August, you realize that as soon as you step outside itôs going to feel like God has 

pointed his holy hair dryer in your general direction.  Hot, almost burnt air with a pinch of smog 

and a cloud of cedar pollen envelopes everything in sight. 

 

However, Austin heat could be a lot worse.  Compared with the swamp gas permeating from 

Houston we have it easy.  Still, there are plenty of days that are so bad that you simply canôt 

muster the strength to walk outside.  Trapped by the elements, Texans spend lots of time indoors.  

This is how Texans empathize with people living through a Minnesota winter ï we both get 

cabin fever, just at different times of the year.  

 

Last weekend God turned his holy hair dryer up to 11, so Anne (my wife) and I spent the day 

indoors talking about whatever came to mind ï what we like to call our shit-shooting session.  

For these sessions I usually take the chair that doubles as a scratching post for our neurotic cat, 

Penelope, otherwise known as The Nelop and, on occasion, Penelherpies.  Anne positions herself 

on the couch, vertically, usually in a bathrobe and slippers designed to look like high heels.  The 

conversation remains light, but sometimes we like to punish ourselves by dreaming of what we 



would be doing if we were in, say, the Rockies or New England instead of being trapped in a 

hothouse with no insulation.  I guess itôs a coping mechanism for the Texas heat ï we dream of 

cooler locales.  

 

Last night our mental wandering led us back to the adventure that was our move from Richmond 

to Austin in 2002.  I use the word óadventureô lightly ï most of the trip was a complete 

nightmare.  We have erased most of the tranquilized-cat trauma from our memories, allowing us 

to instead focus on any positive memories that may have been lodged somewhere in our 

consciousness.  The memory that finally came to mind was not from the trip itself but rather 

from a moment right before we got into our fully-packed cars.  It was a bit of parting advice we 

got from my mother-in-law, ñRemember, donôt get frustrated. Moving to a new town is hard.  It 

takes two years to find new friends.ò   

 

Recalling this made us laugh out loud.  Our experience in Austin confirmed this strange mating 

ritual ï our first two years in Austin were spent mostly as a solitary couple. With the exception 

of an aunt and uncle, our social network consisted of people scattered around town that we could 

only consider loose ties ï mostly friends of friends and coworkers. 

 

For 2+ years our social life would consist of parties with these acquaintances ï all of whom, like 

us, came to Austin from other parts of the country following jobs.  Nobody really knew anybody.  

We didnôt know each otherôs secrets or each otherôs quirks.  There was no glue that bound us 

together.  The connection that did exist was based on geographic and socioeconomic similarities, 

not upbringing or familial ties. Our connections to one another were shallow by default. 



 

As a result, I had to learn how to small talk with strangers ï a talent that I discovered previous 

generations had little use for.  

 

America was a rather sedentary nation for most of the 20
th
 century.  As the dust and inflation of 

the 1930s settled down so did most families.  And things havenôt changed much in 70 years.  In 

fact, the most recent U.S. Census shows that of those who move in any given year more than half 

move within the same county, and more than two-thirds remained in the same state.
1
   

 

Yet this same census shows that a certain set of Americans are beginning to embrace the new 

opportunities that mobility and technology provide.  These people tend to be young, single, 

college-educated, and moved at least once from 1995 to 2000.  This is not a surprising statistic in 

itself, but what is notable is that a fourth of this demographic moved to another state instead of 

down the block or to the other side of town.
2
  

 

This interstate-mobility statistic is growing and shows that Americans may be ready to once 

again ñgo westò as many did during the Great Depression (only this time without the depression).  

Taking into consideration college graduation rates and the relative ease of working from satellite 

offices, it would not surprise me if the 2010 Census shows levels of migration similar to that of 

the 1920s.  Mobility is now accessible, agreeable, and voluntary.  We can live where we want 

and, in many cases, still do what we want. 

 

                                                 
1
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It seems that the demographic that Anne and I belong to is, in fact, getting up and moving to 

distant lands, even if those ñdistant landsò are limited to the major metropolitan areas of 

America.  As a result, my mother-in-lawôs wisdom of ñit takes two yearsò will become ever more 

pronounced ï more and more young adults will have to seek out new social networks when they 

land in a foreign territory. 

 

Small talk.  Small talk and introductionsé 

 

 

 

Both Anne and I had relatively stable networks prior to the upheaval that came with moving to 

Austin.  Our childhoods included Rockwell-like households, a lot of interaction with our 

extended families, and childhood friendships that remained relatively intact from K through 12.  

The transition from an adolescent network to a collegiate network was eased by our decisions to 

go to college with good friends by our sides.  Combined, these factors helped us build significant 

but incalculable levels of trust in others.  We had people to turn to in times of triumph or crisis.  

We learned the value of reciprocity and discovered that individuality flourishes when balanced 

with interdependence.   

 

Of course, some (our parents) may disassociate themselves from us in that ï to hell with our 

Rockwellian surroundings ï we acted like children of the devil.  I wonôt speak for Anne, but 

even with all the blessings of my familyôs stability I still found ways to be a menace to society.  I 

vividly remember the cops pulling a gun on me when I was 12.  Who would have known that the 



house I was shooting bottle rockets at was the home of (then-PM) Margaret Thatcherôs son? And 

what was he doing living in Dallas?  Of all placesé 

 

Like most American kids I had a rebellious youth, but at the same time I was aware, at least to 

some degree, that a social network was necessary for my well-being. Accordingly, I knew that I 

needed to search for new friends when I landed in Austin.   

 

Today, roots have set.  Small talk is still necessary, but I now have a trusted set of advisors to 

help keep my bottle-rocket frenzies in check ï unless I can get my hands on them.  Bonding 

memories and understanding make moments of silence comfortable.  Most importantly, the 

ñsocial capitalò Anne and I have built with our fellow transplants makes Godôs holy hair dryer 

much more tolerable because we are all experiencing it together. 

 

 

Bumping Into One Another 

 

That term, ñsocial capital,ò has a precarious role in the social sciences.  Contemporary students 

of social capital are quick to note that its use has become ñsomething of a cure-allò for social ills 

and that ñthe original meaning of the term and its heuristic value are being put to severe tests by 

these increasingly diverse applications.ò
3
   

 

However, for purposes of this book the concept of social capital is highly useful.  If we are to 

understand why customers are no longer interested in socializing with companies and/or brands 

                                                 
3
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as they used to, we must first understand the relationship (and changes) occurring in how humans 

socialize with one another.   Only by understanding any changes that may be happening in how 

people socialize with one another will a company really understand where it fits within that 

conversation. 

 

The term social capital is largely attributed to Jane Jacobs, who is best known for her seminal 

1961 work The Death and Life of Great American Cities.  Although some critics originally 

considered her to be leftist in the sense that she criticized the suburbanization of Americaôs cities 

and its car-culture byproduct, a majority of her readers consider her work to be more libertarian 

than liberal.  Her theories of human habitation are case in point. 

 

Jacobs believes that human habitats (and specifically Americaôs cities) have emerged primarily 

as a result of human intuition more than rational - nature over nurture.  Residents of cities both 

big and small have created a healthy atmosphere pursuing their own interests and carrying out 

their own plans within a loose framework of rules that encourage cooperation and trust in one 

another.
4
  In urban settings freedom and individuality are balanced with a level of cooperation 

that benefits society at large. 

 

Her documented history of Americaôs major cities shows the degree to which idealistic planners 

and governmental intervention can sterilize this organic growth.  Example: the marketplace or 

corner store was an organic byproduct of human need and the shopping mall was a methodical 

creation of human desire.   

                                                 
4
 Jane Jacobs ï The Anti-Planner, Gene Callahan and Sanford Ikeda, Mises Institute (www.mises.org) , June 20, 

2003 



 

Janeôs Tale of Two Cities 

            

Organic     Inorganic 

Human Need    Human Desire 

 

Regardless whether the city is designed by need or desire, Jacobsôs point was that prosperous 

cities are not just buildings and streets ï the life of a city is based on the lives of its inhabitants 

and their interconnection. 

 

ñInformal contactò is how Jacobs referred to this interconnection of city residents calling it the 

fiber which holds successful communities together.
5
  Neighborhoods are full of residents who 

know one another even if they have never had conversations.  The constant interaction on the 

streets and in communities builds a level of trust between citizens.  In turn, this trust manifests 

into norms of reciprocity and voluntary exchange.   

 

This informal contact can be both apparent and subtle.  An example of its apparent power is 

illustrated in the ways communities organize after a disaster.  Human response to outbreaks of 

                                                 
5
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disease and homelessness are the results of social bonds between the people of an affected area.  

An example of social capitalôs subtlety is illustrated in the ways pedestrians subconsciously 

collaborate on a busy city street in an effort to avoid bumping into one another ï something 

which James Surowiecki noted in his book The Wisdom of Crowds.   

 

Although she did not intentionally coin the phrase, Jacobs referred to these binding societal rules 

and the informal contact which holds a community together as ñsocial capital.ò
 6
  The term has 

been building steam ever since. 

 

 

 

Warm Butter  

 

Social capital finally found a proper definition (and received a bit of limelight) in the late 80s 

and 90s when several social scientists began to devote time to the idea.  The goal was to build 

from Jacobsôs theory with the supposition that quantifying social capital would make it 

applicable to economic modeling. 

 

The first was Pierre Bourdieu who tried to give social capital a proper scientific definition in his 

1986 book The Forms of Capital.  He studied educational systems in France, noting that social 

capital is ñthe aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a 
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durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and 

recognition.ò
7
 

 

What?  That sentence makes my brain hurt.   

 

Few people outside scientific circles knew what social capital was until Robert Putnam gave us a 

definition that works on the brain like warm butter on toast.  In his 1990 book, Bowling Alone, 

Putman stated that ñthe core idea of social capital theory is that social networks have value.ò
8
  

Moreover, Putnam stated that social capital could be both a private good and a public good in the 

sense that the social capital one obtains can actually rub off on others and vice versa.  Itôs a form 

of capital that lubes the economic engine and the glue that binds together a community. 

 

Social capital is best explained by juxtaposing it to other forms of capital.  Social scientists 

largely agree that there are essentially three forms of capital: physical, human, and social.  

Putnam clarifies the differences between the three by stating that ñphysical capital refers to 

physical objects, human capital refers to the properties of individuals, and social capital refers to 

connections among individuals."
9
  The quintessential example: 
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8
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9
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Physical Capital: Raw materials, factories, and their outputs 

  Human Capital: Skilled/Educated factory workers 

Social Capital: The time workers spend communing on lunch breaks and in bowling 

leagues after work that, in turn, makes them happier, healthier, and 

more productive human beings 

 

It should be noted that social capital is not always a thing to be celebrated ï it does have its 

downsides.  For example, one could join a gang in search of an illusive form of trust and 

reciprocation.  However, there are potential downfalls to humans manipulating any form of 

capital (i.e., one could also make physical capital in the form of a S.C.U.D. missile.)  These 

negative aspects withstanding, I agree with Putnam in that any discussion on social capital 

should be focused on finding ways to maximize the positive aspects of social capital while 

minimizing its negative manifestations.
10

   

 

Considering the previous list that showed how physical, human, and social capitals are 

intertwined, it could be easily deduced that such a grouping could also be applicable to the 

marketing model.  For example:  
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Physical Capital: Products to sell and the places they are sold 

 Human Capital: Product engineers, customer representatives, salespeople, marketers, 

and advertisers that work to make the physical capital great 

 Social Capital:  The dialogue, reciprocity and trust between customers and the 

companies/products/brands/customer reps they interact with  

 

Of course, one may argue that true social capital is between two people and whatever I described 

above is built on falsehood.  Nevertheless, social capital between a person and inanimate second 

party is important to recognize for no other reason than companies have spent the past fifty years 

looking at their brands through this perspective.  They view their companies as people, they see 

their marketing as communications, and they measure the levels of trust people have in brands.   

Moreover, they ask themselves questions like ñHow does this product fit into peopleôs lives?  

How does the brand define a personôs individuality?  What is the personality of our brand?ò 

  

Marketers want their brands to be trusted by customers.  Many companies design ñbrand pillarsò 

and/or ñbrand personalitiesò that stand for human traits to which they would like their products 

to adhere.  Through trackers, segmentation studies and the like, marketers seek to understand the 

inherent level of reciprocation associated with their brands (e.g., the loyalty and passion people 

have towards Whole Foods) or a lack thereof (e.g., the disloyalty many have towards a company 

synonymous with the word ñValdezò). 

 



Therefore, any discussion on the theory and quantification of social capital is important to both 

companies as well as customers.  Itôs out there, and itôs not going away, so how do we make the 

most of it? 

 

 

Bowl 

 

In a sense, through measuring social capital Putnam wanted to answer the same questions 

marketers and advertisers have been asking for years:  

 

Á Can this intangible form of capital be measured?  If so, how? 

Á Does social capital have any internal and/or external value for an individual? 

Á If an individual has social capital, how much of it will rub off on others in his or her 

social network? 

Á Could a formula be built to measure the amount of social capital of a given 

neighborhood, city, or socioeconomic class? 

 

For instance, could Anne and I have quantified our social capital prior to leaving Richmond for 

Austin?  What value would we have placed on what had we lost?  Could we measure how we 

were doing as we sought replenishment?  Were we at a mental or spiritual disadvantage when we 

were lacking it during those first two years?   

 



Similarly, how do companies really measure the value of their brands?  Is a brand not an 

intangible attribute of a company?  What is the result when it is lacking?  Does a brand have 

internal and/or external values for an individual, and does the individual who obtains some type 

of brand value share it with his social network?  Finally, is there any solid method or simplistic 

formula to measure the value of a brand?  

 

 

Unlike economic theorists that primarily deal in the world of numbers to describe the states of 

physical and human capital, social scientists must trudge through the ever-changing human 

psyche to understand the effects of social capital.  Making clarity out of a cloudy subject such as 

this requires ingenuity on the part of any social scientists willing to take on the challenge. 

 

Putnamôs approach was to measure the institutions that one joins in hopes of building social 

capital, communal bonds, and a network of trust.  Obvious by one of the words in the title of his 

book, Bowling, he compiled statistics going back to the mid-20
th
 century that traced the 

membership of bowling leagues and other participatory sports.  He also found data regarding 

political participation, religious participation, relationships in the workplace, and volunteerism, 

among others.   

 

His conclusion was that over roughly the past 30 years we have seen reduced membership rates 

of major social-capital-building institutions.  The statistics speak for themselves:
11
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ü Between 1980 and 1993 the total number of bowlers in America increased by 10 percent 

while league bowling decreased by over 40 percent ï ergo, weôre bowling alone and 

alienating ourselves from what was once a network designed to build social capital   

ü Participation in political activities dropped by 25 percent between 1973-74 and 1993-94 

ü Church attendance dropped by a third between the late 1950s to the late 1990s 

ü Americans in their early 30s volunteered 29 percent less than people that same age had 

done in 1975 

 

It should be noted that I am over-simplifying Putnamôs work with the four statistics above; 

however, it would require hundreds of pages to give his research the space it deserves.  

Independent from the complexity of his data and sources, Putnamôs takeaway remains clear: 

social capital is declining (i.e., the glue holding the country together is weakening) and we need 

to do something about it. 

 

  

Storm 

 

ñA bowling league is not, to say the least, capable of storming a beach.ò
12

  This was Francis 

Fukuyamaôs candid interpretation of Putnamôs approach to quantifying social capital.  

 

In The Great Disruption, Francis Fukuyama approached the decline of social capital from a 

different perspective.  His belief is that one does not necessarily receive social capital from 

memberships to organizations be they political, religious, or otherwise.  Trust and social capital 
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are relative in organizations ï some have tight and legitimate networks among members while 

others are simply holding tanks for people of like minds. In other words, just because weôre both 

part of the same organization doesnôt mean that weôre going to have trust and a sense of 

reciprocation among one another.  This is probably the case for the millions of people who are 

members of the Sierra Club, NRA, and the like. 

 

Fukuyamaôs approach was to measure social capital by finding areas where it is absent.  He 

states that ñinstead of measuring social capital as a positive value (as did Putnam), it must be 

easier to measure the absence of social capital through traditional measures of social 

dysfunctions such as rates of crime, family breakdown, drug use, litigation, suicide, and tax 

evasion.  The presumption is that since social capital reflects an existence of social norms, social 

deviance ipso facto reflects a lack of social capital.ò
13

 

 

Wow.  First off, nice use of ipso facto, Fukuyama.  Secondly, this approach takes a depressing 

subject, the loss of social capital in America, and paints it with darker shades of black.  Still, 

Fukuyama has a valid point, and throughout his book he provides us with a different set of 

statistics from Putnam:
14

 

 

ü Total violent crimes in America almost quadrupled from 1950 to 1996 

ü Births to unmarried women as a proportion of live births for the United States climbed 

from 5% to 31% from 1940 to 1993 
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ü In 1958, 73% of Americans surveyed said they trusted the federal government to do 

whatôs right ñmost of the timeò or ñjust about always.ò  By 1994, this figure had fallen to 

as low as 15%. 

 

 

Do Everything or Nothing 

 

Putnam and Fukuyamaôs different approaches to quantifying social capital are likely the reasons 

they also took different approaches to finding its solution. 

 

Putnam believes that the problems surrounding social capital warrant mobilization and that we 

should work to create social capital in response to a perceived shortage.  In the final chapter of 

Bowling Alone, he outlines what he thinks we, as a whole, should do to better our stock of social 

capital.   

 

In doing so, Putnam turns from letting the statistics speak for themselves to an oratory style that 

does not befit his scientific approach.  By Putnamôs logic someone (or something) is going to 

ñlet us find ways to ensure that by 2010 Americans will spend less time traveling and more time 

connecting with our neighbors than we do today.ò
15

  Furthermore, he, she, or it will ñlet us find 

ways to ensure by 2010 Americans will spend less leisure time sitting passively in front of 

glowing screens and more time in active connection with our fellow citizens.ò
16
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Things are changing!  We must react!  Flinch!  This approach seems all too familiar. 

 

I respect Putnamôs optimism and agree that each and every one of us should take actions to better 

the social ties we have with humanity, but the realist in me sees these motivational sentences as a 

bit forced.  I worry that some master planner or governmental agency will try, with heavy hands, 

to stimulate interaction in a mechanical fashion ï what I can only assume would be an act 

counter to what Jane Jacobsôs intentions were when she coined the term. 

 

Conversely, Fukuyama may have sobered us with the darker sides of the social-capital debate, 

but he took a much more realistic and pragmatic approach in addressing what we should do 

about it: nothing.  He believes that humans, by their own nature, are social creatures ñwhose 

most basic drives and instincts lead them to create moral rules that bind themselves together in 

communities.ò
17

  In other words, there is no reason to mobilize around the idea of social capital ï 

humans, at least on a subconscious level, are well aware when things are bad and will 

automatically take action to make things better.  Thus, Fukuyamaôs optimistic approach to 

building social capital is to let the organism that is our combined selves grow and mutate on its 

own.  Good will come in the end as it is our nature.   

 

To control or not to control?  Putnam and Fukuyama both have interesting perspectives, 

especially given that Putnam was a darling of the Clintons and Fukuyama a founder of the 

neoconservative movement.  Of course, as with any capital there is no end-point for the debate 

over how to best analyze, quantify, and justify social capital.  And reading between the lines 

anyone involved in the world of marketing can see that the arguments Putnam and Fukuyama 
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laid out are strikingly similar to the ones occurring inside the walls of major companies.  Like the 

debate over social capital, major marketers see different ways to measure the interaction between 

customers and their brands, are cognizant of its decline, and have different opinions of what to 

do about it. 

 

Perhaps, in the end, we will find that measuring both social networking and social deviance 

provides the most effective way to quantify social capital.  Furthermore, the solution to our 

social woes may be a combination of action and inaction.  Truth will likely be found somewhere 

in the middle. 

 

 

A Closer Look at Waves 

 

Putting aside the questions of how to measure social capital and what to do about it, and 

assuming that by analogy a discussion of how to best measure brand value is moot, both Putnam 

and Fukuyama agree that with the beginning of the new millennium there are signs that social 

capital is beginning to steadily rebuild itself just as it has before. 

 

Iôll get to the rebuild in a second, but first I think itôs important to dig a little deeper on this 

subject of ñbefore.ò  I use this word because both Putnam and Fukuyama are cognizant of the 

fact social capital has declined in previous eras, and in one shape or form it continues to rebuild 

itself. 

 



Fukuyama references Alvin Tofflerôs ñThird Waveò principle in the first paragraph of his book 

noting that the United States and other advanced countries have gradually made a shift into what 

is called the ñpost-industrial era.ò  Like his source, Fukuyama believes that this third societal 

shift (or wave) will ultimately be seen as significant as the two previous waves in human history: 

the societal shifts from hunter-gatherer tribes to agricultural villages and then, many years later, 

from agricultural villages to industrial cities.
18
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