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TLK ABT A GEN GAP HOUSING

Learn to Bridge the Communications Chasm Unnatural
DisasterE

mily, age 17, and her twin, Jackson, com-
municate by txt. That’s the best way to
reach them, dude. It is their lifeline, their

command-central, their 24/7 unlimited access to
their posse, and as essential to the Gen Y/Millen-
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nial generation (ages 7-25) as
red wine is to today’s boomers.

Facebook and My Space are
the other critical links. These
no-parent zones are online plat-
forms for creating one’s very
own persona, real or imagined,
and the entry points to one’s in-
ner circle, outer circle, and any-
one else in orbit. Thus, a mas-
sive chorus of al fresco voices

provides constant real-time, feel-good feedback
and advice — plus directions to the party, which
starts in five minutes.

How alluring. How compelling. How fun and
engaging. But it’s enough to drive an aging
boomer parent insane. We’ve lost control! We
can’t override the commands! How can we have
full and unfettered parental access to our kids and
their toys when we don’t even know how to oper-
ate the remote?

Bear witness to the inevitable separation of
generations — we once called it the generation
gap. Do we face the same chasm now with our
own children, those Echo Boomers? Or can we
figure out how to get along? It might make sense:
Some observers are amused that boomers, some
78 million strong, are outnumbered by another
market segment: 80 million Gen Y’s — street-
smart, techno-savvy, and fearless.

DEMOGRAPHERS tell us that the defining
events during one’s adolescence, from about age
10 through 20 or so, profoundly impact the
shared values and behaviors of the group. For
boomers, the birth of television connected us like
nothing else and confirmed what it meant to be
American in the late 1950s and the 1960s. The
Kennedy years, the space race, the growth of sub-
urbia and prosperity, created an optimistic, can-
do generation that would have the confidence —

and numbers — to make staggering changes in
the social world order in the 70’s — with far-
reaching implications.

In the workplace, we turned out to be driven,
dues-paying workaholics. To this day, we like
face-to-face meetings, processing (read “control-
ling”) things, and teamwork. We look to our com-
pany for recognition, personal gratification, and
the chance to make a difference. In the later years
of our career life, we are more interested in “be-
ing someone” than “becoming someone.”

Contrast that with our Gen Y children: This is
the first generation to get a laugh from saying,
“www dot mommy” at age 2, and is far more in-
terested in playing on the computer than watch-
ing boring Bert and Ernie. They live in neighbor-
hoods that look like the United Colors of Benet-

ton, and watch MTV and its spin-offs twice as
much as CBS.

In between trips to swim team practice, choir
rehearsal, and the math tutor, thousands of scary
images of Osama, Saddam — and who among us
can forget Richard Reid, the “shoe bomber” — in-
vaded their cul-du-sac lives. They suffered
through the horrors of Columbine, 9/11, Virginia
Tech. It was enough to make a kid go reinvent
himself in an online chat room, the modern ver-
sion of an EST session. Perhaps they need their
technology to give them control over their lives.
The good news is they still need us, too.

WHILE BOOMERS have reached a stage of
life when they look inwardly to drive behavior,
Gen Y still seeks constant reinforcement from
their peers or an older “parent” or authority fig-
ure. Their life experiences have made them cau-
tious, not optimistic. Many barely make a move
without consulting parents, teachers, older
adults, or anyone who will listen (again, back to
My Space, blogs, IMs).

As Gen Y enters the workplace, older boomers
need to quickly close this generation gap. For the
next 10 to 15 years boomers will be running the
show and can shape how Gen Y develops as a
work force.

Ideal scenarios are where boomers become vi-
tal mentors to young workers and teach them
about teamwork, impart industry knowledge, and
provide the instant feedback Gen Y craves. In
turn, Gen Y becomes the “technology coaches,”
reversing the mentoring order and providing
training, insights, and real value to themselves
and the workplace. It could prove to be a win-win.

Some advice, in the meantime, for coping with
all the young dudes in your life: Start by getting a
cool cell phone. Be sure it’s better than your kid’s.
This is essential. Go for strong color, sleek de-
sign. Next, figure out how to txt. It’s not hard.
You will attain instant “rad” status and be assured
of return txt mss. Send photos, too. Mad props all
around. B4 u no it, u wil hve X’d the gap.
• Lorna Wyckoff is a somewhat techno-savvy boomer who is
affiliated with the Boomer Project. She may be reached at
Lorna@boomerproject.com.

VIVA THE VITAL!
A series on boomer-related issues. BY ALEX GULOTTA

and CORA HAYES

W
e’ve all read the recent headlines
indicating families across the coun-
try are struggling to keep their

homes. Yet while the nation’s foreclosure
crisis looms large, an entirely different crisis
threatens housing for Richmond’s poorest
families.

These families live in public housing
owned by the Richmond Redevelopment
and Housing Authority, which is planning to
demolish hundreds of homes without a
clearly expressed plan for the many families
who will be displaced in the process. While
we in Richmond may long for the day when
surrounding counties help meet the commu-
nity’s housing needs, until this day comes
city officials must act responsibly.

Public housing exists because the private
market does not provide sufficient housing
to accommodate the elderly, poor, and disa-
bled who survive on fixed incomes and low
wages. Today Richmond has roughly 4,100
public housing units, nearly 60 percent of
the 7,064 considered “affordable” for fami-
lies earning less than a third of the area’s
median income (less than $13,624 per
year). According to the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
more than 18,000 such families reside in
Richmond — meaning that nearly 11,000
families must live in housing they cannot af-
ford.

Clearly, public housing fills a critical
need. In fact, a 2007 report by the city
stated that the “major housing de-
mand . . . is for public and assisted hous-
ing.”

WHILE RECOGNIZING that the great-
est housing shortage occurs among our
poorest residents is a key first step toward
developing sound public policy, unfortu-
nately for Richmond’s poorest residents
RRHA has actually reduced public housing
options in recent years. Starting in 1999,
RRHA razed 440 units in the Blackwell
community. Only 75 of the 440 replacement
units were affordable to the families whose
homes were destroyed. Delays, strict re-
qualification restrictions, and other compli-
cations contributed to only 27 of the origi-
nal families returning, while the rest were
scattered across the evaporating pool of as-
sisted housing. For hundreds of displaced
families, Blackwell was an unnatural disas-
ter.

Nearly 10 years later, another such disas-
ter looms. RRHA recently gained HUD’s ap-
proval to sell 120 single-family homes shel-
tering poor families — with no plans for re-
placement. RRHA also plans to demolish
the 60-unit Dove Court community to make
way for mixed-income development, with no
commitment regarding the number of public
housing units included in the new develop-
ment. And RRHA has indicated that Gilpin
Court in Jackson Ward, home to 783 fami-
lies, will be its next major redevelopment
project. We cannot afford to let Gilpin Court
become another Blackwell.

Housing advocates recommend de-con-
centrating poor families and instead creat-
ing mixed-income communities on the the-
ory that families living among others from
diverse backgrounds learn from one an-
other, break down barriers, and gain oppor-
tunities. Indeed, these arguments often jus-
tify the demolition of public housing. But
these benefits accrue only to the select few
lucky enough to live in the redeveloped com-
munities. Without careful planning, mixed-
income communities are a hollow promise
for the many families who are not allowed to
return after their homes are destroyed.

RRHA may argue that public housing re-
placement options include “housing choice”
vouchers. In theory, these vouchers allow a
family to secure housing on the open market
using a combination of their own income
and a rental subsidy. In reality, vouchers are
a poor solution. Private landlords do not
have to accept the vouchers. Most do not. In
fact, within the past 10 years the city has re-
turned millions of dollars in vouchers to
HUD simply because needy families in Rich-
mond were unable to use them.

WE MUST RECOGNIZE that for all its
challenges, public housing satisfies a crucial
need for which there is no feasible substi-
tute. Public housing is not perfect, but dis-
placing hundreds of poor families, including
the elderly and disabled, who call public
housing home is no solution. Before we start
bulldozing, we need a workable plan to
build affordable replacement housing for the
families whose homes will be destroyed.

RRHA has not clearly enumerated how
many public housing units will replace those
tagged for demolition. Engaging the com-
munity in theoretical conversations about
the benefits of mixed-income living while ig-
noring the hard realities is at best an honest
mistake, and at worst a travesty.

The City of Richmond and RRHA should
commit to at least one-for-one replacement
of any public housing units lost — and to a
redevelopment planning process that is
open and transparent. Richmond’s poorest
families must have a seat at the table. Only
by taking these steps can our community ad-
dress Richmond’s most urgent housing
needs.
• Alex Gulotta is executive director of the Legal Aid Justice
Center, and may be contacted at alex@justice4all.org.
Cora Hayes is a public housing resident and serves on the
Client Advisory Council of the Legal Aid Justice Center.

LIBERTY VS. SOCIALISM

These Decisions Aren’t Government’s Concern
WASHINGTON

A
fortnight ago, I wrote about Mississippi
Legislature House Bill 282 that would have
imposed fines or revoked licenses of food

establishments that served obese people. Fortu-
nately, the measure died in committee. State
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Rep. Ted Mayhall, one of the
bill’s sponsors, justified it by
saying that he wanted to bring
attention to the fact that “obes-
ity makes people more suscepti-
ble to diabetes, which puts a fur-
ther strain on the state’s finan-
cially challenged Medicaid pro-
gram.”

His sentiments were ex-
pressed by quite a few readers

who didn’t necessarily support such a measure
but opined that if a particular behavior or lifestyle
imposed costs on others through tax-supported
health care, the government had a right to inter-
cede.

Similar justification was used for laws requir-
ing helmets for motorcyclists and bicyclists. After
all, if one exercises his liberty to ride without a
helmet, and has an accident and becomes a vege-
table, society has to bear the expense of taking
care of him.

The fact that an obese person becomes ill, or a
cyclist has an accident, and becomes a burden on
taxpayers who must bear the expense of taking

care of him, is not a problem of liberty. It’s a prob-
lem of socialism where one person is forced to
take care of another. There is no moral argument
that justifies using the coercive powers of govern-
ment to force one person to bear the expense of
taking care of another. If that person is too reso-
lute in his refusal to do so, what is the case for im-
posing fines, imprisonment, or death?

YOU SAY, “Death! Aren’t you exaggerating,
Williams?” Say he tells the agents of Congress
that he’ll pay his share of the constitutionally
mandated functions of government but refuse to
pay the health costs of a sick obese person or a cy-
clist who becomes a vegetable; what do you think
the likely course of events will be? First, he’d be
threatened with fines, imprisonment, or property
confiscation. Refusal to give in to these govern-
ment sanctions would ultimately lead to his being
shot by the agents of Congress.

Forcing one person to bear the burden of
health care costs for another is not only a moral
question but a major threat to personal liberty.
Think about all the behaviors and lifestyles that
can lead to illness and increase the burden on tax-
payers. A daily salt intake exceeding 6 grams can
lead to hypertension. A high-fat diet and high al-
cohol intake can also lead to diabetes. A seden-
tary lifestyle can lead to several costly diseases
such as hypertension, diabetes, and heart failure.

There are many other behaviors that lead to a

greater health care burden, but my question is,
how much control over your life you are willing to
give government in the name of reducing these
costs? Would you want government to regulate
how much salt you use? What about government
deciding how much fat and alcohol you consume?
There are immense beneficial health effects of a
daily 30-minute aerobic exercise. Would you sup-
port government-mandated exercise?

YOU MIGHT argue that it’s none of govern-
ment’s business how much fat, salt, or alcohol a
person consumes, even if it has adverse health
care cost implications. I’d ask: Wouldn’t the same
reasoning apply to helmet laws and proposed
obesity laws? Last year, The Child Nutrition
Promotion and School Lunch Protection Act was
introduced in Congress. It’s a measure to prevent
schools from serving “junk foods” such as pizza,
burgers, and French fries. If the government pro-
tects children from “unhealthy” meals at school,
would you want government to also protect them
from unhealthy meals at home?

When I was 14 or 15 years old, smelling myself,
I thought I could take over the house. My mother
told me that as long as she was paying the bills, I
was going to do what she said. That’s great for a
parent/child relationship, but do we want the
same relationship between government and its
citizens?
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MUSEUM OF MARXISM

Castro Rages On as ‘a Caribbean King Lear’
WASHINGTON

T
he letter from a 12-year-old to “my good
friend Roosvelt” is dated Nov. 6, 1940, one
day after FDR won a third term. Saying he

is “very happy” FDR won, he adds: “If you like,
give me a ten dollars bill green american.” The
letter, an enlarged copy of which is on display
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in the National Archives, ends:
“Good by. Your friend, Fidel
Castro.”

Young Castro with his hand
out prefigured his role in politi-
cal history. Until its spell was
broken, Marxism mesmerized
millions by promising to solve
mankind’s economic problem —
abundance without the aliena-
tion caused by work, the French

word for which is travail. Instead, Castro created
mendicant Marxism, making Cuba dependent on
huge subventions from the Soviet Union, which
paid eight times the market price for sugar, and in
the process purchased young Cuban men to fight
in various “wars of liberation.” When Russia with-
drew its aid, Cuba’s economy quickly shrank 35
percent, more than the U.S. economy contracted
(26.5 percent) in the Depression. Cuba under
communism had to import sugar. Today, Hugo
Chavez’s Venezuela provides $4 billion of oil to a
Cuba with a GDP of $45 billion.

The departure, if such it really is, of Castro, the
weird uncle in the island’s attic, cures nothing.
Cuba’s affliction remains: It is Castroism, which
is communism colored by Bonapartism. Commu-
nism of any stripe is afflicted by terminal igno-
rance. Having no market, which is an informa-
tion-generating mechanism, communism cannot
know what things should cost.

Hence communism’s amazing contribution to
humanity’s economic history is “value-subtrac-

tion” — products worth less than the materials
that go into them. That result is seriously incon-
venient for Marxism’s labor theory of value — the
theory that labor adds all value to the world’s ma-
terials.

CASTRO’S CAREER, although calamitous for
Cubans, has provided entertaining farce through
its effect on Western political
pilgrims seeking leftist saviors.
Joseph Goebbels called the
Nazi regime “ennobled democ-
racy,” the Dominican dictator
Rafael Trujillo called his “neo-
democracy.” In 1960, the sec-
ond of Castro’s 49 years as war-
den of Cuba as prison, Jean-Paul Sartre, existenti-
alist and Stalinist, published an enraptured book
about Castro’s democracy. Sartre marveled at
what he called Castro’s “direct democracy” as
demonstrated when, at a roadside stand, Castro
and Sartre were served warm lemonade.

Castro got hot. The tepid drink, he said, “re-
veals a lack of revolutionary consciousness.” The
waitress, Sartre reported, shrugged and said the
refrigerator was broken. Castro “growled”
(Sartre’s approving description), “Tell your peo-
ple in charge that if they don’t take care of their
problems, they will have problems with me.”
Sartre, deeply stirred, wrote:

“This was the first time I understood — still
quite vaguely — what I called ‘direct democracy.’
Between the waitress and Castro, an immediate
secret understanding was established. She let it
be seen by her tone, her smiles, by a shrug of her
shoulders, that she was without illusion.”

NORMAN MAILER, the novelist, and Oliver
Stone, embodiment of Hollywood progressives in

heat, had illusions galore. In 1960, when Castro
came to Manhattan, Mailer, banal even when in
ecstasy, wrote of white horses: “One felt life in
one’s cold overargued blood. . . . It was as if the
ghost of Cortes had appeared in our century rid-
ing Zapata’s white horse.” Just a few years ago,
Stone, a slow learner, advised: “We should look to
[Castro] as one of the Earth’s wisest people.”

In the wise man’s prisons —
according to Armando Valla-
dares’ memoir of 22 years in
them (Against All Hope) —
some doors are welded shut and
prisoners are fed watery soup
sometimes laced with glass, or
dead rats, or half a cow’s intes-

tine, rectum included, containing feces. In 2003,
the wise man’s pulverizing police state, always
struggling to reduce Cuba’s civil society to a dust
of individuals, sentenced 78 democracy advo-
cates, after one-day secret trials, to sentences of
up to 28 years in those prisons. Pilgrims praising
Cuban health care call to mind Pat Moynihan’s
acerbic observation that when travel to China was
liberalized, many visitors seemed more impressed
by the absence of flies than by the absence of free-
dom.

Castro has ruled Cuba during 10 U.S. presiden-
cies and longer than the Soviet Union ruled East-
ern Europe. The Economist has called him “a Car-
ibbean King Lear.” Raging on his island heath,
with nothing to celebrate except his endurance,
his creativity has come down to this: He has
added a category to the taxonomy of world re-
gimes — government by costume party. Useful at
last, the comandante, dressed for success in his
military fatigues, presides over a museum of
Marxism.
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Cuba’s affliction
remains: It is
Castroism.


