THE TORONTO STAR, 

Having read Kathleen Kenna's  account of "Clinton's Unusual 'Neighbors'" (12/29/97), I'm slightly shocked, but not amazed.   When she interviewed me in Lafayette Park Ms. Kenna gave the impression of being objective and intelligent.  Having reviewed her handiwork, however, it appears that she either lacks objectivity, .and the simple sense to assemble facts accurately, or she intentionally slants factual reality to agree with her petty prejudicies.  

Ms. Kenna certainly can't plead "Complete Stupidity."  She was clearly clever enough to discern that, while "it would be easy to dismiss (Picciotto and Thomas) as crackpots … their persistent demand for an end to land mines was realized this month after a crusade prompted 160 nations -- not including the U.S. -- to sign a global treaty banning (landmines) … The U.S. and Russia are mothballing other weapons plants and destroying nuclear stockpiles (although not at the pace sought by this duo) the Cold War ended long before the Picciotto-Thomas peace vigil will."

Because Ms. Kenna was smart enough to apprehend that Picciotto and Thomas are persistently maintaining a "peace vigil" -- and particularly since Picciotto and Thomas specifically explained to Ms. Kenna the difference between a "vigil" (i.e., "constitutionally protect expressive activity") and "using the park for living accommodations" (i.e., "criminal activity," aka "camping") -- the article's asserttion that "a colourful crowd of peaceniks and demonstrators call (the Park) home," seems, at best, a profound lack of understanding, and, at worst, an intentional invention. 

"Lafayette Park … is home to an odd crowd of regulars," but "Picciotto and Thomas are the only 'legal' park inhabitants." Kenna ignorantly purports, despite having had it painstakeningly explained (complete with cyber documentation -- http://prop1.org) that, beginning 16 years ago,  U.S. federal courts have consistantly held that it is "illegal" for ANYONE to be a "park inhabitant." Even though Kenna admits that vigilers dare "not leave their protest sites unattended or park police are bound to remove what looks like a pile of trash," she neglects to mention that vigilers are required, by regulation, to remain within three feet of their signs … which, an intelligent person would assumedly recognize as more akin to "imprisonment" than to "a home."  

Kenna can understand that the stated "point" of the "vigil" is to remind the U.S. that, "For a rich country, there is too much poverty.  There shouldn't be so many people on the street."  Kenna can even understand that "surveys show the income gap between rich and poor in the U.S. continu(es) to widen rapidly, (thus Picciotto's) plea for social justice righs true."  She doesn't seem to understand that describing "protest sites" as resembling "pile(s) of trash" has been a trite cliché, probably since she was born.  I believe that   I find myself wondering whether Ms. Kenna would like to see "weird supporters of the First Amendment" and their "piles of trash," replaced by nice billboards advertising roll-on deordorant.

In light of Ms. Kenna's preoccupation with asthetics, fashion and trivia, not to mention her apparent difficulty to grasp hard facts, perhaps the Star's readers would be better served by transferring Kenna to the Fashion Section.
