


Regarding the editorial in the September 1, 2005 Nebraska Journal-Leader titled 

“We heard it again, Want private meeting with the School Board” the Editor 

surpasses his usual National Enquirer journalistic standard and reaches a new low.  

Where to begin?  Let’s start with the heading.  No one, we repeat, NO ONE has asked for 

a private meeting with the School Board.  In a previous issue the Editor claimed the 

Chairman of the ABCs Committee demanded a private meeting with the School Board at 

the August school board meeting.  The Editor was videotaping that meeting so should be 

able to produce the Chairman’s ‘demand for a private meeting’ with the School Board.   

The fact is, it didn’t happen and the Editor well knows this.  Other than this accusation 

from the August school board meeting, the Editor sites no authority for his claim that the 

so called “agitator’s group” is demanding to meet privately with the School Board.   The 

Editor is well aware the ABCs committee simply wants to impress on the Board the need 

to radically change the cost and location of the previous school proposals before the 

voters of this district will overwhelmingly support such a measure.    Whether that is 

done in a public setting or in a less volatile forum involving less than a quorum of the 

Board, makes no difference to the ABCs. 

Apparently for the dual purpose of branding as maniacs those whom the Editor 

feels have the audacity to oppose his world view and to impress his readers with his 

dazzling vocabulary, the Editor throws out some big words: anarchist, sophistry 

(philosophic rhetoric characterized by specious reasoning, not “philosophy for pay” as 

stated by the Editor), vandals, Epicureanism, socialism, racism, fascism, communism, 

totalitarianism and posse commitatis (it strains the imagination to envision one who could 

be a fascist or communist who adore a centralized government and at the same time be 

posse commitatis who abhor a centralized government).  About the only “ism” he didn’t 

associate the so called “outside agitators” with is terrorism.   Given his track record, 

however, we will probably see that in the issues to come. 

Perhaps the Editor should update his word processor and examine a few tried and 

tested words: 

Integrity – The Editor’s refusal to display even the most basic of journalistic 

standards--fair coverage, equal treatment and accurate reporting—have blemished the 

reputation of Ponca’s only paper and alienated many of its citizens. 



Truth – The examples given above are just a fraction of the untruths printed on a 

weekly basis in the Nebraska Journal-Leader.  It matters not whether it is a purposeful 

attempt to deceive or simply a failure to check sources before printing.   This lack of 

adherence to accuracy is a disservice to the community served by the Nebraska Journal-

Leader.  We deserve better. 

Temperance – The August school board meeting seemed to be a positive step in 

the right direction with School Board members who had previously passionately 

supported both failed bond measures exhibiting restraint.  They demonstrably attempted 

to heal some of the wounds that have been inflicted on this community over the past two 

years.  Unfortunately, no such restraint is seen in the Nebraska Journal-Leader.  The 

volatile editorials and unsubstantiated claims only serve to further divide this community 

and anger the majority of voters who voted against the last two bond proposals.   

We don’t think it is too much to ask that the Journal-Leader serve ALL its citizens 

with fair, honest and accurate reporting.   





August 31, 2005, Bob Lux Letter on the Editorial Page of the Nebraska Journal-
Leader:  
 
Paragraph three: 
“…one extremely important word missing from their opening statement and that word is 
“PARENTS”…” 
 
Don’t forget grandparents, aunts, uncles, sisters, brothers, and third cousins once removed.  Were 
we expected to spell out an all-encompassing and exhaustive list? 
 
We heard this same statement from a board member’s wife about parents being missing from the 
list of concerned citizens.  Her direct question was “Where are the parents in your group?”  The 
implication being that if our children are not in school RIGHT NOW, we are incapable of 
looking out for their futures.  She missed the point that all of our group are parents already or are 
parents-in-waiting.   
 
The letter goes on to say: 
 
Paragraph four: 
“…when making this type of decision you must look through parent eyes if you are truly 
concerned about children in our community.” 
 
We couldn’t agree more.  This statement cancels out the negative implications of the board 
member’s wife.  We are asking the board to look at all of the consequences of upgrading the 
school facilities; the positives and the negatives.  We need to ensure that this area will be 
conducive to our children staying here after graduation.  We cannot saddle future generations 
with an insurmountable debt that reaches well beyond our needs. 





August 31, 2005, Editorial Page of the Nebraska Journal-Leader:  
 
Paragraph two: 
“…poked his finger in my chest and threatened to throw me out...” 
 
Hmmm?  At least one witness to the exchange can attest to the fact that no physical contact was 
made.  Rather, the so-called “hand wringer” did not care for being called an “agitator” in that 
day’s issue by the editor and then expected to invite the offending party into a private meeting. 
 
Witnesses also heard no threats being made, since like the editorial states, entrance was never 
granted.  Perhaps the editor wants to impress his readership with his physical prowess, what with 
standing up to a so-called “agitated fellow” while sporting a “forty pound camera, flash, and a 
smile”. 
 
You got guts ol’ chap. 
 
Paragraph two: 
“…12-15  cars parked around.  Slim meeting.” 
 
Please, oh please, underestimate our strength and numbers.  Either the editor is bad at counting 
on his fingers or wants to discredit our group.  Our guess is the latter.  Either way, we are 
surprised he would want to waste his time on such a so-called “slim meeting,” not to mention the 
ample column space. 
 
Paragraph six: 
“…someone inside the VFW building battened down the window.  Then seemed to cover 
them with something.” 
 
Those somethings are called blinds. 
 
Paragraph seven: 
“…was the insistence by the hand wringer that the group wanted to meet privately with the 
board, which someone corrected him to say “publicly.”  It seems there is a split in the 
thinking.” 
 
Boy, “someone” has been awfully busy; battening down windows, correcting the hand wringer.  
Funny how “someone” never has a name.  Although we are sure that the editor knows who the 
so-called “hand wringer” and “someone” are.  If those names were published though, then the 
readers would have a chance to personally speak with our Chairman, Michael Brannon, aka The 
Hand Wringer Agitator. 
 
And that, my friends, is why we have launched this site.  Read both sides and decide for 
yourself! 
 
 
 






