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Chapter r·· 

INTRODUCTION 

. . . ' . 

On August 12, 1971,.Federal Judge Walter E. Hoffman approved . . . 

a plan for desegregating the Newport News· school sy!il.tem. . At the time 

of Judge Hoffman's decision, the school system's thirty":"""two elementa,ry 

schools employed an organizational pattern housing grades one through 

seven; its six secondary schools housed grades eight through twel've. 

The plan approved by Judge Hoffman required extensive shifts in the 

.school organization, including restaffing of instructionalpersonriel 

and a modified pupil assignment plan. 

Prior to the court-ordered reorganization, the Newport News 

pupil assignment policies were founded on the neighborhood school con-

cept. A small proportion of the system's 32,000 students elected to 

attend a non neighborhood school by a "Freedom of Choice" plan in 

effect at that time to desegregate the schools. The 1971 court-

approved plan called for an organization which paired schools in the 

northern half of the City with schools in the southern half. •To im-

plement the plan required massive student busing up to twenty miles 

away from what had been the neighborhood school. 

The events which finally led to the 1971 Newport News desegre'."'" 

gation plan were framed against the backdrop of Brown I which over-

turned the "separate but equal" education doctrine dating back to 1896 

and the subsequent Brown II decision which ordered school desegregatio~ 

1 
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'. . .. 

''with all deliberate speed." Following the u.s. SupremeCour.t's Brown 

·decisions, the government of the Commonwealth of Virginia reacted to 

the Federal position by enacting legislationdeSigned to maintain 
. . .. .. ..··'.· "· 

segregated schools across the State, setting the stage for a c6mpliance 

struggle between the Federal and State goyernments that lasted for 

several years and influenced the course of events which occurred in 

Newport News. 

During the 1960's, the Federal government, through a combina..:. · 

tion of civil rights legislation and the program leverage gained from 
. . - ,· ·. 

large scale financial assistance, pressured for an accelerated pace, 

of school desegregation. In response to this mounting pressure, New~ 
' . 

: . . . 
port News in 1965 adopted the "Freedom of Choice" pupil assignment 

plan. However, by 1968, this method of school desegregation was under 

attack by the Department of HEW, and in July of 1970, the plan was 

challenged in the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of 

Virginia in litigation that ultimately led to the court~adoptedplan. 

Although there is "general knowledge" of the seventeen-year 

period between Brown I and the August, 1971, decision, the actions and 

reactions, the tactics employed by each side of the controversy, and 

the interactions of the various sources .of influence, the issues, and 

the local hi$tory involved have never been publicly documented. Such 

is the undertaking of the present research effort. 

Need for the Study 

Without doubt, the broad social context of school desegregation.· 

in the United States is well known as is the "massive resistance" 
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reaction of the government of the Commonwealth of Virginia during a cru.;. 

cial period of this era. 1 The implementation process of the Federal 

court order as it was played out in the ensuing years had not been as 

well documented, however, certainly not as that process was engaged in 

the complexity of a seventeen-year implementation effort in Newport News, 

Virginia. In addition, the Newport News situation and, how that situation 

interacted with Federal and State actions had not been sufficiently docu-

mented to determine what factors were most directly involved in the 

case. Also not explored were the unique local conditions, as attested 

to by the Federal District Judge involved in the case, that character-

ized Newport News, such that the local impact on Federal policy imple-

mentation could be explored. 

History is not likely to repeat itself in this instance, but a 

thorough review of the events and issues involving conflicting law and 

policy, a shifting political jurisdiction, and the effect of previous 

decisions on the context of the 1971 decision would provide insights 

into subsequent local conditions and provide a fertile arena in which 

to study the countervailing local effects on Federal government intent. 

THE PROBLEM 

The problem of this study was to identify, describe, and ex-

plain the causal factors involved in the 1971 Newport News public 

school desegregation plan. Specifically, major influences and issues, 

1 . \ See for example, Anna Holder's work in The Bus Stops Here: A 
Study of School Desegregation in Three Cities, and Benjamin Muses 1 work, 
Virginia Massive Resistance. 
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actors, and events were reviewed in order to determine those signifi-

cant factors and relationships which shaped the eventualdesegregation 

policy as it evolved and was handed down on August 12; 1971, by the 

United States Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Vir-

ginia. 

Research Questions 

The study was intended to answer three major questions. 

1. What were the main sources of external policy influences 

in the seventeen-year Newport News school desegregation process, and 

to what extent did such sources shape tqe August 12, 1971, plan? 

2. ·Which, if any, local circumstances and Newport News School 

B.oard policies exerted influence over the course of school desegrega-

tion events in the City and in shaping the 1971 court-adopted plan? 

3. Which groups or individuals, if any, at the local level 

exercised significant influence over the seventeen-year process and 

over the shape of the August 12, 1971, plan? 

Limitations of the Study 

The study is limited to the pupil desegregation process in the 

city of Newport News public school system during the years 1953 through 

1971. It was during this period that Federal government pressure to 

dismantle the dual school system occurred and that State and local 

government reacted to the pressure. In addition, it was during this 

period that the Newport ~ews public school system changed from dual 

segregated schools to a unitary, desegregated system. 
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In a study of this nature, relevant information may have been 

lost or distorted. Impressions of the time and events addressed in the 

work may have changed with the passage of time. On the other hand, suf,... 

ficient time may not have elapsed to allow for complete objectivity. 

However, the methodology suggested for informing the study and the 

writer's awareness of the problem of subjectivity should minimize bias 

and allow for reasonably objective conclusions. 

During the seventeen .... year period studied, the meaning of school 

desegregation terms tend to change and are therefore defined within the 

context in which they are used. 

Organization of the Study 

Chapter I contained the background of the problem, the statement 

of the problem, and research questions addressed in the study, along with 

the need for and limitations of the study. 

Chapter II describes the methodology employed to identify and 

analyze causal factors of the 1971 desegregation plan as well as that 

utilized to identify and interview the major actors in the Newport News 

case. 

Chapter III describes the Newport News school desegregation 

process and traces the development of each causal factor over the 

seventeen,...year period studied. 

Chapter IV contains the final documentation and analysis of 

causal factor influence on the Newport News school desegregation pro-

cess and on the shape of the court-adopted plan. 

Chapter V sunnnarizes the study and states conclusions and 

implications drawn from the work. 



Chapter II 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The explanation of the development of public policy such as 

the school desegregation plan addressed in this study depends upon the 

accessibility of historical data. Information for the study was 

gathered from official public records, newspapers, personal correspon-

dence, and interviews with the leading actors involved in the desegre-

gation process culminating in the 1971 plan. 

This historical case study investigates the issue of racial 

desegregation in the Newport News, Virginia, public schools over a 

seventeen~year span of time, beginning with the May 17, 1954, Supreme 

Court Decision, BROWN v. BOARD OF EDUCATION OF TOPEKA, KANSAS, and 

concluding with the August 12, 1971, court-adopted desegregation plan. 

The longitudinal character of the study, the limited scope, and the 

fact that no attempt is made to generalize to a larger population are 
1 the fundamental characteristics of the case study approach to research. 

The methodological procedures recognize that a study of this nature is 

historically bound and that normally the factors that influence the 
2 policy are never replicable. 

1 Armand J. Galfo and Earl Miller, Interpreting Education Re-
search (Dubuque, Iowa: William C. Brown Company, 1965), p. 15. 

2 Raymond A. Bauer and Kenneth J. Gergen, The Study of Policy 
Formation (New York~ The Free Press, 1968), p. 206. 

6 
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Procedure for Identifying and Analyzing Causal 
Factors of the August 12, 1971, Newport News 
Public School Desegregation Plan 

The research methodology utilized to determine the most preva-

lent issues.relevant to the Newport News school system desegregation 

process began with a search of public documents. Data sources con-

sisted of School Board Minutes during the 1953-1970 school years; legal 

documents and records emanating from the Department of HEW compliance 

review.proceedings during the 1968-1971 school years; court records of 

the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia and 

trial proceedings records in the period July, 1970-August, 1971; per-

sonal correspondence of the period between the 1967-1971 school years; 

pertinent newspaper accounts of the 1953-1970 school years; and un-

published records and reports of the Newport News school system during 

the 1953-1970 school years. Secondary sources were used to develop 

the study background. The period between 1953 and 1965 of necessity 

relied heavily on School Board Minutes, newspaper accounts, and major 

actor accounts. Between the 1965 and 1971 school years, personal cor-

respondence, major actor accounts, HEW records and documents, and records 

from the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia 

were major data sources. 

Information pertaining to the problem of the study was initially 

classified as to source--national, State, or local--the three major 

levels of policy formulation. Possible causal factors of the 1971 

3Robert c. North, Ole R. Holsti, M. George Zaninovich, and Dina 
A. Zinnes, Content Analysis: A Handbook with Application for the Study 
of International Crisis (Stanford: Northwestern Univ. Press, 1963), p. 41. 
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court-adopted plan were noted on data sheets . and categorized as.·. na,.. 

tional, State, or local in origin. 
.:. 

A count in frequency of occurrence 

was made for·each issue according to the information sources examined 

to aid in analysis. 4 During this phase of research, a ch:i:'c;>nology ,· or . 

. sequenCing of the events which were dete.rmined pertinent to the problem ·· 

of the study, was developed to aid in the preliminary identification 
.. . 

and analysis of causal facto.rs of the 1971 court-adopted school .desegre,... 
5 gation plan. The chronology was developed from a combination of pri:!"' •· 

mary and secondary documents described above. No forma.l count was made; 

however, both frequency of event occurrence and· _:intensity of. event im-

pact on the Newport News desegregation case comprise~ the rationale for 

developing the chronology. The chronology was val:i.dated ~y cross 

checking secondary and primary sources. 

After the preliminary identification and analysis of the issues 

pertinent to the problem of the study, the second methodological problem 

addressed was one of validating the issues and analyzing· their impor-

tance in regard to impact upon the 1971 court-adopted plan. Issue im-

portance as causal factors of the 1971 plan, as well as final interpre-

tations of findings, was judged by the researcher based upon his 

* See Table 1 which shows the number of primary sources iri which 
an issue was mentioned (Appendix H). To illustrate, of.the eighty'.'"nine 
pieces of personal correspondence listed in the bibliography, forty:- .· 
three made mention of Federal government school desegregation policy de-
cisions; while the same issue was mentioned in the Minutes of seventy.;.. 
one of the two hundred twenty-one School Board Meetings between the 
1953 and 1970 school years. 

4 . North, p • 38 • 
5North, p. 37. 



knowledge of the events and issues as gleaned from the data sources and 

from personal knowledge gairied as an observer of the Newport News de,.... 

segregation process between 196I-i971. 

Procedure. for Identifying Major Actors in the· 
Desegregation Process, 1954-1971 

An initial list of actors, persons whose names appeared in the. 

documents reviewed and who were involved in the desegregation, events 

· of the time period studied, was compiled from docuinent analysis. The 

initial list of actors was reduced to a list of major actors, that is,• 

those persons found to be directly involved in the issues and events 

leading to the 1971 desegregation plan and whose .. names were mentioned 
·.·. 6 . 

more than one time in two or more of the sources examined. · 

The final selection of interview subjects was based upon the 

frequency of actor name occurrence in relationship to the issues identi-

fied as leading to the 1971 court-adopted desegregation plan and upon a 

representative perspective of black and white actors. 7 Other reputed 

actors who were not identified by document analysis were sought through 

the interviews. 

Procedure for Interviews 

The interviews focused on the major desegregation issues, as 

determined from the content analysis of the sources discussed, that led 

to the August 12, 1971, desegregation plan, and served to validate and 

6 North, p. 42. 

7North, p. 42. 
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further enrich the study. A chronology of major desegregation events 

for the seventeen-year time period studied was developed fr.om the docu-

ment review and presented to each respondent at the interview. This 

was to aid the respondent in recalling his or her behavior in relation-
s ship to the time and problem addressed in the study. Since the nature 

and extent of major actor participation in the total desegregation 

process varied with each of the individuals, the chronology served to 

focus each interview session on that segment of the entire process and 

on the issues about which the actor had firsthand knowledge as a par-
9 ticipant. (See Chronology, Appendix B). 

Interview sessions began with an explanation of the problem 

artd purpose of the study, followed by an explanation of the purpose of 

the chronology of events to be presented to the respondent. Once the 

chronology was presented to the respondent, the remainder of each 

interview session focused on the major events and issues relating to 

the Newport News school desegregation process. Responses wer.e not 

limited to the structure provided by the chronology. All information 

gleaned from the interviews was recorded immediately following each 

session. 

The interview with the Honorable Walter E. Hoffman, Federal 
I 

District Judge for the Eastern District of Virginia, was conducted by 

telephone. Initially, a letter was drafted and mailed to Judge 

Hoffman, requesting the privilege of an interview (See Letters, in 

8 Bauer and Gergen, p. 219. 

9Bauer and Gergen, p. 222. 
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Appendix C and D). The letter was followed by a telephone call to 

arrange a convenient time for the interview; at that time, Judge Hoffman 

stated his willingness to assist with the study but indicated a pref er-

ence to discuss the Newport News case by telephone if possible. His 

preference was accommodated, and a telephone interview of approximately 

twenty-.;five minutes followed during which Hoffman willingly responded 

to questions. 

Interview time varied in length from approximately twenty-five 

minutes with Judge Hoffman to three hours with form.er Superintendent of 

Schools George J. Mcintosh. The typical length of time for each inter-

view was one hour and fifteen minutes. 

Background of Major Actors 

Dr. Waldo Scott became the first black member of the Newport 

News School Board July 1, 1952. He was the only black member of the 

five-man Board. 

Scott served two non-contiguous terms on the Newport News 

School Board. His first term (July 1, 1952-June 30, 1958) began prior 

to Brown I and terminated three months before the Virginia "Massive 

Resistance" legislation closed schools in Warren County, Norfolk, and 

Charlottesville. 

In April, 1954, Scott had urged the School Board "to plan 

solutions based on either eventuality" of the Supreme Court's decision 

in Brown I and encouraged "the interchange of programs and features" 

between the Negro and white high schools. Scott was not re-appointed 

to the Board with the merger of the Cities of Warwick and Newport News, 
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,· ; . ' ·. 

but served as a spokesman for black delegations appearing b~fore the.· .. 

Board to urge a new Negro high school instead of additions to the pres-

ent structure. Scott's second term, July 1, 1962-June 30, 1966,, began 

one year after the first Negro students. were admitted to former white 

schools and concluded after the school system's "Freedom of Choice'' 
' ' 

plan had .been accepted by HEW. 
' ' 

Philips. Walker, a black attorney residing in Newport News, 

was an active participant in the events leading to the 1971 court~ 

ordered desegregation plan. He was uniquely qualified to provide ex• 

pert testimony relevant to this study because he was the only attorney 

who participated in the three desegregation suits filed against the 

Newport NeW's School Superintendent and the Board. In each of the three 

cases, he was one of a battery of attorneys representing the Negro 

plaintiffs. Walker was a source of firsthand knowledge of the entire 

desegregation process as well as of the legal maneuvering that seemed 

to have characterized the· School Board and the NAACP throughout. the 

time studied. 

Woodrow Brown was a black minister residing in the city of 

Newport News at the time of thi.s investigation. Reverend Brown went to 

Newport News from the Southside Virginia area in 1947. He had observed 

the urban changes that characterized the congested City following World 

War II and the City's efforts.to expand its territory. His position 

during these years required that he interact with the black community, 

thus providing the opportunity for. firsthand knowledge of community 

sub-structures and inner organizations. His. church had one of the 
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largest black;c()llgregationa on the Virginia Peninsula,andmaliY of its 

members were recognized leaders of the black community~ 

Harry M. Franklin was serving his second term as.a member of 

the NE!Wport News School Board concurrent with this study. He became a 
member of the :Soard July 1, 1970, and will complete.hie second term 

June 30, 1978. 

Franklin came to Newport News from New Kent Count}', Virginia; 

in 1957, to establish a restaurant business whicli he continues to 

operate. of the four bla.ck leaders interviewed, Franklin was the 0nly 
. ' 

one to reside outside the former city of ~ewport News. His residence. 

was located near his place of business in the Denbigh area of the former 

city of Warwick. His arrival t'o the City approximated the time that 

Denbigh residents were adamantly opposing consolidation with the city 

of Newport News. His appointment to the Board July 1, 1970, was 

twenty-two days before the "Frank V. Thompson case," the final NAACP 

desegregation litigation filed against Newport News. Following the 

Supreme Court decision in the Swann case, Franklin urged school offi-

cials and members of the School Board to involve the community and 

building-level school personnel in planning for the inevitable: com-

plete school desegregation. 

George J. Mcintosh had served as principal of Brookville High. 

School in Campbell County, Virginia, 1946-1948, before replacing Lamar 

~. Stanley as principal of Newport News High School in 1948. He served 

as principal of Newport News High School until the consolidation of the 

cities of Warwick and Newport News in 1958. 
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On July 1, 1958, he became Director of Personnel and Assistant 

to the Superintendent, a position which he held .for seven years. On 

July 1, 1965, he succeeded Dr. R. O. Nelson as superintendent of the 

Newport News school system. Mcintosh retired as superintendent in 

1974, and currently resides in Nags Head, North Carolina. 

In June of 1965, just prior to assuming the Newport News school 

superintendency, Mcintosh brought back from Washington, D.C., to the 

City the "Freedom of Choice" plan utilized by Newport News between 1965 

and 1970. The August 12, 1971, court-adopted plan was drawn up by 

local school officials under the supervision of Mcintosh. 

Oliver C. Greenwood was appointed assii;tant superintendent of 

the Newport News city school system on July l, 1965. A native of 

Amelia County, Virginia, he began his teaching career at Smithfield 

High School in the Isle of Wight County schools before becoming prin-

cipal of Thomas Jef.ferson School in Suffolk, Virginia. In 1962, he 

was appointed division superintendent of Accomack County Schools, a 

position he held until coming to Newport News. 

Greenwood assumed his responsibilities in Newport News shortly 

after the School Board adopted its "Freedom of Choice" pupil assign-

ment plan. In part, his responsibilities entailed administering the 

plan approved by HEW. During the HEW compliance enforcement pro-

ceedings, he was charged with the task of developing a data base to 

support the Newport News case; he also provided testimony in both the 

Justice Department hearings and at the August, 1971, trial. 
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.. . 

Robert V. Beale entered the city of Ne"WportNews Department qf 
.. .- ' . . 

Law in March, 1964. As assistant City Attorney, hewoI'keci closely with 

City.Attorney Harry Nachman who had served as a member of the battery 

of lawyers defending the school system in the two preceding school 

deseg:regation cases. 

In 1969, Beale succeeded Nachman to the office of City Attorney 

and assumed charge of the school system's legal fight with the Depart-

. ·. ment. of HEW. He argued the Newport News case in both the HEW compliance 

enforcement proceedings and the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 

District of Virginia. During the period of time between August, l96S, 

and August:, 1971, Beale was the legal strategist for the Newport News 

stance. He prepared the defense by analyzing the issues with regard to 

the changing Federal policy and recruiting witnesses to substantiate the 

Newport News' argument. Although Beale as a participant entered the 

Newport News desegregation process near its final resolve, his was the 

most frequently mentioned name in the literature reviewed. 

Harry E. Atkinson was elected to the Newport News City Council 

in 1962, four years after the cities of Newport News and Warwick had 

consolidated and three years after the State's "Massive Resistance" 

program had collapsed. He was not re-elected in 1966 but returned to 

the Council in 1972, one year after the final resolve of the Newport 

News desegregation question. He served as mayor between 1972 and 1976. 

Between 1962 and 1966, Atkinson was involved in·the controversy 

surrounding the Newport t~ews School Board's school constru.ction pol!-

cies and made it his business to understand the issues and political 
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power structures peculiar to Newport News. He was in a position to 

describe Council and City agency involvement in the ~ewport News 

desegregation process. 

Dr. J. T •. Jobe III served two consecutive terms on the Newport 

News School Board, beginning his first term July 1, 1964, approxi-

mately one year before the Newport News school system adopted the 

"Freedom of Choice" plan, and completing his second term June 30, 1972, 

one year after Judge Walter Hoffman had ordered the 1971 Newport News 

school desegregation plan. A lifetime resident of Newport News and a 

graduate of Newport News High School, Dr. Jobe provided expert testi..,.. 

mony about the issues that characterized the Newport News case. He 

participated in the events surrounding the HEW challenge of the New-

port News "free choice" plan and had personal knowledge of fellow major 

actors as well as the means used to develop the August 12, 1971, New-

port News desegregation plan. 

Judge Walter E. Hoffman's appointment to the bench of the 

Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia was con-

firmed July 8, 1954, shortly after the U.S. Supreme Court handed down 

the historic Brown I decision. During the seventeen-year Newport News 

school desegregation process, Judge Hoffman presided over the three 

NAACP-sponsored suits filed against the Newport News School Superinten-

dent and School Board. 

Hoffman first ordered school integration in Newport News on 

February 11, 1957, and in 1961, the first racial mixing to occur in 

the Newport News school system was in part due to litigation before his 
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court. In August, 1971, the third NAACP~sponsored.civil.rights suit 

against the Newport New:s school system was argued be~ore Ju4ge 
. ' .. . 

Hoffman 's·court. It was during this _trial that the final Newport 

News desegregation pl~ was handed down. 

Summary 

Issues pertinent to the problem of the study were ideJ;lti:fied 

through a search of public documents, and causal factor categorif!S 

were established through document analysis. Major actors, persons 

reputed to have participated in the events and issues that comprised 

the Newport News desegregation process, were identified during the 

document analysis and subsequent interview sessions. 

Testimony provided by major actors was used to validate and 

further enrich the study. Interview sessions focused on the major 

sChool desegregation events identified during document analysis. In-

formation gathered from the interviews was. recorded immediately fol-

lowing each session. Final analysis and interpretations of issue 

importance as a causal factor of the court-adopted plan were judged 

by the researcher based upon his knowledge of the events and issues 

gleaned from the data sources and from his personal role as an observer 

of a major portion of the seventeen-year sChool desegregation process. 



Introduction 

Chapter III 

CAUSAL FACTORS GOVERNING THE NEWPORT NEWS 
DESEGREGATION PROCESS 

Major actor accounts corroborated the major issues and events 

around which the Newport News case evolved. There was consensus in 

the documents and among major actors as to the importance of the five 

issues described in the following sections of the study with regard to 

the Newport News desegregation case. Both sources accented the extent 

of Federal and State government influence on the events and issues 

that prevailed in Newport News during the seventeen years examined. 

Similarly, the three local issues described in the following sections 

were most salient in the document search and were said to be the most 

important local determinants: of the Newport News' desegregation outcome. 

It should be noted that not all major actors identified were 

accessible for interviews. Other reputed actors identified by respon-

dents during the interviews and not previously identified by document 

analysis were City Councilman Harry Atkinson and the Reverends Jesse 

Flauntleroy and Woodrow Brown. Reverend Flauntleroy could not be 

reached for interview, nor could former School Board members Mary 

Paulson and Gordon Pullen, both reputed major actors. 

The following chapter traces the development of each Newport 

News school desegregation issue from a time approximating the U.S. 

Supreme Court's Brown I decision on May 17, 1954, to the time that 

18 
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the final Newport News school desegregation plan was handed down on 

August 12, 1971. 

The Impact of Federal Policy on the 
Newport News.Desegregation Case 

This section speaks to the major policy decisions determined 

from research to have occurred at the Federal level and to have caused 

activity on the part of the local school officials and School Board. 

In Brown II, the U.S. Supreme Court decided that because of Federal 

district court proximity to local conditions and the possible need for 

further hearings, "the courts which originally heard these cases can 

best perform this judicial appraisal. 111 

For almost a decade after Brown II, the Federal District Court 

for the Eastern District of Virginia was the sole agent of the Federal 

government formulating policies designed to effectuate school desegre-

gation in Newport News. By the time Congress enacted the Civil Rights 

Act in August, 1964, the Newport News pupil assignment policy had been 
2 challenged twice through the Federal District court. 

Certain portions of the 1964 Civil Rights Act were to have a 

direct bearing on the course of school desegregation events in Newport 

News. Section 601 of Title VI of the Act specifically denied the bene-

fits of Federal assistance to any school district whose Federally 

1xern Alexander, Roy Corns, and Walter Mccann, Public School 
Law Cases and Materials (St. Paul, Minnesota: West Publishing Co., 
1969), p. 646. 

2 School Board Minutes, February 12, 1957; April 21, 1960. 
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assisted programs excluded participants or were discriminatory on the 

basis of "race, color, or national origin. 113 

Newport News had been receiving Federal monies authorized by 

PL/1815 and 11874, dating back to 1953, 4 and with the July, 1958, cop,-' 

solidation of Warwick and Newport News, /1874 monies increased signifi-

cantly with the acquisition of the Fort Eustis military installation in 

the former city of Warwick. In addition, Newport News was to receive 

substantial Federal assistance from PL /189-10, the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, passed by Congress in 1965. 5 By 1970, near 

the end of the HEW non-compliance enforcement proceedings against New-

port News, total Federal assistance to the City school system exceeded 
6 $1,900,000.00. 

There were other sections of the Civil Rights Act utilized by 

both HEW and the local school system once compliance enforcement pro-

ceedings wer~ underway in 1968. Section 602 of the Act assigned to 

Federal Departments and agencies the task of administering the Act and 

authorized the Department of HEW to develop guidelines to implement 

its intent. 7 Section 80.7 of the Department's revised Guidelines, 

3 Alexander, Corns, and Mccann, p. 681. 
4 School Board Minutes, November 11, 1953:p. 1. 
5 Newport News Public Schools Progress Report, July 1, 1965-

January 1, 1975, Newport News, Virginia, pp. 7-8. 

6school Board Minutes, February 19, 1970:p. 5. 

7Administrative Proceedings in the Department of HEW, "In the 
Matter of the SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, INITIAL DECISION AND ORDER," 
February 11, 1970 :p. 5. 
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published and circulated in March, 1968, provided for a per:J.odic re-

view of local school systems receiving Federal financial assistance to 

determine if discrimination existed. The review occurred in Newport 

News during the week of May 20-24, 1968; the ensuing decision was one 
8 of non-compliance with the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 

In defense, Newport News cited sub part D of the Department of 

HEW regulations which stated that the HEW policies did not require the 
9 correction of racial imbalance resulting from private housing patterns. 

Furthermore, throughout the HEW administrative proceedings, the City 

pointed to Sections 401 (b) and 407 (a) of Title IV of the Civil Rights 

Act to substantiate its contention that "free choice" was constitu-

tional. Section 401 (b) stated that "desegregation shall not mean the 

assignment of students to public schools in order to overcome racial 

imbalance," while Section 407 (a) prevented any U.S. court or official 

from issuing an order "seeking to achieve racial balance in any school 

by requiring the transportation of pupils or students from one school 

h 1110 to anot er •••• 

8o£fice for Civil Rights, Department of HEW, Personal Corres-
pondence from Eloise Severinson, Regional Civil Rights Director, to 
George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools, 
June 5, 1968. 

9 . Newport News School Board, Personal correspondence from J. M. 
Dozier, Jr., Chairman of City of Newport News School Board to W. Kenneth 
Haddock, Chief, Educational Branch, Office of Civil Rights, Region III,. 
June 14, l968; pp. 1-2. 

10 Transcript of School Board Meeting, June 27, 1968:p. 5. 
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.. ·· ' . ' 
.·, : ·. ,·. - .· . .·. . ,·' 

HEW ml!lintained that the school system had agreed tocom}>ly 

with the requirements of t:he Department policy statement in regard to 

the type of desegregation plan by sigp.ing~the'ASsurance.of Compliance· 

in 1965, and that Newport News was charged w:f.th the af:fir1Ilittive duty 
- : ·. . ..... , 

t<J ·. elimi.nate racial discrimination and to c6:rrect the. effects pf past 
.· .. · . ·. 11 . .· . 

State-imposed racial discrimination. With :regard. to the Newport .News 

"free choice" pupil assignment plan, the Department ~ited the 1968. 

edition of its Guidelines: where steps ta.ken und.er a voluntary plan 

had not proved effective, compliance with the law required that the 

school system adopt and carry out an effective plan by the opening of 

the 19.68-.69 .. school year. The burden was on the schoc:>l ·systetll to deter-·. 

i ff i. d i 1 ·. 12 . m ne an e ·. ect ve esegregat on p an •.. · . . . 
. . . 

Meanwhile, on May 27, 1968, the u.s~ Supreme Cou:rt I,1anded down 

the Greenv. New~ County decision which dealt specifically with 

"free choice" as an effective tool for desegregating the rural New 

Kent County, Virginia, school system. The Court's reasoning held . . 

implications for Newport News since the City had operated a"Free 

Choice" pupi·l assig'liment plan beginning in 1965. 

The New Kent ruling, in short, stated: 

11 ·.· Adininistrative Proceedings in the Department of HEW, 
"INITIAL DECISION AND ORDER,'' February 11, 1970:pp. 5-6. . 

12Administrative Proceedings in the Department of H_EW, 
"INITIAL DECISION AND ORDER," February 11, 1970:p. 7. 

. . -~ 
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-, 
that a freedom of choice plan which resulted in only 11 

small portion of Negro students attendin8 ·''White" ~chool.s 
and in no white students attending "Negro" schools had to 
be replaced by some other plan. Less than fifteen percent 
desegregation was insufficient.13 

. . . . . 
On the other hand, Newport News maintained that J:b,e first sen-

. . . . . . . ·.. . . -·.· ...... ·· 14 .. 
tence of the case emphasized the importance of local conditions, , and 

. . . . . ' . 

contrasted the circumstances that characterized rural New Kent cotinty, 
.- . . . . .· · . ·. . -. is·· ···.. · 

Virginia, with. those that prevailed in urban Newport N~ws ~. · -· -. However, . 

the Newport News interpretation of New Kent wa:s eventu~liy ruled 9lit by 
·. . .16 . 

the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia.·. · 
. . 

Two years into the. HEW-Newport News compliance proceedings and 

shortly after the final desegregation suit was brought aga:f..nst the 

City, both the U .s. District Court and HEW deferred .their cases against 

Newport News pending the U.S. Supreme Court's verdict in Swann. The 

two cases had similar issues, and it was believed that the Court's 
17 decision would clarify the Newport News situation. 

When handed down April 20, 1971, the Court established busing 

as a tool to desegregate racially segregated schools and noted that 

13 · · · · · 11 Administrative Proceedings in the Department of HEW, · In the 
Matter of the SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, STATEMENT OF THE GOVERNMENT'S 
CASE, 11 December 8, 1969:p. 3. 

14 Personal interview, June 7, 1977. 

15Exceptions to Initial Decision and Order, City of Newport 
News, Department of Law, April 3, 1970:p. 19. 

16 Pre-trial Transcript, May 10, 197l:p. 2. 
17 · Personal Interview, June 7, 1977. 
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''racial balanc.e or racial quotas may be used as a starting point· iti the 

process of shaping a remedy" and that some one-race schools Di.ight con..; 

tinue to exist. However, remedial pupil assignment plans ''may be ad~ . 

. · ministratively awkward, inconvenient, and even bizarre in some situa:-

· tions and may impose burdens on sonie. 1118 A p.art of the Court's reason-

ing allowed for an exception to the busing of students for desegregation 

purposes: 

When the time or distance of travel is so great as to risk 
either the health of the children or significantly impinge on 
the educational process •••• The limits on time·of travel 
wi11 vary with many factor!:!, but probably with none more than 
the age of studeri.ts.19 · 

Finally, the U.S. Supreme Court in Swann ruled that the location of 

schools in regard to neighborhood patterns and the separation of races 

was no longer solely a school administrative matter but .a matter for 

the Federal courts. 20 

18 . Administrative Proceedings in the Department of HEW, "In 
the Matter of the SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, AND STATE 
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
MOTION FOR SECRETARIAL REVIEW IN NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, SCHOOL DIS~ 
TRICT, IN LIGHT OF SUPREME COURT DECISION IN SWANN v. CHARLOTTE-
MECKLENBURG, II May 11, 1971:p. 3. -

19sUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR SECRETARIAL REVIEW IN 
NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, SCHOOL DISTRICT, IN LIGHT OF SUPREME COURT 
DECISION IN SWANN.!.· CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG, May 11, 197l:p. 2 •. 

20 . . . . 
U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 

Newport News, Virginia, Frank V. Thompson, et al., Plaintiffs, v. The 
School Board of the City of Newport News,. VA. ,et al., Defendants, 

_Comments made During Argument of Counsel, Vol. II,~ugust 4, 1971: 
p. 5. 
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The Impact of State Policy on the Newport 
News Desegregation Case 

TheC0Dm1.onwealth of Virginia formulated policies that were of 

consequence to the Newport News desegregation process. At several 
. . ·' ·. . ' 

points through~ut the seventeen'."'"year time period, the governm.ent of the 

Commonwealth of Virginia determined the posture assumed.by Newport News 

on school desegregation. This section describes the State setting, 

esi>ecially State government policy and actions which were t:o control 

public school desegregation at the local level. 

Prior to the Supreme Court's historic decision in Brown.v. 

The Board of EducE1,tion of Topeka, Kansas, loca:l.ities were required by 

Snte law to operate dual school systems segregated by race~ Section 

140 of Virginia's Constitution stated that ''white and colored children 

shall not be taught in the same school."21 

The May 17, 1954, Brown decision caused varied reactions across 

the Commonwealth. Reactions ranged from indifference along the Appala-

chian plateau to opposition in Southside Virginia where Prince Edward 

County was a co-defendant in the_ May 17, Supreme Court case and had been· 

involved in integration litigation since 1951. In addition, the South-

side strip, along with rural Tidewater counties of Virginia, had the 

highest concentration of Negroes in the State (See Appendix E). The 

21 . . J. Harvie Wilkinson, Harry Byrd and the Changing Face of 
Virginia Politics, 1945-1966 (Charlottesville: University of Virginia 
Press, 1968), p. 118. 
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Sc:iuthside sec;.tion was rural and conservative in social and political 
22 change. 

After the May 17, 1954, Brown I U.S. Supreme Court decision, 

·political le~ders from the Southside section of Virginia went on record 
23 as being "unalterably opposed" to school integration. They gathered 

a.t the State Capital to publicly display and denounce the Cour.t ruling. 

Subsequently, on June 25, 1954, Governor Thomas B. Stanley publicly 

opposed school integration. ··In the State political arena, organized. 

segregationist efforts prevailed primarily because of Southside leaders' 

pressure to reSist and the uncertainty and indifference of remaining 
.· 24 

sections of the State. 

On May 12, 1954, five days before the U.S. Supreme Court de-

cided Brown I, the Newport News School Board, under pressure to prepare. 

for either outcome of the Court's decision, deferred planning for school 

integration. The Board preferred instead to wait for decisions from 

the Court and the General Assembly. 25 

The May 31, 1955, Brown II decision directed the lower courts 

to frame remedies "with all deliberate speed" that would permit desegre,.... 

gation of the schools. The Supreme Court, in remanding the 1955 cases 

to district courts, had in effect placed the burden of change on local 

22Benjamin Muse, Virginia's Massive ResiStance (Bloomington: 
Indiana University Press, 1961), p. 6. 

23 Muse, p. 7. 
24 Muse, pp. 11-28. 
25 School Board Minutes, M~ 12, 1954:p. 3. 
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school districts and on Federal district courts.26 That evening, aftel'. 

the ruling became public, the Prince Edward County Board of Supervisors 

voted not to fund education for the 1955-56 school year.• This persis-

tent resistance, coupled with the conservative political philosophy of 
. . 
Senator Harry Byrd,. Sr., swayed the Virginia political apparatus to the 

. posture of "massive resistance. 1127 On June 14, 1955, two weeks after 

Brown lI became. public, the Newport News. School Board voted four to one . 

to operate segregated schools in the coniing 1955-56 schoo.l year, and on 

June 28_, the State announced the same policy for public· schools through'"" 
.· 28 

.out Virginia. 

In June, 1955, immediately following the Court decision, the 

Virginia NAACP, realizing the resistance posture the State was assuniing 

with regard to the Supreme Court order, announced a.St~te11.de policy 

designed to pressure local school officials to implement the change and 

to force the ··issue through the lower courts. Local NAACP branches were 

first to petition school boards to admit Negro students, wait a reason-
. 29 

able period of time, and then petition the court. 

Subsequently, Mrs. Clara Atkins and other black parents residing 

in Newport News petitioned the School Board to desegregate in July,· 

26 Muse, p. 23. 
27 Muse, pp. 11-28. 

28school Board Minutes, June 14, 1955: p. 2; July 14, 1955:p. 2. 
29 Anna Holden, The Bus Stops Here: A Study of· School Desegre-

gation in Three Cities (New York: Agathon Press, 1974), p. 22. 

' .. I 
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1955. The School Board refused, and by April, 1956, the black parents 

petitioned the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Vir-

ginia. Following this, on April 30, 1956, the Newport News School Board 

directed the Chairman to appoint a committee to urge the Governor and 
30 Attorney General to participate in the case. After preliminary moves 

by the City to have the case dismissed, it was argued before Judge 

Walter Hoffman on February 11, 1957. During the trial, State Attorney 

1 . 31 Genera J. Lindsay Almond headed the Newport News defense. 

To highlight the State's stance following Brown I and II, in 

September, 1954, Governor Thomas B. Stanley appointed a commission to 

study the problem of desegregation and to submit appropriate recommen-

dations. The commission, chaired by State Senator Garland Gray, pro-

posed that tuition grants from public funds be made to aid those 

desiring to attend private schools; that local pupil assignment plans 

be designed to keep racial mixing to a minimum; and that the compulsory 

attendance law be amended to provide that no child could be made to 
32 attend an integrated school. 

However, by 1956, the State was caught up not only with the 

question of integration but of state sovereignty as opposed to the U.S. 

Supreme'Court's judicial power. The idea of "massive resistance," 

it was hoped, would not be limited to Virginia localities, but would 

30 School Board Minutes, April 30, 1956:p. 1. 

31 ''.Almond to Head Newport News Defense Counsel," Times-Herald 
[Newport News, Virginia], February 9, 1957:p. 9, col. 4. 

32 Muse, p. 15. 
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be embraced by all Southem states. To assure local compliance with the 

policy, the Virginia legislature enacted ·thirteen anti..,;integration laws 

in 1956. Not' the least important of these were the "cut'"".off'i of State 

funds for any local district which integrated a school and the creation 

of the State Pupil Placement Board which divested the authority of the 

local school officials to assign pupils. A total of twenty-three acts 

was passed dealing with the integration question during the twenty"".' 

seven-day special session of the Virginia Gene:ral Assembly during 
' 33 August-September, 1956 •. ·· 

Shortly after Newi)o:rt News and Warwick merged on July 1, 1958, 

the citiZens of the Commonwealth ·of Virginia became aware of the first 

public school.closings pursuant to the anti-integration legislation 

enacted during the summer of 1956. On September 12, 1958, under court 

order to desegregate, Warren County schools closed; Charlottesville 
. . 34 

and Norfolk systems by State law followed suit later in the month. 

The reality of school closings mounted public opposition to "massive 

resistance" across the State. Public dissatisfaction, coupled with the 

mid-Janua:ry, 1959, Virginia Supreme Court and the U.S. Circuit Court of 

Appeals decisions declarirtg anti-integration legislation unconstitu-

tional, signaled the end of the "massive resistance" era in the State. 

By April, 1959, the State had enacted legislation based upon "freedom 

33 Muse, p. 31. 

34 . 
Myse, p. 71. 
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of choice'' and local option, and had repealed the State compulsory a,t:-
d l ·.. 35 ten ance aws. · 

Through the new legislation, school boards could assign pupils 

on the basis of health and aptitude of the individual ~tudent and that 

of all studE!nts assigned to a school. Availability of transportation 

was another factor to be considered in assigning pupils; and tuition 

· grants, whereby the State would pay $125. 00 pe.r year for element8J:Y 

pupils and $150.00 per year for high school pupils, were niade avail.able 
' . 36 

for students to atte'Ild private non-sectarian schools. The tuition 

. grant program in Virginia for the 1959 school year cost the State and 

localities $1,000,000.00; and by the 1963 school year, the figure ap-
. . 37 proached$3,000,000.00. 

By November, 1960, the Newport News Superintendent had-recog-

nized a problem with the State's tuition grant program. Informing the 

School Board that the school system had paid $18,500. in scholarship 

grants for the first three months of the 1960 school year, he stated 

"that according to his interpretation, the scholarship grant program 
38 had gone far beyond the intent of the legislature." A three-judge 

Federal District court in 1964 modified the program by enjoining payment 

35 . Muse, p. 171. 
36 Virginia Constitµtion, 1968 draft and report unpublished, 

November 13, 1968, p. 24. 
37 Virginia Constitution, p. 24b. 
38 . School Board Minutes, November 17, 1960:p. 43. 
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of tuition grants in racially segregated private schools which had 
39 received the preponderance of financial support. 

In February, 1963, the Newport News School Board re.solved to 

request that City Council enact an ordinance re-instituting compulsory 
40 school attendance in Newport News. In 1968, the General Assembly 

re-enacted the State's compulsory school attendance law. 41 The pupil 

placement criteria adopted by the General Assembly at the end of "mas-

sive resistance" in effect died with the 1964 Civil Rights Act. 42 

The Impact of Certain Local Factors on the 
Newport News Desegregation Case 

Within the Newport News locality, three factors emerged as 

most significant. School facilities, pupil assignment policies, and 

the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia were con-

tributing influences in the evolving Newport News desegregation process 

and court-adopted plan. The factors and their impact upon the desegre-

gation events and issues that were peculiar to Newport News are best 

understood within the context of the City's development and concomitant 

growth difficulties. 

39virginia Constitution, p. 24b. 

40 . 89 School Board Minutes, February 21, 1963:p. • 

41virginia School Law, State Board of Education (Richmond, 
Virginia: The Michie Company, 1969), p. 145. 

42Personal Interview, July 14, 1977. 
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Context 

The area of land at the tip of the Virginia Peninsula called 

Newport News is believed to have derived.its name from Captain Chris-

topher Newport whose ships carried .the first pe:rmanent settlers to 

Jamestown in 1607. First mention of the name in old English records 

dates back to 1619, and it is thought to be "the oldest English place 

name of any city in the New World. 1143 

Warwick County was formed in 1634, and the name Newpott News 

identified an area of the southern portion of the elongated-shaped 

county which extended from Hampton Roads Harbor for some twenty miles 

alo.ng· t·he· James River. 44 Pl · i fl i h d · h. 1 d · · · hi · antat ons · our . s e · on t e an s tretc . ng 

along the James River from Warwick County to the present--day city of 

Richmond. The first Negro slaves disembarked at Jamestown on the Vir-

ginia Peninsula in 1619, and by 1900 Negroes comprised the major pro-

portion of the residents on the sparsely populated Peninsula. The 1900 

U.S. Census reported a total of 4,888 residents in Warwick County, an 

area of approximately sixty-three square miles. Of this population at 
45 the time, 76.3 percent was Negro. 

43 Parker Rouse, Jr., Endless Harbor (Newport News, Va.: Franklin 
Printing Company, 1969) , p. 5. 

44 Rouse, p. 12. 

45James E. Pate, Local Government in the Lower Peninsula of 
Virginia: A Report to the Consolidation Committee of the Lower Penin-
sula Planning Commission on Governmental Structure and Services, 
Metropolitan Problems and Proposal. for Consolidation (Williamsburg, 
Va.: Mimeographed, 1948), p. 23. 



33 

Both population density and racial composition were to change 

drastically before desegregation became an issue in the 1950's. How-

ever, the high proportion of Negroes was to remain a determinant of the 

posture assumed by Newport News in regard to the question. 

By the beginning of the twentieth century, Newport News seemed 

destined to become a shipping and industrial center. A railroad was 

completed in 1881 connecting the community with Richmond, and by 1890 a 

shipbuilding industry was firmly established. 46 In 1896 Newport News 

separated from Warwick County through an act of incorporation to become 
47 a city of less than two square miles and some 9,000 residents. 

As the United States prepared to enter World War II in 1940, 

Newport News had grown to a city of 37,000. At this point, the City 

had already faced an expansion problem that would ultimately mitigate 

the impending desegregation issue. As early as 1938, the Virginia 

General Assembly had designed an act to foil Newport News' annexation 
48 efforts in adjacent Warwick and Elizabeth City Counties. The Massen-

burg Act stated that sixty square miles must be left in a county after 

annexation. As the law then stood, no part of Elizabeth City and only 

11 f W i k b • i 49 a sma part o arw c were su Ject to annexat on. 

46 Rouse, p. 12. 
47 Pate, p. 28. 

48navid G. Temple, Merger Politics: Local Government Consolida-
tion in Tidewater, Virginia (Charlottesville, Va.: The University of 
Virginia Press, 1972), p. 20. 

49 Pate, p. 26. 
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Historically the City's growth had been closely dependent upon 

its shipbuilding industry, and at the war's peak in 1943, the yard em-
50 ployed 31,000 workers. The City's population was 44,000. The im-

mediate post-war period did little to alleviate the City's crowded 

condition, and by 1950 the population had stabilized at 42 ,000. This 

statistic, when compared to other United States cities of more than 

25,000 residents, ranked Newport News among the top fifteen percent in 

population density. This problem was compounded by the fact that large 

tracts of the City were occupied by the Newport News Shipbuilding and 

Drydock Company and the Chesapeake and Ohio Railroad yard and pier com-
51 plex. 

During the war the overcrowding ignited the trend of middle and 

upper income resident flight to the suburbs of neighboring Warwick and 

Elizabeth City counties, while black citizens occupied the former white 

residential areas vacated by the flight. By 1950 black residents con-

stituted forty-three percent of the City's population (the highest 

concentration of any Virginia city), compared to thirty-four percent in 

1940. It was during the 1950's that the City's racial composition 

changed from predominantly white to predominantly black, and by 1957, 
52 blacks comprised approximately sixty percent of the total population. 

50 . Rouse, p. 67. 
51 Temple, p. 47. 
52 "Integration Would Wreck Local School System, Superintendent 

Says in Trial," Times-Herald [Newport News, Virginia] (February 11, 1957), 
p. 1, col. 10. 
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The expansion efforts of Newport News and the events surround-

ing the issue prevailed over other concerns of the time. The City could 

not expand to the south and west because of Hampton Roads Harbor and 

the James River. Warwick County, to the north, became a city in 1952 

primarily to prevent being annexed by the City of Newport News. 53 

Efforts to merge with the City of Hampton and Elizabeth City County, 

to the east, were defeated by Hampton and Elizabeth City County voters 

in the referendums of 1952 and 1956. By 1956, Hampton and Elizabeth 

City County had consolidated into the City of Hampton. 54 

By the mid-1950's, developments had occurred that placed the 

issue of consolidation in a different context and stirred concern among 

lower Peninsula residents. Newport News was the Peninsula's economic 

center and contained the bulk of business and industry. It also sup-

plied water to Hampton and Warwick for minimal costs. The black domina-

tion of city politics, and the accompanying power to formulate policy 

regulating public services and business development, was a source of 

apprehension to Peninsula business leaders and white residents in 

general. In addition, the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel was soon to 

connect the Virginia Peninsula with Norfolk, and Peninsulites were con-

cerned with their ability to compete successfully with Norfolk busj-

nesses, especially with the declining state of Newport News. Influenced 

53 Rouse, p. 75. 

54 Rouse, p. 75. 
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by these concerns, Warwick city residents elected for consolidation in 
55 the July, 1957, referendum. 

The City's most intensified efforts at expansion approximated 

the time period in which the question of desegregation emerged and was 

subsequently opposed by the State of Virginia. The city of Newport 

News and the city of Warwick officially consolidated July 1, 1958. More 

than any other event, the consolidation of the two cities determined 

the local issues upon which the 1971 court-ordered desegrE!gation plan 

was to be founded. After consolidation, blacks once again represented 

a minority of the City's total population (thirty-four percent compared 

to approximately fifty-eight percent in 1957); and the new City now 

appeared on maps as a narrow elongated-shaped expanse of land, stretch-

ing from the tip of the Virginia Peninsula some twenty miles along t:he 

James River to adjoining James City County (See Appendix F). The urban 

changes continued to occur in the old city of Newport News. By 1970, 

Negroes comprised ninety percent of the citizens residing.within the 

bounds of the old City; and by this time, between eighty and eighty-

five percent of the consolidated City's black population lived there, a 

factor which greatly influenced the August 12, 1971, desegregation 
56 plan. 

55 Temple, p. 47. 

56Exceptions to Initial Decision and Order, City of Newport 
News, Department of Law, April 3, 1970:p. 18. 



37 

The Issue of School Facilities in 
School Desegregation. 

"J:he changing racial composition of the City, coupl(lld with the 

crowded conditions,. created a concern that was eventual].y to .influf!nce· 

.·the August 12, 1971, desegregation plan. B}' 1955, the City had arrived 

· at a point where traditional Negro schools co11ld not suffic;iently ·· 
.· '.. .· .• . 

house the increasing number of black students, and undevelope~ land 

space was .not ·available in or near Negro neighborhoods for construc-

tion of new school plants. This, and the fact that existing b,uildings 
' '. '. .· . 

were old and deteriorat;ing, served as a point of contentie>n among black 

parents. 
~. . . .· .. 

PTA leaders from the Negro elementary school John Marshall had 

as early as 1951 appeared before the Board to request a new scho.ol 

building, and in September, 1952, non-resident students were excluded 
57 from Booker T. Washington because of overcrowding. In Jariu,ary, 1953, 

representatives of the Negro PTA Council appeared before the Board to 

oppose further additions to existing buildings and to recommend a new 
58 junior high school to relieve school congestion. 

During the 1950 1s and early 1960's, the declining state of the 

City's elementary schools was a recognized concern of PTA's and parent 

groups. Black citizen delegations appearing before the Board expressed 

concern over the physical state and-overcrowding of the City's Negro 

schools, but were especially concerned with overcrowded conditions of· 

57 School Board Minutes, February 14, 19.5l:pp. 1.,...2 and October 
8, 1952:p. 5. 

58school Board Minutes, January 14, 1953:p. 2. 
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59 Negro elementary schools; however, much of the Negro elementary 

schools' overcrowding problem was eventually relieved by Negro chi!-

dren occupying formerly white elementary schools. In September, 1955, 

white students were transferred from all-white Jefferson Elementary 

School to alleviate overcrowdedness of the City's three Negro elemen-
60 tary schools; and by 1968, only three schools in the old City--Jackson 

and Wilson Elementary Schools and Newport News High School--were to 

house predominantly white students, compared to seven schools in 1954 

(See Table 3, Appendix H). 
After consolidation in 195e, the Board authorized a construe-

tion program of new Negro elementary schools in the former city of 

Newport News. 61 In 1961, a new John Marshall School was opened; and 
62 the old building, a source of controversy, was razed. In addition, 

the new N. B. Clark, T. C. Erwin, and James Lee Elementary Schools were 

opened during 1960 and 1961. 63 

In comparison to the elementary school problem, the high school 

situation was far more a source of divisiveness to Blacks and to whites 

in the community. The high school question was viewed differently by 

59school Board Minutes, February 10, 1954:p. 3 and April 15, 
1954:p. 3. 

60school Board Minutes, September 13, 1955:p. 2. 

61 School Board Minutes, August 31, 196l:p. 154. 
62 "Integration Would Wreck Local School System, Superintendent 

Says in Trial," Times-Herald [Newport News, Virgina], February 11, 
1957:p. 1, col. 8. 

6311school Site and Construction Dates," November 5, 1968:p. 1. 



39 

black leaders. Prior to consolidation, they felt that white Newport 

News High School received preferential treatment from school of fi-
64 cials. In addition, they resented the Board's failure to plan and 

construct a new Negro high school. 65 

After the merger referendum in July, 1957, the Superintendent 

and Board planned in terms of a new Negro facility in former Warwick 
' 66 

City. By 1959, a tentative site had been located, but a large por-

tion of it required a slum clearance project and could not be made 

available for two to three years. Meanwhile, the crowded conditions at 
67 Huntington required the construction of ten temporary classrooms. 

The Board in 1960 decided against a new high school to replace 

the existing Huntington facility, and in November of that year, an 

h 1 d f h i . 68 . b . 1 h arc itect was emp oye or t e expans on proJect; su sequent y t e 

School Board requested of the State Board of Education that "regula-

tions pertaining to the size of a school site be waived in that in-
69 stance since it was impractical to acquire additional property." 

64 . School Board Minutes, April 15, 1954 :p. 4. 
65 Board Minutes, March 23' 1961, 77-78. School pp. 
66 School Board Minutes, July 9, 1957:p. 393. 
67 Personal correspondence from L. D. Green, assistant superin-

tendent of Newport News Public Schools, to Arthur E. Chapman, Super-
visor of School Buildings, State Board of Education, Commonwealth of 
Virginia, April 4, 1959. 

68 . 
School Board Minutes, November 17, 1960:p. 43. 

69 School Board Minutes, September 21, 196l:p. 157. 
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However, in the 1962 councilmanic election, more progressive 

candidates from former Warwick ousted former Newport News incumbents 

to win control of Council. The new City Council was more $Upportive of 

the Negro leaders' e.ffort to locate a suitable high school site. Dr. 

C. Waldo Scott, in conjunction with City Council and the Regional Re-

development and Housing Authority, found property near Newsome Park 

School in former Warwick City. 70 When the twenty-seven acres was made 

available, however, the Superintendent recalled that he and the School 

Board chairman had requested that the land be as near to the old. city 

of Newport News as possible. He further noted "that if he had supreme 
71 power, he would build the addition to Huntington." 

The Board in its September, 1962, meeting seemed willing to 

change its decision, but by October, the majority of the members had 

decided that relocating the 216 families residing on the site would 

present too great a task and would cause unnecessary delay. The Board 

decided, over the protest of black leaders, to meet pupil enrollment 

d b ddi H . 72 nee s y a ng to untington. Shortly after the addition was com-

pleted in 1963, the ten temporary classrooms were used to house Negro 

elementary school children, a move which later became a source of con~ 

bl k . i 73 troversy to ac cit zens. 

70 Personal Interview, June 29, 1977. 
71 School Board Minutes, August 20, 1962:p. 41. 
72 School Board M::.nutes, October 18, 1962:p. 49. 
73 School Board :Minutes, August 15, 1968:p. 161. 
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The black school issue was not to die once the Board decided 

on the Huntington High School question. It surfaced once again before 

the final desegregation plan was accepted by the Court in 1971. Black 

citizens complained to theSchool Board in the summer of 1968 about the 
74 physical conditions at Huntington Elementary School. John P. Hamill, 

Supervisor of School Buildings, State Board of Education, noted in a 

report to the Office of Education, Department of HEW, that relocating 

pupils at Huntington Elementary "should be an immediate project. 1175 

School officials closed the building at the end of the 1968-69 school 

year. 

When the Civil Rights non-compliance proceedings were brought 

by the Department of HEW against the Newport News school system in 

August, 1968, part of the HEW case was founded upon the difference that 

existed between black and white school site, size, and school building 

age and condition. Based upon the May 20-24, 1968, on-site review 
' 

officials from HEW alleged that in comparison to the predominantly 

white elementary schools in Newport News, the physical plants of the 

Negro elementary schools were inferior. HEW pointed to the fact that 

since 1960, eight large predominantly white elementary schools had been 

built on an average site of 17.8 acres, while during the same period, 

74 School Board Minutes, August 15, 1968:p. 161. 
75 Personal correspondence from John P. Hamill, Supervisor, 

School Buildings, State Board of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia, 
to Albert G. Toppett, U.S. Office of Education, Department of HEW, 
January 3, 1969:p. 2. 
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only five Negro elementary schools had been constructed on an average 

i f 1 i ' 76 s te o mere y s x acres. 

Newport News conceded that buildings in the former city of New-

port News were older and were not "so modern or attractive as those 

built in recent years to accommodate a rapidly expan.ding population." 

The system argued that this fact applied to "all buildings ·regardless 

of race." Further property acquisition in the high density former city 

of Newport News presented a greater problem than in the less dense 

former city of Warwick. In the latter area school sites cost less than 

$4,000 per acre, whereas the 1.51 acre increase to the John Marshall 

site cost $147,427; and the 2.39 acres added to the Dunbar site at the 

time T. C. Erwin was built cost $86,925. 77 

By December, 1969, HEW no longer contended that inequalities 

existed in white and Negro school facilities. In a Brief Filed on 

Behalf of Federal Agencies, December 8, 1969, the Department stated 

that it "does not allege that so-called white and Negro schools are not 
78 compat'al>le in their facilities." However, the Department argued 

throughout the proceedings that the location of Negro schools in Negro 

76Personal correspondence from Eloise Severinson, Regional Civil 
Rights Director, Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW, to George 
J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools, June 5, 1968. 

77 Personal correspondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superinten-
dent of Newport News Public Schools, to Eloise Severinson, Regional 
Civil Rights Director, Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW, 
June 12, 1968:p. 3. 

78Administrative ;1roceedings in the Department of HEW, "In the 
Matter of the SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA AND THE STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF FEDERAL 
AGENCIES , " January 7 , 19 70 : p • 10 • 
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neighborhoods could not be attributed to housing patterns. The Depart-

ment maintained that no one could say what would have been the size 
79 a'Il,d location of schools had State-imposed segregation not existed. 

During the proceedings, alternative desegregation approaches 

were examined by the officials of HEW and the school system; all of 

the approaches were founded, in part, upon the geographic location and 

the facility characteristics of existing school plants. For instance, 

the pupil assignment plan developed by HEW to replace "Freedom of 

Choice" was dependent upon the physical pupil capacities of existing 

school buildings. The HEW plan assigned 1813 students to Carver High 

School, realizing thiit it had a capacity of 1500. The authors of the 

plan contended that relocatable classrooms already available on the 

campuses of downtown schools could remedy the discrepancy. However, 

testimony given at the August, 1969, Justice Department hearings re-

vealed that the classrooms were purchased by Federal Title I monies and 

subsequently attached to Federally approved programs which disallowed 
80 their use at Carver. 

Judge Walter Hoffman at one point during the August 12, 1971, 

trial called attention to the fact that the location of schools was 

a viable concern to the district court. The location of schools could 

influence residential development and "impact on the composition of 

79REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES, January 7, 1970: 
pp. 5-6. 

SODepartment of HEW, TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, In the Matter of 
the School Board of the City of Newport News, VA. and the State Board of 
Education of VA., Respondents. 5 Volumes, August 21, 1969 :pp. 449-456. 
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81 inner-ctity neighborhoods." Finally, in Newport News, the August 12, · 

1971, fOUrt""'.adopted plan in order to balance the races within the school 

system necessitated vacating 

• • • sixty per cent of the classrooms in the black area of 
tqe City and forty per cent of the classrooms in white areas 
~d transporting to that enough blacks and whites to fill those 
cfassrooms and replace them.82 · 

The Issue· of Pupil. Assignment Policies 

Much of the Newport News desegregation controversy between 

May 17, 1954, and August 12, 1971, centered around the predominantly 

white School Board's pupil assignment policies. Scl:J.ool Board policies 

governing pupil assignment to schools evolved .from the major national • 

and State policy decisions impacting upon the Newport News school 

desegregation process and the traditional segregationist beliefs 

characteristic of the times and setting. The nature of the decisions 

and their specific content and relationship to the Newport. News case 

are treated elsewhere in the study and will only be referred to in this 

section to the degree that they influenced local pupil ·school assignment 

policies and in part led to the August 12, 1971, court-ordered plan. 

81u.s. District Court for the Eastem District of Virginia, 
Newport News, Virginia, Frank V. Thompson~.!!_., Plaintiffs, .Y· The 
School Board of the City of Newport News, VA. et aL, Defendants, 

_Comments Made During Argument of Counsel, Vol.II:-August 4, 1971: 
p. 5. 

82 ' U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, Frank V. Thomp-
son et al., Appellants, v. The School Boai:d of the City of Newport 
News-;-vA. ~.al.., Appellees, Brief for Appelle!_, 1974, p. 23. 
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Prior to Brown I, Newport News had by trac1ition ~d law.oper~ted 

a dual school system. Pupils were assigned to school OJ:\ the basis of 
83 race. After Brown I, the school system refused to al,tet this policy, 

at first maintaining the Board "should wait for decisionlligherup 

the government ladder," and later electing to comply with tlle State . . 

Pupil Placement Law. The State notified the Superintendent on Decem_; .· . 

, ber 30, 1956, that local school authorities were divested of the power 

to assign pupil~ to the division's schools. The school E;ystemused 

this argument to resist the desegregation.pressure brought by the 
. M .. . . 
Federal Court. In the February 11, 1957, trial, theSuper:Lntendent 

stated that in. face of existing State law, "I don't knOW.how to draw 

up a plan to desegregate the City's schools.1185 

Prior to the July 1, 1958 merger, the system refused to enter-· 

tain a pupil assignment plan other than the traditional bi-racial one 

existing at .that time. On July 10, 1958, the Superintendent informed 

the newly appointed seven-man School Board that the City had.received 

three Negro applicants for admission to the white elementary school 

Walter Reed. 86 Already under court order to desegregate and uncertain 

83school Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia, "Reply 
to Request for Admissions of Fact and Genuineness of Documents," 
September 19, 1968:p. 1. 

84 School Board Minutes, March 12, 1957, page u~num.bered. 

8511rntegration Would Wreck Local .School System, Superintendent 
Says in Trial," Times-Herald .[Newport News, Virginia}, February 11, 
1957:p. 10, col. 2. 

86 School Board Minutes, July 10, 1958:p. 30. 
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as to the impact of the merger on the court order, the School Board 

directed the Superintendent. to draft the first plan for. placing Negro 

students in white schools. 87 No Negro students were assigned to white 

schools by this pupil assignment directive. 

The plan was successfully challenged in the "Sharon Adkinson" 

case. In May, 1959, the Fourth District Federal Court instructed the 

School Board: 

• • ·• to make plans for admission of pupils in the schools 
of the city of Newport News without regard to race, and 
upon request to present such a plan to the Court not more 
than 180 days from this date, with right granted to submit 
such plan at an earlier date should said school board be 
so advised.88 

The court order resulted in a more defined set of criteria for 

pupil placement. The plan, entitled Rules and Regulations for the 

Assignment and Transfer of Pupils and approved by the court in the 

spring of 1960, cited twelve "relevant factors" that were considera-

tions in the assignment or transfer of pupils. 89 

The factors required the applicant to be examined by a test 

selected by the Superintendent, considered the proximity of the·appli-

cant's residence to school location, and required an interview with the 

applicant and his/her parents. The factor that allowed the most 

flexibility ~n the placement of applicants required consideration of 

"the effect on the health and safety of the applicant and those already 

87 School Board Minutes, July 16, 1968:pp. 32-33. 
88 School Board Minutes, September 17, 1959:p. 174. 
89 School Board Minutes, April 21, 1960:pp. 242-244. 

------·----------
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enrolled in a particular school." The plan stated that "assignments 

and tl:'ansfers shall be made without regard to race1190(see Appendix F); 

however, of the twenty-four Negro applicants to white schools for the 

1960-61 school year, all were rejected because they did not satisfy some 
91 aspect of the plan. 

The Rules a.nd Regulations for Assignment and Transfer of Pupils 

guided the pupil desegregation process during the 1960-1965 school 

years. In effect it provided for the first racial mixing in the New-

port News public school system beginning with the 1961 school year. 

During the 1960-1964 school years, one hundred twenty-four of the 

one htmdred eighty-two Negro applicants for admittance to traditional 

white schools were accepted. Beginning with the 1963 school year, no 

applicants were rejected. The major portion of the applicants. resided 

in former Warwick City. 92 

The gradual percentage increase is reflected in the following: 

School lear If of AEElicants II Acce;eted 
1960-61 24 0 
1961-62 26 14 
1962-63 49 27 
1963-64 25 25 
1964-65 58 58 93 

91 School Board Minutes, July 21, 1960:pp. 16-17. 

92 School Board Mi~, August 8, 196l:p. 146. 

93 School Board Minutes, August 8, 196l:p. 146ff. 
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The final Newport News pupil assignment policy, the one re-

placed by the August 12, 1971, plan, was a result of the 1964 Civil 

Rights Act. Pursuant to the Department of HEW Guidelines, the local 

system endorsed the Statement of Compliance Form 441B and submitted 

for approval to the Department a plan for school desegregation. The 

first plan submitted from Newport News was rejected; the School Board 

was reluctant to approve the second plan, one recommended by HEW. One 

member of the Board succinctly sunnnarized the Board's attitude when he 

stated that "he did not wish to be one of seven people to make a deci,-

sion on such an important matter." In response, the Superintendent 

pointed out "that in essence, what the Government is saying is that we 

will submit a satisfactory desegregation plan whether we receive Federal 
94 money or not." 

After much discussion, the "Freedom of Choice" plan was adopted 

on June 17, 1965, two days after the HEW deadline for submitting an 

acceptable one. The Superintendent and Board noted that the Board 

adopted the plan "only because it is being forced to do so. 1195 

The "Freedom of Choice" plan approved by the School Board pro-

vided for an April pupil school selection period and free transportation 

to the school of choice. The only constraints were school enrollment/ 

building capacity and the school selection deadline. 96 

94 School Board Minutes, June 17' 1965:pp. 226-229. 
95 School Board Minutes, June 17, 1965;pp. 226-229. 
96 School Board Minutes, June 17, 1965:pp. 226-229. 
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By January, 1968, Newport News was under pressure from the 

Department of HEW to desegregate the City's predominantly Negro schools. 

In administering the 1964 Civil Rights Act, HEW required that local 

school districts submit twice annually to the U.S. Office of Education 
97 information reflecting local pupil desegregation progress. Based 

upon information received from the Newport News public school system in 

the spring and fall of 1967, on January 30, 1968, HEW notified the 

system Superintendent of "probable non-compliance" with the require-

ments of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and of the Department's intent 

to conduct an on-site compliance review of the "school system as soon 
98 as possible." As has been noted, the review occurred during the week 

of May 20-24, 1968. Shortly afterwards, the Department informed the 

school Superintendent that the system's "Freedom of Choice" pupil 

assignment plan was no longer acceptable and that HEW expected no City 

school to house a majority of Negro pupils by the beginning of the 
99 1968-69 school year. By the end of June, the School Board had 

97 Personal Correspondence from Harold B. Williams, Acting 
Assistant Commissioner, Equal Educational Opportunities Program, De-
partment of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, July 12, 1967; 

Personal correspondence from Lloyd R. Henderson, Educational 
Branch Chief, Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW, to George 
J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools, January 
30, 1968. 

98 Personal correspondence from Lloyd R. Henderson, to George 
J. Mcintosh, January 30, 1968 •. 

99Newport News Public School Administrative Office, "Memorandum 
to School Board Members," from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of 
Newport News Public Schools, June 13, 1968. 
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resolved to maintain "Freedom of Choice" and by August 13, the Depart-

ment had begun administrative enforcement proceedings to terminate 

Federal assistance to City schools.lOO 

During the proceedings, the Newport, News defense of "Freedom 

of Choice" rested upon two premises. One was :the "unique" local 

conditions that characterized the Newpo+t News case. The City Attor ... 

neys persisted that given the size, shape, and housing patterns of 
·. .· ·. 101 

Newport News, 11Freedom of Choice" was the only reasonable alternative. ·.· 

Secondly, and closely tied to the first, was the argwnent that <any· 

plan designed to balance the races in the school system would entail 

massive cross busing, which the Department did not have the authorHy 
102 to impose. . 

In regard to the May 27, 1968, U.S. Supreme Court ruling 

against "Freedom of Choice" as an effective plan to desegregate the 

New Kent County, Virginia, schools, Newport News argued that the deci-

sion was not applicable because of the variance in local conditions. 

City attorneys admitted that Newport News was not "a Los Angeles with 

its Watts ghetto area, nor a New York with its Harlem; neither was 

Newport News. a New Kent County or some small county in an obstructionist 

100 . . . Personal correspondence from Ruby G. Martin, Director, Office 
of Civil Rights, Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superinten-
dent of Newport News Public Schools, August 13, 1968. 

101school Board of the City of Newport News, "Reply Brief in 
Behalf of the School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia, 
Prelimina;ry Statement," Janua;ry 8, 1970:p. 2. 

102 . School Board Minutes, June 27, 1968:p. 5. 
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location • •11103 Newport News cited The. Harvard Law Review which 

classified the New Kent Case as "easy." The Newport News City At tor.., 
. . 

ney pointed to the extreme contrast between the two school systems to 

justify "Free Choice" iri the City. The Newport News school. system•• 

operated thirty ... seven s~hools for 31;000 pupils, coinpare4 to two 

schools and 1300 pupi:J..s in New. Kent County. In Newport News. twenty ... 

seven of thirty ... seven schools were integrated, compared to one in New' 

Kent County. In addition, the Newport News "Freedom of. Choice" plan 

required that a choice of school be made by all; whereas. in New Kent, 

if a choice was not made. students were automatically aseiigned to the 
. . . 104 last school attended. 

In response to the Newport New-s stance, the Department Qf HEW 

admitted that Newport News possessed unusual local circq.mstances. It 

also insisted that it did not require cross busing nor was it interested 

in racially balancing the schools. During the Justice Department hear ... 

ing•in August, 1969, HEW spokesmen maintained that it was coincidental 

that the I>upil assignment plan developed by the Department provided for 
' ·. . 105 racial balancing and cross busing in the City's secondary schools. 

Before the non ... compliance proceedings culminated in :final order 

to terminate Federal assistance to the school system in the summer of 

103 City of Newport News, Department of Law, Exceptions to 
Initial Decision and Order, .:April 3, 19 70: pp. 19-20. 

104 Exceptions to Initial Decision and Order, April 3, 1970: 
pp. 19-20. 

l05Department of HEW, TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, In the Matter 
of the School Board of the· City of Newport News, VA., and the State 
Board of Education of VA., Respondents. 5 Volumes, August 25, 1969: 
p. 449. 
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1971, the "Freedom of Choice" pupil assignment plan was challenged in 

the Federal court. In July, 1970, Negro citizens of the city of 

Newport News complained to the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 

District of Virginia. In a class action suit instituted against the 

School Board and Superintendent, the plaintiffs alleged that the school 

system had failed to "adopt and execute a plan that provides realis-' 
. . ,106 tically and promptly to convert the system to a non-racial system.' 

In the May 101, 1971, pre-trial hearing, Judge Walter Hoffman 

informed attorneys for the Newport News school system: 

I would strongly suspect that under Freedom of Choice 
it's hopeless. You might as well forget it. I'm con-
fident that your results wouldn't come under Green vs. 
New Kent County demands.107 

The Influence of the U.S. District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia 

Between May 17, 1954, and August 12, 1971, the NAACP brought 

three suits against the Newport News School Board and the School 

Superintendent; each case served to focus the issues involved at the 

time. In the City of Newport News, complaints resulting from alleged 

racial discrimination within the City school system were filed with 

the U.S. District. Court for the Eastern District of Virginia. Federal 

district Judge Walter E. Hoffman presided over the three Newport News 

106u.s. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 
Newport News Division, Frank V. Thompson infant, etc., .!:! al., Plain-
tiffs, v. The School Board of Newport News, Virginia et al. , Def en-
dants, Civil Action File No. 102-70-NN, Summons, July23-;-1970:p. 5. 

107Pre-trial Transcript, May 10, 197l:p. 2. 
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school desegregation suits. His reasoning and interpretation -of the 

prevailing issues and changing hig~er court policy in regard to the 

constitutionality of the Newport News school desegregation plans were 

key determinants of the Newport News outcome. 

The first case was argU;ed before Judge Hoffman on February 11, 

1957. Just prior to the Newport News hearing, Hoffman had ruled the 
· · . . . roa State Pupil Placement Law unconstitutional. - Part of the Newpo.rt 

News defense con.tended that local school authorities could qo nothing 

untilth.e constitutionality of the law was firialiy settled.109 In 

addition,-Newport News defense attorneys argued that one-third of. J.ocal 

school monies came from the State and that the City could ill~afford 

the State fund "cut off." The remainder of the school system's defense 

centered around black-white cultural differences and local.white atti...., 
110 tudes toward racial mixing in schools. 

In regard to local attitudes, Judge Hoffman concurred that 
;Lll . "ninety-nine percent of the white people were opposed to integration.' · 

Hoffman noted, however, that the U.S. Supreme Court had stated that 

lOS"Almond to Head Newport News Defense Counsel," Times-Herald 
[Newport News, Virginia], February 9, 1957:p. 9, col. 4. 

109 "School Integration in Newport News A September Opening 
Ruled," Times-Herald [Newport News, Virginia], February 12, 1957; 
p. 4, col. 5. 

110 "Integration Would Wreck Local School System, Superinten-
dent Says in Trial," Times-Herald [Newport News, Virginia], February 
11, 1957 :pp .1, 10, col. 7-8. 

11111school Integration in Newport News A September Opening 
Ruled," February 12, 1957: P• 4, col. 7. 

I 
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"school children when assigned to public schools could not be dis-

criminated against solely by reason of race and color." He recognized 

the dilemma faced by local school officials in light of the conflict-

ing Federal and State policies and referred to the 

• • • "unenviable position" that the school boa.rd and officials 
were placed in. If they complied with the Constitution of the 
U.S. as interpreted by the Supreme Court of the country, the 
State of Virginia would automatically close schools and ter-
minate funds.112 

Hoffman noted that he did not interpret the Supreme Court to 

have mandated mass integration and that he did not believe his ruling 
113 would result in such in Newport News. However, he ordered an end 

to school segregation by the opening of the September, 1957, school 

year. The final paragraph of the court's order stated that the case 

was "to remain upon the docket of the court" and that the court was to 

retain jurisdiction and the power to modify the provisions of the 

decree. 114 

Judge Hoffman believed that court-ordered desegregation should 
115 not interrupt a school year, a practice he was to adhere to strictly 

116 until after the Swann decision. The Newport News school authorities 

112 11school Integration in Newport News A September Opening 
Ruled," February 12, 1957:p. 4, col. 7. 

11311school Integration in Newport News A September Opening 
Ruled," February 12, 1957:p. 4, col. 5. 

114 School Board Minutes, March 12, 1957:page unnumbered. 
115 "School Integration in Newport News A September Opening 

Ruled," February 12, 1957: p. 1, col. 2. 
116 Pre-trial Transcript, May 10, 1971:p. 2. 
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elected to appeal the court's decision, realizing that the practical 

effect of such action would be to move the court's deadline forward 

to September, 1958. 117 

Close at hand was the Warwick-Ne-wport News merger referendum; 

and once consolidation was consummated July 1, 1958, anew city of 

Newport News was created, in effect killing the February,19!)7, Federal 

District Court order. Legal counsel for the plaintiffs "at thetime 

believed the consolidation nullified the Court order and the defense 

attorneys were certain it had. 11118 The defendant school system, how-

ever_, had prepared for either eventuality of the court's reasoning in 

the case, and had its first contention failed, was ready to resume the 

earlier argument that the State had divested from the Superintendent 

and School Board the authority to assign pupils to the systems schools. 

Had this argument failed, the School Board was prepared to seek the 

guidance of the district court and draw up a non-racial pupil assign-
119 ment plan. 

After the consolidation, Negro students once again applied for 

admission to the City's white schoois, and by May~ 1959, the second 

NAACP-sponsored school desegregation suit was pending in the Federal 
120 District for the Eastern District of Virginia. · This suit, referred 

11711School Integration in Newport News A September Opening 
Ruled," February 12, 1957 :p. 1, col. 2. 

118 Personal Interview, June 23, 1977. 

119school Board Minutes, July 10, 1958:p. 30. 

120school Board Minutes, September 17, 1959:p. 174. 
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to as the "Sharon Adkinson" case, eventually died for lack. of pro.se·cu-

tion •. ·Judge Hoffman in 1962 removed it from the court is docket and 

later recalled: 

It stayed on the docket so long, it had whiskers on 
it, and finally .I just advised counsel I .was going to dis-
miss it, and I did.121 

Negro leaders attributed their failure to prosecute the case 

to the pressure applied against the Negro attorneys and plaintiffs 

emanating from the Virginia State Bar Association and from, the white 

community. In addition, Negro leaders believed that for the black com-

munity, the issue of school segregation was more sharply focused im~ 

mediately following the U.S. Supreme Court's Brown decisions which had 

made it easier to endure the time required to litigate a civil rights 
122 suit. 

Shortly after the "Sharon Adkinson" case died for lack of 

prosecution, black leaders, dissatisfied with school desegregation. 

progress in Newport News, organized to pressure for change. Under the 

leadership of Phillip Walker and other black leaders, a committee was 

formed to unite the various black organizations in Newport News in 

their drive for equal educational opportunity. The committee, later 

121_ ' -U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 
Newport News, Virginia, Frank V. Thompson et al., Plaintiffs,.!.· 
The School Board of the City of Newport News, VA. et al., Defendants, 
trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 197l:p. 70. ~~ 

122 Personal Interview, June 23, 1977. 
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named the Peninsula Coordinat~ng Committee arrived at the major 
123 decisions on school desegregation within the black community. 

The "Sharon Adkinson" case surfaced again once the Department 

of HEW initiated proceedings to terminate Federal assistance toNewport 

News. Judge Hoffman was opposed to Federal agencies' interference in 
124 his court; and aware of his attitude, once compliance enforcement 

proceedings were under way in 1968, Newport News attempted to re-open 

the case, realizing that HEW could not initiate administrative pro-

ceedings where a school district was under final court order to 
125 desegregate. 

During the August 19, 1969, Justice Department hearing, Newport 

News maintained that Judge Hoffman's court retained jurisdiction in 

the matter as a result of the 1959 "Sharon Adkinson" case. City attar-

neys argued that the school system had, in 1960, submitted by order of 

the Federal district court a desegregation plan entitled Rules and 
126 Regulations for the Assignment and Transfer of Pupils, a plan which 

was in effect until Congress passed the 1964 Civil Rights Act. The 

HEW hearing examiner refused to accept this argument, noting that the 

123 Personal Interview, July 22, 1977. 
124 Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 1971:p. 30. 

125Personal correspondence from Lewis E. Grotke, Attorney, 
Office of General Counsel, Department of HEW, to Robert V. Beale, 
Newport News City Attorney, October 7, 1968. 

126Department of HEW, TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, In the Matter 
of the School Board of the City of Newport News 2 VA., and the State 
Board of Education of VA. 2 Respondents, 5 Volumes, August 19, 1969: 
pp •. 6-18. 
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case had. been dismissed from the district court's docket without preju-

dice to either pa.rty and had not resulted in a "final order" to de-
127 segregate. 

The final desegregation suit, the "Frank V. Thompson" case, was 

filed against the Newport News School Board and School Superintendent 
128 on July 23, 1970. The failure of the School Board to comply with 

HEW requests and institute a plan designed to desegregate existing 

Negro schools 't17'as believed to be the cause of the litigation. At that 

point in time, the HEW compliance enforcement proceedings were two years 
129 old, and Negro leaders viewed the final outcome with some uncertainty. 

The case was the first successful class action suit brought against the 

Newport News school authorities, and the relief requested by the plain-

tiffs applied to "other Negro children attending or who hereafter will 
130 attend public schools" in Newport News. 

The Newport News City Attorney developed the school system's de-'-
131 fense around the exception to busing paragraph in the Swann case. 

127 . Administrative Proceedings in the Department of HEW, "In the 
Matter of the SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF 
EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, INITIAL DECISION AND ORDER," Febru-
ary 11, 1970:p. 18. 

128u.s. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 
Newport News Division, Frank V. Thompson infant, etc. et al., Plain-
tiffs v. the School Board of Newport News, Virginia et al., Defendants, 
Civil Action File No. 102-70-NN, Summons, July 23, 1970:p. 2. 

129 Personal Interview, June 29, 1977. 
130 U.S. District for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 

News Division, Civil Action File No. 102-70-NN, Summons, July 23, 1970: 
p. 3. 

131Personal Interview, June 7, 1977. 
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In all, the school system presented four witnesses to the court. Two. 

school officials, both Superintendent George J. Mcintosh and Assistant 

Superintendent Oliver C. Greenwood, testified as to the unique geo-

graphic and social conditions that characterized the consolidated city 

of Newport News and pointed out the factors involved in developing the 

school desegregation plans under consideration before the court. William 

H. Gordon, Jr., the City'~ traffic· engineer, graphically displayed the 

limitations of a busing plan imposed by City streets. The fourth wit-

ness, Dr. John Hogge, testified as to the adverse effect of busing on 
132 "children of tender years," especially over long periods of time. 

The local conditions referred to by City school authorities, 

and later labeled by Hoffman as the most troublesome aspects of the 
133 Newport News case, were the unique size and shape of the consoli-

dated city of Newport News. Consolidation had "resulted in a school 

district ••• cigar-shaped, twenty-two + miles in length and varying 

in width from seven-tenths of one mile at its narrowest point to six 
134 miles at its widest point." The City was served by only two major 

north-south traffic arteries connecting the former cities of Warwick 

and Newport News; the two busiest ·intersections were situated in the 

narrowest strip. By 1970 the City claimed a population of approximately 

132Trial Proceedings, August 4 and August 12, 1971, Vol. I and 
II, pp. 15-300., 

133Personal Interview, July 29, 1977. 

134u.s. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circutt, Frank V. 
Thompson et al., Appellants, v. The School Board for the City of Newport 
News et al. ,Appellees, Brief-for Appelles, 1974, p. 4. 
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135,000; of this total, thirty-six percent was non white and eighty per-

cent of this non-white population resided within the four square mile 

area of the former city of Newport News. Thirteen of the City's thirty-

two elementary schools and two of the seven high schools were located 

in the old city; eleven of the elementary schools and one of the high 

schools were all or predominantly Negro. The shipyard with its 22,000 

employees was located in the former city~ along with the Chesapeake 

and Ohio Railroad yard and pier complex, and lesser industries. The 

concentration of blacks and the concomitant all-Negro schools there were 

a result of housing patterns and did not result from legally imposed 
135 separation of the two races. . 

Along with introducing the court to the local circumstances 

that limited school desegregation alternatives, the school officials 

presented their proposed secondary and elementary plans. The high 

school pupil desegregation plan prepared by the local school officials 

and submitted to the court on August 4, 1971, in essence provided for 

a sixty/forty racial mix ratio in six of the city's seven secondary 

schools, leaving Denbigh High School, located in the city's north end, 
136 with a racial mix ratio estimated at eighty-two/eighteen. In com-

parison to the high school plan, the elementary plan was more difficult 

to resolve. The first plan, essentially a neighborhood design, was 

135u.s. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, Brief for 
Appelles, 1974, pp. 4-6. 

136 Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 197l:p. 10. 
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presented to the court.on August 4, and was refused by Judge Hoffman; 

who noted that none ·of the eleven Negro elementary schools "are being 

b. k · d · · .. Pl. an·.1113.7 Th d · · ro en up un er Your . e secon. p;l.an submitted, the oiie 

eventually adopted by the court, in effect provided that children in 

the northern portion of the City would E)pend th~ir first five years 

of public educa.tion in a school in proximity to. th~ir n~i:ghborhood~:' . 

while children in the southern section o'f the ~ty were to spe~ci their . 
. · ' 

first two. years in a neighborhood school.·· Plaint:f.,ff attorneys ob:-

jected to this and to the fact that the pl~D. assigned· all first and.· 

secoJld. graders to neighborhood schools in effect m8intaining·the separa-
. ·.. . . ·. . . .. 138 

tion of races at that level. 

During the first day of the trial, Dr. John Hogge, a local 

pediatrician, testified that in his opinion the long school d.ay, which 

would result from busing under the unique local Conditions~ would work 

to the detriment of "the health of the child over the long run." 

"First .and foremost," it would impinge upon the health of the child. 

Citing studies, Dr. Hogge testified that "a child who has .had his health 

impinged upon" is going to have the learning process or educational 
. 139 process significantly "impinged upon at the same time." 

Hoffman recognized the Swann principle upon which the ·argument 

was based. Early in the trial, he admonished the prosecuting attorney 

137Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 1971 :p. 37. 
138 . Trial Proceedings, Vol. II, August 12, 197l:pp. 264-266. 
139 ' Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 1971:pp. 113..,119. 
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by stating, "I will first say to you very frankly that I .know what Mr. 

Beale is driving at with respect to the one .sentence in the Swann 
140 opinion"; and near the end of the trial, Hoffman stated; 1'I have .· 

followed it very closely, and I realize you are relying on.about five 
. 141 lines of the Chief Justice's opinion." 

In accepting the system's elementary plan, Hoffman noted that 

he was aware that his record was very poor with the Circuit Cc>urt of 

Appeals; however, he recogniZed that the Supreme Court had advocated 

innovative measures to correct racial discrimination in the schools, 

and he believed that leaving first and second graders in neighborhood 

schools was constitution~! ''when we also consider that.the school as 
. ' . . . . . 142 a whole ' would become racially uni den tif iable. 

Summary 

Chapter III described and traced the development of the major 

issues exerting influence on the Newport News school desegregation 

process and identified as probable causal factors of the 1971 court-

adopted plan. The chapterdescribed the impact of Federal and State 

policy on the locality, the reaction to such pressure by local school 

140 4 Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August , 197l:p. 67. 
141 Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 197l:p. 193. 
142 . U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 

Newport News Divis:f,on, Frank V. Thompson et al., Plaintiffs, v. The 
School Board of the City of Newport News,--Virginia et al., Defendants, 
Civil Action No. 102-70-NN, Opinion from the Bench,--Vol." III, ,August 
12' 19 71: p. 12. 
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authorities as well as the issues that prevailed locally and· those 

argued in the August, 1971, trial. 

The impact on ap,d local reaction to the u.s~ Supreme Court 

Brown decisions and the Civil Rights Act of 1964were described as 

well SE! the U.S. Supreme Court's rulings in New Kent and Swann~ At 

the State level, .the impact of ''Massive Resistanc.e" and the subse..,; 

quent "tuition grant" program was outlined. Locally, the School 

Board pupil assignment practices and school facility construction 

policies with regard to the local desegregation issuea were.described 
- . .· .· 

and traced for the seventeen-year period, along with the issues and 

events which involved the Federal District Court for the Easten:i Dis-

trict of Virginia in the school desegregation process. 



Chapter IV 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS 

Introduction 

This chapter further describes the causal factors or issues 

and analyzes the importance of each issue with regard to the Ne,wport 

News desegregation process and issue influence upon the shape of the 

August 12, 1971, plan. Major Federal and State policy decisions and 

the three local factors are further documented and the extent of their 

influence over.the Newport News desegregation process is explained. 

Federal Influence 

According to the testimony given during interviews by local 

school authorities, the evolving Federal school desegregation policy 

decisions determined the Newport News outcome, and all other influ-
1 ences were secondary. George J. Mcintosh corroborated this belief, 

noting that after he assumed the'Newport News school superintendency 

in July, 1965: 

• • • the one factor creating the greatest impact upon all 
elements of the school system • • • was the evolving pres-
sure and action • • • of the Federal government to dismantle 
the dual school system and to establish a pattern of com-
plete racial integration.2 

1 Personal Interviews, June and July, 1977. 

2Newport News Public Schools Progress Report July 1, 1965-
January 1, 1975, Newport News, Virginia; 1975:p. 2. 
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Confirming the importance of the Federal policy impact on the 

Newport News school desegregation process was the fact that the Newport 

News School Board and School Superintendent were engaged in school 

desegregation proceedings either with the Federal court or with HEW 

during nine of the seventeen years studied. Three of the nine years, 

those involving the school system in the Department of HEW's compli-

ance enforcement proceedings, were in response to the 1964 Civil Rights 

Act; while six of the seven years of court litigation were in response 

to the U.S. Supreme Court's Brown decisions. The final year of liti ... 

gation, occurring between July, 1970, and August, 1971, was in part a 

response to the Green v. New Kent decision and in part a result of Negro 

dissatisfaction with the deliberateness of the HEW proceedings. 3 

Further indication of the Federal government's general impact 

on the local school system was the relationship between the black lead-

ership pressure for change and the evolving school desegregation Federal 

policy decisions. All attempts of the NAACP to influence local school 

policy closely correspor1ded to the dates that major school desegrega-

tion Federal policy decisions were rendered. To illustrate this point, 

the NAACP representatives came before the School Board in 'February, 

1954, just three months before the Supreme Court decided the outcome 

of Brown I. In July, 1955, two months after the Court decided Brown II, 

Mrs. E. C. Downing and other representatives of the NAACP urged 

3Personal Interview·, June 29, 1977. 
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66 

"complete desegregation" of the schools. 4 Again, in August, 1964, the 

same month that Congress enacted the 1964 Civil Rights Act, a letter 

addressed to the school system Superintendent from Mrs. Jessie Rattley, 

president of the local branch of the NMCP, stated, "The branch is here 

urging that the School Board recognize and give effect to the constitu-
5 tional rights of the Negro school children in this community." 

Finally, representatives of the Black Unity Congress--a group comprised 

primarily of the younger black set, recent graduates of the City's two 

black high schools, and somewhat disillusioned with the slowness of 
6 civil rights change in Newport News --appeared before the School Board 

in July, August, and September, 1968, at the beginning of the HEW 

compliance enforcement proceedings to air concern pertaining to the 

Board's building principal assignment practices toward small Negro 

elementary schools and to complain about the declining state of Walter 
7 Reed Elementary. 

The guidelines pertaining to a "free choice" pupil assignment 

plan handed down by the U.S. Supreme Court in the Green v. New Kent 

decision helped shape the final Newport News pupil desegregation pla~. 

The School Board's plan had not satisfied the fifteen percent desegre;... 

gation ratio expressed in New Kent; and most important was the fact 

4school Board Minutes, July 14, 1955:p. 2. 

5school Board Minutes, August 20, 1964:p. 91. 
6 Personal Interview, July 19, 1977. 

7school Board Minutes, July, August, September, 1968. 
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that "free choice" had not eliminated the racial identifiability of 

Negro schools located in the densely populated former city of Newport 

News nor in the traditional Negro schools in former Warwick City. The 

New Kent decision in effect forced the school system toward a plan 

which was to be founded on the concept of cross busing. The decision 

did not mandate the cross transporting of school children, but satis-

fying the New Kent guidelines in Newport News would have required 

busing black students out of the former city of Newport News and white 

students in from the former city of Warwick. 

The April 20, 1971, U.S. Supreme Court's Swann decision was a 

major determinant of the August 12, 1971, court-ordered plan. The fact 

that the Federal government ceased to pressure for change in Newport 

News once Swann was before the Supreme Court pointed to Swann's impor-

tance in regard to the Newport News question. Once the decision was 

rendered and the Newport News litigation was resumed in the Federal 

District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, the principles 

handed down in Swann were decisive in shaping the final desegregation 

plan. Swann suggested a "racial balance" or "quota" as a starting 

point for school desegregation; the August 12, 1971, plan was to leave 

no school with greater than a forty percent Negro student population. 

Swann provided for an exception to busing by noting that the limits of 

time and travel would "vary with many factors but probably with none 

more than the age of students." The plan adopted on August 12, 1971, 

assigned pupils in grades one and two to neighborhood schools. 
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In its relationship to the Newport News question, the Department 

of HEW twice ordered deferral for approval of application for new f i-
8 nancial assistance pending the outcome of the enforcement proceedings. 

Certainly, the prospect of fund termination limited the school system's 

ability to plan, but major actors were certain that the Department of 

HEW was not involved in the final solution of the Newport News ques-

tion. 9 There were, however, opportunities for involvement. The Federal 

agency had in the spring of 1969 designed a plan to dismantle the Negro 

schools in the former city of Newport News; and during the August, 1971, 

.trial hearings, the Federal district judge, dissatisfied with the 

Newport News elementary plan, warned local school authorities to submit 

another or he would "order his own plan with the assistance of the 

NAACP or HEW. ,,lO 

State Influence 

Public documents and major actor accounts tend to corroborate 

the State of Virginia's role in the Newport News desegregation process. 

The "anti-integration" legislation during the "massive resistance" era 

influenced the Newport News stance at the time. The School Board and 

8 Personal correspondence from Ruby G. Martin, Director, Office 
of Divil Rights, Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Super-
intendent of Newport News Public School~, August 13, 1968; 

Personal correspondence from Leon E. Panetta, Director, Office 
of Civil Rights, Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superin-
tendent of Newport News Public Schools, February 20, 1970. 

9Personal Interview, July 14, 1977. 

lOTrial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 1971:p. 3. 
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school officials continued to operate a racially ~~greg~ted school 
. . ' . 

system, reasoning that they could not legally desegregate·tlle Cityis 

schools. 
: . . . 

State law apparently compo~nded the iss~e atthe local level~ 

Judge Walter·Hof~man noted that in passing the "massive resistance" 

legislation, "the General Assembly had made :whipping boys" of· school 

superintendents and school boards •11 The NewpOJ:'t News School Superin .... · 

tendent stated that he "simply did not kn<>W a tenable position in the 

conflict bet:wE;?en Federal co.utt interpretation and existing State law. ,;i.2 

State influence in the .Newport News school desegregation pro~ 
. . 

cess began to decline after the General Assembly.repealed the "an~i-. 

integration" legislation in 1959. The ".tuition grant" legislation that . . . . . 

replaced the "massive resistance" acts by 1960 was really not 'a force 

in tbe Newport News case. The Superintendent and Board :were divided 

on the law's implication for Newport News. In November, 1964, the 

Board voted four to three to approve the 209 applicants for private 

schools before them at the time. 13 During that same year, Federal 

courts modified the "tuition grant" law; and beginning :with the 1965 

school year, tuition grant scholarships :were no longer mentioned in 

School Board minutes. 

1111nesegregation Is Ordered for Norfolk Schools," Times-Herald: 
[Newport News, Virginia], February 12, 1957 :p. 1, col. 1. 

12 . School Board Minutes, March 12, 1957:p. 357. 
13 . School Board Minutes, November 19, 1964:p. 118. 
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Beginning in 1968, the State of Virginia was indirectly in~ 

volved in the Newport News HEW compliance enforcement proceedings •. Of 

the nine pieces of personal correspondence examine.d ematiating from 

State officials during the proceedings, seven were from Harry Elmore~ 

Deputy Superintendent, Virginia State Board of Education, and pertained 

to the pending ftind cut-off in Newport News. One' letter came from 

John P. Hamill, Supervisor of School Buildings, State Board of Educa-

tion, and was written in response to an HEW inquiry relevant to school 

plant age and characteristics in Newport News •. The remaining letter 
. . 

was £-.;om Governor Linwood Holton to the Secretary of HEW, RQbert H. · 

Finch, thankingthe Secretary for arranging.a meeting between the local 

school officials and HEW authorities. Once the "Frank Y. Thompson" 

case was underway in 1970, .no State agency was involved in Newport 

News. 

School Construction Influence 

School construction dates and annual pupil enrollment figures 

illustrate in part the problems faced by the Newport .News school 

authorities prior to the 1958 consolidation. Table 2 (Appendix H) 

shows that between June, 1945, and June, 1958, the school system gained 

1820 black pupils while losiJ,'!;g 283 white pupils, a net increase of 153'7 

black pupils. By June, 1958, Negroes comprised 57.1 percent of the 

total school system en.rollm~t. Table 3 (Appendix H) indicates that 

during this time the School Board did not construct new Negro schools, 

electing instead to provide new classroom space for the growing Negro 

school population through expansion of existing school faciiitieR. 
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This policy ultimately created a problem since campus sites were small 

and schools were located in densely populated urban areas, factors 

which in effect limited expansion and made site acquisition more dif-

ficult. 

In addition to the urban conditions, three other factors appear 

to have limited the Board's ability to plan relief for Negro school 

overenrollment. First, the School Board utilized a bi-racial pupil 

assignment plan, typical for the time and the locality. Once classroom 

space became available at white schools due to decreasing white enroll-

ments, Negro students could occupy the space only after the remaining 

white students were transferred to other white schools. Secondly, the 

merger held implications for school facility planning in Newport News; 

as the date of the referendum drew near, Board member Dr. c. Waldo 

Scott questioned the validity of the five-year building plan. 14 The 

uncertain outcome of the State's "massive resistance" stance also 

hindered the School Board and officials in their efforts to plan school 

buildings early in the process, especially after the first civil rights 

suit was filed against the school system in April, 1956. Dr. R. O. 

Nelson, referring to the impact of these factors on the school system, 

stated that the uncertainty of the time made intelligent planning for 

buildings impossible. 15 

However, the School Board in June, 1959, included in its 

14school Board Minutes, May 7, 1957:p. 3. 

15school Board Minutes, September 29, 1956:p. 2. 
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. . . . . 

capital outlay budget provisions for forty classrooms to b~ divided 

into four new Negro elementary schools in the old city of Newport News.• 

The decision was apparently influenced by three circums.tances: first, 

by April, 1959; the State had repealed the "massive resistance" acts 

and local school authorities realized the intent of _the new leg;f.sla.., 

tion designed to circumvent court-ordered school_ desegrega:tion; secondly, 

just one month prior to the Board decision, the U.S. District Cour.t for 

the Eastern District of Virginia had in response to the "Sharon Adkin-

son" suit ordered the-Board to subtnit to the court within one hundred 

eighty days a racially non-discriminatory pupil assignment plan; 

finally, Negro elementary school overcrowding had reached a.critical 

point. By June, 1959, Dunbar Elementary School averaged forty-,one 

pupils per class, while B. T. Washington averaged thirty-nine. The 

remaining two Negro elementary schools, Jefferson and John Marshall, 
16 averaged thirty-four pupils per classroom. 

Of the Board's 1959 budgetary provision, four rooms of the 

projected forty-room outlay were planned for a Maple Avenue site at the 
. . 

edge of the expanding Negro community near the white school Wilson. 

This school, to be called Clark, was to accommodate an estimated 

seventy-five Negro pupils residing nearby. Black citizens questioned 

the adequacy of such a small school and wanted to know if the school 

would be served by a fulltime administrator. 17 Nevertheless, the School 

16school Board Minutes, June 18, 1959:p~ 148. 

17school Board Minutes, October 20, 1960:p. 35. 
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Board utilized this.practice; small elementary schools located in former 

Newport News were not assigned fulltime building principals, and an 

administrator was shared between two buildings. To illustrate further, 

the principal at B. T. Washington Elementary was responsible for both 

that school and Clark Elementary; the same was true at Dunbar-Erwin, 
18 and at Reed-Huntington Elementaries. 

Black leaders at that time contended that the Board policywas 
19 biased and was promulgated to continue the separation of the races 

20 in the City's schools. White leaders later agreed that the policy 

was a product of the racial attitude of the time designed irt the after-

math of "massive resistance" and, in retrospect, believed that since 

it located schools in the high density former city of Newport News, 

the policy tended to complicate the final shape of the August 12, 1971, 
21 court-adopted plan. Unknowingly in June, 1959, the School Board 

in its attempt to satisfy Negro classroom needs while at the same time 

continuing the segregated school pattern by the strategic placement 

of the four Negro elementary schools had assigned a more difficult task 

to those responsible for the August 12, 1971, plan. That plan was to 

pair John Marshall and James Lee with suburban schools, necessitating 

cross busing to achieve a balanced racial mix. The four-room school 

18Personal Interview, June 29, 1977. 
19 School Board Minutes, March 3, 196l:p. 78. 
20 Personal Interview, June 23, 1977. 
21 Personal Interviews, June and July, 1977. 
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Clark was paired with nearby Wilson. while Erwin became a neighborhood 

school for first and second graders. The location and the capacity of 

all four schools were key components in the final court-adopted plan. 

In 1953 prior to the U.S. Supreme Court's Brown vs. Topeka, 

the Negro leadership thought in terms of a new junior high school to 

acconnnodate the increasing Negro school enrollment. Following the U.S. 

Supreme Court's Brown decisions, black leaders envisioned a new senior 

high school for the City and advocated that both the Negro Huntington 

and white Newport News high schools be converted to junior high 
22 schools. Following the merger refet"endum in July, 1957, the school 

Superintendent and white-dominated School Board thought in terms of a 

new Negro senior high school situated between Huntington and Carver, 

the consolidated City's existing Negro high schools, both of which 

were to become Negro junior high schools. 23 This basic difference in 

viewpoints as to whether or not the new school location would expedite 

racial mixing or maintain the segregation of the races seemingly more 

than any other factor signaled the death of the new senior high school. 

During the late 1950's and early 1960's, the School Board spent 

an inordinate amount of time attempting to resolve whether or not to 

construct a new high school or to meet enrollment needs by adding to 

the existing black Huntington High School facility. Until 1962, the 

Board was indecisive in settling on either of these alternatives. 

22 School Board Minutes, January 14, 1953:p. 2. 
23 School Board Minutes, July 29, 1957:p. 393. 
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Once expansion was elected, the Board was vehemently challenged by 

black leadership; and the ensuing controversy prevailed over other 

issues at the time. The intensity of the problem was such that on 

June 18, 1964, Dr. W. T. Watkins, Jr. , a member of the Newport News 

School Board, noted that the "particular problem had consumed more time 

than any other one item in his six years on the B'oard." At the same 

meeting, the Superintendent stated that there had not been a single 

meeting between October, 1958, and August, 1962, that the Huntington 

question had not been discussed. 24 

Much of the Huntington controversy centered around locating a 

suitable site. Black leaders in their argument for a new high school 

pointed to the urban setting and inadequate size of the existing cam-

pus and noted that State Board of Education regulations required ten 

acres of site for the first 1000 pupils and one acre for each addi-
25 tional one hundred students. The Huntington site did not satisfy 

these standards. 

· The Huntington issue without question had been kept before the 

Negro community and had created a unity of purpose there. The 

Daily-Press quoted Dr. C. Waldo Scott as stating that "ninety percent 

of the parents of Huntington students have indicated a desire to con-

tinue with the crowded school conditions if they can look forward to 

a new school rather than the present expansion." In the same article, 

Councilman Edward V. Foretich stated, "Some very highly agitated 

24school Board Minutes, June 18, 1964:pp. 58-59. 
25 Personal Interview, June 29, 1977. 
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persons have indicated • • • they are not satisfied with the situation 

and I think they represent the thinking of the colored people of the 

East end section. 1126 

By 1965, the Huntington expansion issue was dead, probably be-

cause Negro expansion was a reality and had along with "Freedom of 

Choice" alleviated the Negro overenrollment problem in old Newport 

News. By the beginning of the 1968 HEW compliance enforcement pro-

ceedings, the.on-site review team that visited the Newport News school 

system found no appreciable differences between the Negro and white 
27 high schools. 

Pupil Assignment Influence 

The Rules and Regulations for the Assignment and Transfer of 

Pupils adopted by the School Board in April, 1960, was in response to 

pressure from the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of 

Virginia. The pupil placement criteria incorporated in the plan was a 

result of the "tuition grant" legislation enacted by the General As-

sembly following the repeal of the ''Massive Resistance" Acts. The 

emergence of the plan closely corresponded to the Newport News School 

Board's adoption of the school construction program formulated to 

remedy the Negro school overcrowding problem predominant in the old 

city of Newport News. Seemingly, the one policy complemented the 

26 School Board Mirmtes 1 June 18, 1964:pp. 58-59. 
27 "Compliance Review of Newport News, Virginia," May 29, 1968: 

unpublished source, pages unnumbered. 
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purpose of the other, since proximity of residence to school location 

was a factor in pupil placement at the time. Like the Board's school 

construction policy, the pupil assignment plan was a product of the 

prevailing social beliefs and circumstances of the early 1960's and 

was intended, at best, to provideconly token school integration. 

The "Freedom of Choice" pupil assignment policy that ensued 

from the 1964 Civil Rights Act was not voluntarily adopted by the New-

port News School Board. The plan was instituted in response to the 

regulations developed by the Department of HEW. The Newport News City 

Attorney in response to an inquiry from the School Board chairman 

reconnnended that the Board execute the Statement of Compliance, since 

the State Board of Education had done so. In addition, HEW refused 

final payment of PL #874 monies prior to the receipt of an acceptable 

plan. At the same time, local school officials were already counting 

on the Federal assistance available through the 1965 Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act. 

The "Freedom of Choice" plan in effect in Newport News during 

the 1965-1970 school years increased the overall rate of desegregation 

occurring within the City school system. Table 4 (Appendix H) shows 

that by the 1970-71 school year, thirty of the school system's forty 

schools had varying degrees of racial mixing. Twenty-five of the 

thirty schools, however, were located in the former city of Warwick. 

Of the thirteen schools operating in the old city of Newport News 

during the 1970-71 school year, eleven contained all or predominantly 

black enrollments. 
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The plan did not curb the changing racial composition occurring 

within the old city. Between the 1966 and 1970 school years, Newport 

News High School lost 539 white pupils and gained 391 black pupils for 

a net decrease in enrollment of 148 pupils. Magruder Elementary School, 

basically a white school at the beginning of the 1966 school year, was 

predominantly Negro at the beginning of the 1967 school year. Marshall, 

Clark, James Lee, and Erwin--the small Negro elementary schools built 

after 1960--continued to house all black enrollments after "Free 

Choice" was adopted. 

The racial composition in the former city of Newport News was 

such that "Free Choice" could not have eliminated the racial identi-

f iability of the predominantly Negro schools located there and could 

not have satisfied the fifteen percent rate of desegregation pre-

scribed by the U.S. Supreme Court in its New Kent decision. The total 

pupil enrollment for schools located in the former city of Newport 

News during the 1970 school year was 8935 pupils; whites comprised 

15.8%:of this school population. On the other hand, in the former 

city of Warwick, fifty-four percent of the total Negro school popula-

tion attended predominantly white schools during the 1970 school year, 

well above the minimal standard advocated by the New Kent ruling~ The 

remaining forty-six percent of the Negro school population in former 

Warwick attended Newsome Park and Carver Elementary Schools and Carver 

High School, all Negro schools by tradition. 

Judge Hoffman had noted that Swann recognized the fact that 

local circumstances might necessitate some schools remaining all-white 

I 
i 
I 
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28 or all-black. In any case, Carver Elementary and Carver High Schooi, 

two of the fotmer city's "Negro" schoob, were located in a predomi-

. nantly white neighborhood near traditionally white schools and could 

have been desegregated without. drastically reorganizing the entire 

school system (See AppendixG). 

·The problem·with "Free Choice" in Newport News was ~hat it 

failed to desegregate the predominantly black schools in the old city. 

Pupils there elected to attend schools near their.residence. 

The Federal District Court for the Eastern 
District of Virginia Influence 

One might argue that had. it not been for Federal government . 

intervention in the school desegregation pi'oc;ess, racial mixing would 

not have occurred; there remains no question that the Federal govern-

ment--primarily through high court decisions--established the goals 

and determined the guidelines within which the goals were to be 

achieved. But the higher courts were always cautious to leave the 

primary task of desegregating the schools to Federal district courts. 

None of the major decisions impacting upon the Newport News case pre-

scribed a definite solution; all left the details to the discretion of 

the district court. Judge Hoffman pointed to this lack of specificity 

by noting the way the Supreme Court had gone in its decisions; "they 

[Justices] give wide discretion to accomplish anything." He continued 

by saying, "They've utterly failed to do what I've been harassing them 

28 Trial Proceedings, Vol. I, August 4, 1971:p. 38. 
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to do ••• tell us what they're talking about when they speak of a 
29 unitary system." 

In addition, the higher court reasoned that local circum-

stances could mitigate the final solution and refused to set minimal 

racial mixing quotas or establish definite standards that had to be 

satisfied. 30 This reluctance on the part of the higher court left 

the district judge with rather broad discretionary powers in arriving 

at a solution; it is by this reasoning that the researcher determined 

Judge Hoffman's importance in shaping the August 12, 1971, court-

ordered plan. 

In the field of school desegregation, Judge Walter Hoffman was 

considered a conservative by those involved in the Newport News dese-

gregation process. Newport News preferred that Hoffman's court deter-

mine the merit of its school desegregation practices. This was true 

in the City's encounter with HEW and applied as well to other Federal 

district judges serving the Eastern District of Virginia. Hoffman 

himself recognized this fact, and before the final trial hearing 

jokingly connnented to school system attorneys, "I'll be glad to have 

Judge Mehridge hear it [the case] for you if you don't want to wait 
31 for me. 

29Pre-trial TranscriEt, May 10 t 1971:p. 1. 

30 Pre-trial TranscriEt, May 10, 1971: p. 1. 

31Pre-tria1 TranscriEt• May 10, 197l:p. 2. 
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Civil rights attorneys who had prosecuted school desegregation 

suits in Hoffman's court beginning in the 19 50 's believed that he had 

grown more conservative by the 1971 trial hearing and attributed the 

cause to white reaction in form of public opposition and personal 

encounters that followed many of his earlier court rulings on school 
32 desegregation. However, legal counsel for the School Board was con-

cerned that the overturning of Hoffman's decision in Brewer v. Norfolk 

by the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals would make him less receptive 

to the City's arguments. 

Nevertheless, Judge Walter Hoffman was the key determinant in 

the plan that was eventually accepted in the court. His interpreta-

tion of Swann had been explained to the counsel for both sides at the 

May 10, 1971, hearing. At the time he had hinted that grades one and 
33 two could be left neighborhood. He understood the focus of the 

Newport News defense in regard to "significantly impinging" on the 

health and welfare of children, and on the educational process. 

Legal counsel for the defendant school system believed that 

the uncontradicted testimony of Dr. John Hogge was the primary reason 

that Judge Walter Hoffman ruled that grades one and two were to remain 

in neighborhood schools. 34 Plaintiff attorneys agreed and believed 

32 Personal Interview, June 23, 1977. 
33 Pre-trial Transcript, May 10, 1971:pp. 1-2. 
34 Personal Interview, June 7, 1977. 

----------·---------------
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that they had made a tactical error by not introducing counter-expert 

testimony. 35 Judge Hoffman pointed the importance of to Dr. 

testimopy in arriving at his decision. He stated that: 

On the record, we have the undisputed testimony of 
Dr. Hogge. • • • While I do not accept Dr. Hogge's 
testimony in its entirety • • • , I am old-fashioned 
enough to think that it is vitally important for a 
child starting to public schools to begin in a cli-
mate of relative happiness and of parental support.36 

Hogge's 

The Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia 

drew a relationship between Federal policy and the local conditions. 

that characterized Newport News. Federal policy as established through 

the Swann decision suggested thirty to thirty-five minutes one way 

on a school bus as enough travel time. Based upon this time factor 

and the age of the child, the Supreme Court allowed for an exception 

to busing. The size and shape of Newport News and its patterns of 

racial distribution required in certain cases more travel time than 

this. 

Hoffman acknowledged that the neighborhood first and second 

grade aspect of the elementary plan was unique and justified his accep-

tance of it by referring to the high Court's endorsement of "innova-

tive remedies" toward school desegregation problems. These factors, 

coupled with the Swann exception clause to busing, led Hoffman to 

accept the Newport News elementary plan. 

35 Personal interview, June 23, 1977. 

36u.s. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, 
Newport News Division, Frank V. Thompson et al., Plaintiffs, v. The 
School Board ef the City of Newport News et al., Defendants, Civil 
Action No. 102-70-NN, Opinion From the Bench-;-vol. III, August 12, 
197l:pp. 6-7. 
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Neither the "Jerome Atkins" nor "Sharon Adkine;on'' cases infl11,.. 
· .. 

enced the final shape of the August,· 1971, Newport News desegregation 

plan. Each was in response to the U.S. S11preme Court's Brown decisions, 

and Judge Hoffman, in 1957, had interpreted these decisions not to 

mandate mass school integration. 

Disc11ssion 

In a word, and in a context that all understood, the governing 

powers maintained a stance of "never"--or at least an interminable 
.. . .. 

delay in desegregating the schools~ The purpose of the St.ate' s ''Mas- . 

sive Resistance" program was to avoid racially integrated schools, 

and the entire process revolved around policy interpretations of what 

constituted racial discrimination within the City's schools. ·· 

To the white-dominated School Board, school integration did, 

however, seem inevitable by 1960, a consequence of the fall of ''Massive 

Resistance" and the continuing black citizen pressure through the 

Federal District Court for school desegregation, especially in the old 

City of Newport News where the majority of blacks were concentrated. 

The increasing number of Negro residents there, along with changing 

Federal government policy, posed a threat to the traditional segrega-

tionist way of life characteristic of the setting. 

The pressure' brought to bear by the black community upon the 

School Board for school desegregation was the product of organized de-

sign. Black leaders by 1962 had twice failed to bring about school 

desegregation through the Federal District Court and subsequently re-

organized to more effectively pressure for change. Few white leaders 
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had knowledge of the way the black community was organized. Similarly, 

white leaders did not know why the NAACP attorneys failed to counter 

Dr. John Hogge's testimony. Perhaps the most reasonable explanation 

for this failure was one cited in an interview. Black citizens were 

afraid for their small children to leave the neighborhood school and 

generally felt that the purpose of litigation had been achieved. In 

any case, decisions such as this one and the one responsible for the 

final trial appear to have been made by the Peninsula Coordinating 

Committee. 

The Newport News school desegregation process was primarily a 

response to evolving Federal policy, but the specific events and issues 

that characterized the process were determined by local issues and 

actors. Black citizens focused on Negro school overcrowdedness and 

the differences between white and black school plants in their drive 

for school desegregation. White school leaders cited the unique local 

conditions that resulted from consolidation: the size and shape of the 

city, housing patterns, and the location of major industry. Ultimately, 

all issues converged and were argued before Judge Walter Hoffman; the 

outcome validated to some extent the contentions of both local fac-

tions. 

A stated need for the study was to explore the effect, if any, 

of local conditions on the implementation of school desegregation 

policies formulated higher up the governmental hierarchy. In Newport 

News prior to implementation, higher policy was sometimes blunted or 

modified because of the general nature of the policy statement, or 
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because of the impact of certain local circumstances on the policy. 

To illustrate, the local circumstance of consolidation affected the 

implementation of the Federal policy handed down by the U.S. Supreme 

Court in Brown I. Consolidation created a new city, voiding Judge 

Hoffman's earlier school integration order~ Similarly, the size, 

shape, and housing patterns of the consolidated City were such that 

cross busing would have had to be used to provide a balanced racial 

mix. Prior to Swann, Newport News used these local conditions to 

blunt the Department of HEW compliance enforcement proceedings. 

In addition to the mitigating effect of local circum.stances on 

the intent of Federal policy, Newport News defense attorneys were al-

ways careful to develop the school system defense around supportive 

Federal policy points. Legally the Department of HEW could not impose 

busing; local circumstances in Newport News necessitated busing if a 

balancing of the races were to occur. Newport News attorneys focused 

on this aspect of the 1964 Civil Rights Act during the compliance 

enforcement proceedings. 

After Swann, the defense attorneys focused on the exception to 

busing clause and argued that the size, shape, and housing patterns of 

the City would entail a lo·ng bus ride which over time would be detri-

mental to the health of small children. The resultant elementary 

plan was attested to as being innovative, departing from the expected. 

Thus, in a very real sense, local circumstances influenced the original 

intent of Federal policy as that policy was ordered implemented at the 

local level during the 1971 trial hearing. 
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Summary 

Chapter IV provided for the final documentation, analysis, and 

discussion of the five causal factors or issues. The importance of 

each issue, its influence over the seventeen-year desegregation pro-

cess, and its impact upon the shape of the court-adopted plan was 

subjectively determined, based upon the researcher's knowledge of 

the events and issues which characterized the Newport News case. 

Chapter IV examined the issue relationships with regard to the problem 

of the study that influenced the researcher in assigning importance 

to each as a causal factor. Federal policy was shown to have engaged 

the local school authorities in compliance proceedings for nine of the 

seventeen years studied, and black citizen pressure for change cor-

responded to the rulings of the Supreme Court and to legislative acts 

of the U.S. Congress. State policy impact was shown by further docu-

mentation and by citing the nature of locality-State personal corre-

spondence after 1965. Similarly, local factor influences were analyzed 

by further documentation and the subjective drawing of relationships 

that existed between the causal factors and the court-adopted plan. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS . 

Summary 

On August 12, 1971, the Federal District Court for the 

Eastern District of Virginia, in response to a suit filed by.black 

residents of the city of Newport News, Virginia, handed down a 

plan of school desegregation for the City public school system.which 

represented a significant departure from the City's then operating 

plan. '!'.he influences shaping the August 12, 1971, plan over a 

seventeen-year span of time, beginning with the May 17, 1954, U.S. 

Supreme Court's Brown I decision and concluding with the August 12,. 

1971, court-adopted plan, were examined. 

The factors determined ·to have influenced the final shape of 

the Newport News plan were described. From the data sources, five 

issues were identified which influenced the course of events in New-

port News for the time period studied. . Issues were initially identi~ 

fied through a search of public documents, and causal factor cate-

gories were established by content analysis. 

The first factor identified was the Federal policy comprised 

of U.S. Supreme Court decisions and acts of Congress. In effect, such 

policies established the parameter for change at the local level. As 

the policy evolved from Brown I to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and 

finally to Swann, the parameter narrowed, and Federal guidelines 

87 
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became more exacting in their demands. These demands involved the 

locality in three school desegregation suits and compliance enforce-

ment proceedings with HEW. Federal policy decisions were always 

cautious to leave the details of policy implementation to the Federal 

district judge because of his proximity to local conditions. 

The second issue, Commonwealth of Virginia school desegrega~ 

tion policy, varied over the seventeen-year period, at first resisting 

and conflicting with the Federal position on the matter and eventually 

giving way to the Federal policy. During the latter stages of the 

school desegregation process, the Commonwealth of Virginia was not 

directly involved in the local desegregation process. 

· At the local level, three issues prevailed as major influences 

of the events and issues that characterized the seventeen-year period. 

The School Board's policies toward school facility construction and 

location and concomitant black citizen dissatisfaction with the 

policies were a major determinant of the course of events in Newport 

News. 

The School Board's pupil assignment policies were the source 

of black citizen pressure for desegregation change in the City. 

During the time studied, the pupil assignment policies were gradually 

relaxed, and racial mixing occurred in the schools. The school 

desegregation process at various stages was complicated by circum-

stances peculiar to the locality which interacted with Federal policy 

to mitigate its intent upon implementation. 
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The third focal issue, the influence of the Federal District 

Court for the Eastern District of Virginia over the Newport News 

desegregation process and on the shape of the final plan; was found 

to be significant because of Judge Walter E. Hoffman's interpretation 

of higher court policy. His recognition of the unique local circum-

stances helped to shape the final plan. 

Major actors, persons d.etermined from the literature search 

and from the interviews to have participated in events· leading to the 

court-adopted plan, were interviewed to cross validate and further 

enrich the study. Final analysis and interpretation of the data were 

made by the researcher based upon his understanding of the events and 

issues and their relationship to the problem of the study. The five 

causal factor issues were concluded to have been key determinants in 

the city of Newport News school desegregation process, each having 

varying degrees of influence at different stages of the seventeen.-

year process and varying influence on the August 12, 1971, court-

adopted plan. 

Federal government policy was determined to be the most 

important determinant of the final plan. The plan was the product 

of school desegregation decisions handed down by the U.S. Supreme 

Court between 1968 and 1971. During the same period, the Department 

of HEW, pursuant to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, influenced the 

course of events in Newport News by involving the City school system 

in compliance enforcement proceedings. The Commonwealth of Virginia 
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policies were the least important with regard to the final plan but 

exerted major influence over the Newport News process between 1956 and 

1959. The Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia 

was found to have exerted major influence over the seventeen-year 

school desegregation process as well as on the August 12, 1971, 

court-adopted plan. Local School Board pupil assignment and school 

construction policies were important in the final shape of the court-

adopted plan and exerted major influence over the events that 

characterized the Newport News school desegregation process. The 

local circumstances of the cities of Warwick and Newport News consolida-

tion and the concomitant size, shape, and housing patterns were 

factors that influenced the seventeen-year process and final desegrega-

tion plan. 

Conclusions 

This study addressed three major research questions. Question 

one was concerned with the sources of external policy influences and 

the effect of such influences on the desegregation process and court-

adopted plan. Question two inquired as to the local circumstances 

and School Board policies, if any, that exercised influence over the 

seventeen-year desegregation period and the court-adopted plan. The 

third question inquired as to local groups or individuals, if any, 

that influenced the course of events and helped shape the final 

court-adopted plan. 
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The main sources of external policy influence in the seventeen-

year Newport News school desegregation process were the governments 

of the United States of America and the Commortwealth of Virginia. 

The study found the Federal government to be the most salient source 

of external policy influence in shaping the course of events in 

Newport News during the seventeen-year period of history studied. 

Change occurred in response to a combination of Federal court 

decisions and legislation enacted by the United States Congress. 

Initial school desegregation which occurred in Newport News was a 

result of the doctrine handed down by the U.S. Supreme Court in its 

1954-55 Brown decisions. The increased rate of school desegregation 

which occurred between the school years 1965-1970 was in response 

to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and to the program leverage resulting 

from a series of acts passed by the U.S. Congress making large amounts 

of Federal monies available to local school districts. The Guidelines 

and compliance enforcement procedures adopted by the Department of HEW, 

although a viable influence on the course of school desegregation 

events in Newport News after 1964, were not factors in the final 

shape of the August 12, 1971, court-adopted plan. The guidelines 

handed down by the U.S. Supreme Court in New Kent and Swann were the 

primary influences of the court-adopted plan. The New Kent decision 

established a ratio for public school desegregation that could not be 

satisfied in Newport News without cross busing students. Swann made 

cross busing constitutional and set the stage for the plan handed 

down on August 12, 1971, in Newport News. 
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Following the U.S. Supreme Court's 1954-55 Brown decisions, 

the government of the Commonwealth of Virginia opposed school 

desegregation by enacting "anti-integration'' legislation, divesting 

from the locality the authority to .. assign pupils and penaliZi?lg any 

school district that desegrega.ted schools. This policy served a:s 

the dominant influence over the Newport News d~segregation process 

between 1956 and 1959. Although the State's "tuition grant" legisla-

tion that followed the "Massive Resistance" era was a determinant of 

the stance assumed at the local level between 1960~1964, State policy 

influence declined during this period while that of the Federal 

District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia increased• After 

1965, the government of the Commonwealth of Virginia was not directly 

involved in the Newport News outcome. 

In Newport News, local circumstances influenced the course of 

desegregation events occurring over the seventeen-year span of time 

studied. During the mid-1950's, school authorities were confronted 

with a rapidly changing racial composition and the uncertain outcome 

of a pending merger referendum. These circumstances, combined with 

traditional segregationist beliefs, complicated planning of school 

facilities needed to relieve Negro school overcrowding. 

The unique circumstances that characterized the consolidated 

city of Newport News were testified to during the Justice Department 

hearings and in the final court trial. These factors influenced 

School Board desegregation policy after 1958 and were instrumental 

. ! 
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in Judge Hoffman's acceptance of an elementary plan that permitted 

children in grades one and two to attend schools in proximity to 

residence. The act of consolidation between the cities of Warwick 

and Newport News voided the initial school desegregation order and 

created a City the size, shape, and housing patterns of which were 

judged unique enough to merit an innovative elementary school 

desegregation plan. 

The School Board's policies exerting~the most influence over 

the seventeen-year school desegregation process were the Board's 

school construction and pupil assignment policies. Between 1958 and 

1962, both policies were manipulated by the white School Board to 

resist school integration. The school constniction policy did in-

fluence the shape of the 1971 court-adopted plan since it determined 

the facility characteristics and locations of five of thirteen former 

city of Newport News schools used to implement the August 12, 1971, 

plan. 

In regard to the impact upon the August 12, 1971, court-

adopted plan, the Newport News pupil assignment policies motivated 

corrective actions from Negro leaders. Over time each policy was 

determined inadequate when compared against the yardstick of evolving 

Federal government desegregation policy, at first because the assign-

ment plans were designed to resist racial mixing in the City's 

schools and in the final stages because the "Freedom of Choice" plan 

did not eliminate schools with predominantly Negro enrollments. The 
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last desegregation litigation brought against Newport News was, in 

part, a result of the school system's "free choice" pupil assignment 

policy. 

Throughout the seventeen-year school desegregation process, 

white citizens dominated the City's official policy-making bodies. 

Local school authorities exercised autonomy over the school desegre-

gation issue, and the process was surprisingly free of interference 

from City Council and political controversy in general. Individually, 

no one Board member or school official exercised inordinate influence 

over the desegregation events. School authorities, except for token 

black representation, openly resisted school desegregation change. 

School officials and the local School Board influenced the court-

adopted plan by designing pupil assignment and school construction 

policies that discouraged racial mixing in the schools. Local school 

officials, under the guidance of the Federal District Court for the 

Eastern District of Virginia, drafted the final school desegregation 

plan with School Board approval, without the outside assistance of 

the NAACP and HEW or local political groups. 

At the local level, the individual exercising the greatest 

influence over the school desegregation process and on the shape of 

the August 12, 1971, plan was Judge Walter E. Hoffman. He had been 

introduced to the Newport News case in April, 1956, two years before 

the cities of Newport News and Warwick consolidated. Hoffman was the 

sole Federal district judge to hear the three Newport News school 



95 

desegregation cases. His interpretation of higher court decisions 

led the Newport News defense ultimately to present a plan that would 

leave grades one and two in neighborhood schools. It was Hoffman's 

reasoning that accepted the final plan. 

Black leadership consisted of a small group of professional 

pe9ple: doctors, lawyers, businessmen, and ministers. No one black 

leader dominated the school desegregation issue; however, Philip 

Walker and C. Waldo Scott appeared to have exerted the most influence 

over the black position for the entire process. 

The two school superintendents who served during the seventeen-

year process at times were thetnost influential local actors. Dt. 

R. O. Nelson appeared to influence the decision to add to Huntington 

in lieu of building a new school, and he was instrumental in the 

Board's decision to adopt "free choice" in 1965. Dr. Nelson' s 

successor, George J. Mcintosh, led the school system's intial fight 

to maintain "Freedom of Choice," and the final court-adopted plan was 

designed under his supervision. 

Robert V. Beale, the City Attorney who planned the final 

defense for Newport News and recruited Dr. John Hogge to testify on 

behalf of the school system, at times exercised substantial influence 

over the Newport News stance in the HEW compliance enforcement pro-

ceedings. At all times, however, he appeared to represent the 

interests of the white citizens. 



96 

Implications 

Given the many tactical delays by state and local govern-

ments on the desegregation issue, it seems that the length of time 

required to arrive at school desegregation in Newport News could 

have been shortened and the course of events altered had the U.S. 

Supreme Court established more specific guidelines earlier in the 

seventeen-year process. Similarly, had the government of the 

Commonwealth of Virginia encouraged compliance after the U.S. Supreme 

Court's Brown decisions or had it assumed a more active role in favor 

of school desegregation during the 1960's, the process would have 

been shorter and less complicated at the local level. The implica-

tion is that, without external policy influences, the process would 

not have been altered by local school officials since cross busing 

would have been required due to the housing patterns and concentra-

tion of the races in Newport News. 

In addition, and in a broader sense, the implication is 

that federally imposed educational change which departs from the 

traditional patterns practiced at the local level will be ignored for 

as long as possible, and then finally modified by those responsible 

for implementing the change. Since under such conditions there is no 

satisfactory alternative course of action for all concerned, resistance 

and conflict will emerge, creating the need, if the Federal Government 

is to prevail, for more Federal pressure, control, and ultimately 

force if need be in order to invoke the change. 
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Board of Education of VA., Respondents. 5 Volumes, August 19, 
20, 21, 1969; September 24, 25, 1969. 

Department of HEW. Mailgram from Department of HEW to George J. 
Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. 
August 23, 1971. 

Department of HEW. Motion to Dismiss (to the Reviewing Authority). 
From Dayle Ginsburg, Attorney, for the General Counsel, Depart-
ment of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. August 26, 1971. 

Equal Educational Opportunities Program, Department of HEW. Personal 
correspondence from Harold B. Williams, Acting Assistant Com-
missioner to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, July 12, 1967. ~ 

Equal Educational Opportunities Program, Department of HEW. Personal 
correspondence from E. H. Cooper, Program Officer, Title IV, 
Equal Educational Opportunities Program, to George J. Mcintosh, 
Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. July 10, 1970. 

General Civil Rights Division, Department of Justice. Personal 
correspondence from Jerris Leonard, assistant attorney, General 
Civil Rights Division, to Woodrow W. Wilkinson, State Super-
intendent of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia. July 2, 1970. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to Hearing Clerk, 
Department of HEW. September 19, 1968. 

.! 
I 
I 



99 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to Lewis E. Grotke, 
attorney for the General Counsel, Department of HEW. September 
19' 1968. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to LewisE. Grotke, 
attorney, Office of General Counsel, Department of HEW. October 
9, 1968. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to Lewis E. Grotke, 
attorney, Office of General Counsel, Department of HEW. November 
13, 1968. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to. Lewis E. Grotke, 
attorney, Office of General Counsel, Department of HEW. November 
13, 1968. 

City of Newport News,. Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
RobertV. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to Leonard V. Ralston, 
Hearing Examiner, Small Business Administration, Department of 
HEW. December 8, 1969. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to George J. Mcintosh, 
Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. February 18, 1970. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to William Humelin, 
Clerk of the Reviewing Authority, Department of HEW. April 3, 
1970. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to William Hermelin, 
Executive Director, Reviewing Authority, Civil Rights, Department 
of HEW. August 24, 1970. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to James Devlin, 
attorney, Department of HEW. October 16, 1970. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to George J. 
Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. November 
12, 1970. 
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City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney, to Alexandra 
Polyzoides, attorney, Department of HEW. November 27, 1970, 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Personal correspondence from 
Robert V. Beale, Newport News City Attorney to Eliott Richardson, 
Secretary of Department of HEW~ May 18, 1971. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from L. D. Green, assistant superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools, to Arthur E. Chapman, Supervisor of School 
Buildings, State Board of Education, Connnonwealth of Virginia. 
April 4, 1959. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent, to Eloise 
Severinson, Regional Civil Rights Director. June 12, 1968. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. ·"Memorandum to 
School Board Members," from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent 
of Newport News Public Schools. June 13, 1968. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Eloise Severinson, Director, Regional Civil 
Rights Office, Department of HEW, Region III. June 28, 1968. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General 
Counsel, Department of HEW. August 23, 1968. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General 
Counsel, Department of HEW. August 28, 1968. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Richard M. Harris, Assistant Attorney General, 
Connnonwealth of Virginia. September 25, 1968. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General 
Counsel, Department of HEW. November 15, 1968. 

-----~------------------
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Newport News Public .School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Branch, Chief, 
Office of Civil Rights, Department of HEW. May 19, 1969• 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Lloyd R. }lenderson, Education Branch, Chief, 
Office of Civil Rights, Department of HEW. June 24, 1969. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office for Civil 
Rights, Department of HEW. March 26, 1970. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office of Civil 
Rights, Department of HEW. June 9, 1970. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools, to Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office for Civil 
Rights, Department of HEW~ August 23, 1971. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Personal corres-
pondence from James M. Leonard, administrative assistant, and 
Cadet 3/C W. F. Meyn, Jr. November 10, 1975. 

Newport News School Board, Official Minutes. School years 1950-1970. 

Newport News School Board. Personal correspondence from J. M. Dozier, 
Jr., Chairman of City of Newport News School Board to W. Kenneth 
Haddock, Chief, Educational Branch, Office of Civil Rights, 
Region III. June 14, 1968. 

Newport News School Board. Statement from E. Stanley Grannum, member 
of the Newport News School Board. June 19, 1969. 

Newport News School Desegregation Chronology of Events, January 
1968-July, 1970. Chronology from Harry Lemore, Deputy Super-
intendent, State Board of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia~ 
July 13, 1970. 

Office of the General Counsel, Department of HEW. Personal corres-
pondence from Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General Counsel, 
Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent, Newport 
News Public Schools. August 29, 1968. 
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Office of the General Counsel, Department of HEW. Personal corres-
pondence from Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General Counsel, 
Department of HEW, to Robert V. Beale, Newport News City 
Attorney. October 7, 1968. 

Office of the General Counsel, Department of HEW. Personal corres-
pondence from Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General Counsel, 
Departmc!nt of HEW, to Robert V. Beale, Newport News City 
Attorney. August 7, 1969. 

Office of the General Counsel, Department of HEW. Personal corres-
pondence from Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General Counsel, 
Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of 
Newport News Public Schools. Attached: "Effect of Deferral 
Upon Receipt of Federal Financial Assistance by Local Education 
Agencies." 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson, Educational Branch, Chief, to George 
J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. 
January 30, 1968. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from W. Kenneth Haddock, Chief of Education Branch, to George J. 
Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. May 
10, 1968. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Eloise Severinson, Regional Civil Rights Director, to 
George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public 
Schools. June 5, 1968. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from W. Kenneth Haddock, Chief of Education Branch, to George 
J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. 
June 21, 1968. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Ruby G. Martin, Director, Office for Civil Rights, to 
William B. Spong, Jr., U.S. Senate. July 2, 1968. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Eloise Severinson, Director, Regional Civil Rights, to 
George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public 
Schools. July 10, 1968. 
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Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Ruby G. Martin, Director, Office for Civil Rights, to 
George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public 
Schools. August 13, 1968. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Ruby G. Martin, Director, Office for Civil Rights, to 
George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public 
Schools. February 10, 1969. 

Office of the General Counsel, Department of HEW. Personal corres-
pondence from Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General 
Counsel, Department of HEW, to Robert V. Beale, Newport News 
City Attorney. March 10, 1969. 

Office of the General Counsel, Department of HEW. Personal corres-
pondence from Lewis E. Grotke, attorney, Office of General 
Counsel, Department of HEW, to Robert V. Beale, Newport News 
City Attorney. April 14, 1969. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Branch, Educational Branch 
Chief, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools. May 14, 1969. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Branch Chief, Office for Civil 
Rights, to the Honorable Thomas N. Downing, House of Representa-
tives, U.S. Congress. July 23, 1969. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Peter E. Holmes, Special Assistant for Congressional 
Relations, Office for Civil Rights, to Congressman Thomas N. 
Downing, House of Representatives, U.S. Congress. July 22, 1969. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Branch Chief, Office for 
Civil Rights, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. July 22, 1969. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Leon E. Panetta, Director, Office for Civil Rights, to 
George J, Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public 
Schools. February 20, 1970. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Branch Chief, Office for Civil 
Rights, to George J, Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools. May 4, 1970. 
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Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Division Chief, Office for 
Civil Rights, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. June 24, 1970. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspoQ:dence 
from Lloyd R. Henderson; Director, Education Division, Office 
for Civil Rights, to George J. Mcintosh' Superintendent of New-
port News Public Schools. June 9, 1971. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from J. Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office for Civil Rights, to 
George J •. Mclntosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. 
July 23; 1971. -

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from J. Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office for Civil Rights, to 
Woodrow W. Wilkinson, Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Virginia State Board of Education. July 23, 1971. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Telegraphic messa$e from 
Peter Holmes, Acting Director, Office for Civil Rights, to· 
Woodrow W. Wilkerson, Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
State Board of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia. August 23, 
1971. 

Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. Personal correspondence 
from J. Stanley Pottinger, Director, Office-for Civil Rights, to 
Woodrow W. Wilkerson, Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
State Board of Education, Commonwealth of Virginia. September 8, 
1971. 

"Personal Background and City History," annotated document prepared 
by George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News Public 
Schools. 1969. 

"Population Panorama, Newport News," pamphlet prepared by the 
Department of City Planning and Community Development, Albert 
J. Stodghill, director. 

"Racial Distribution of School Population, ages 6-19," map pre-
pared by City of Newport News Department of City Planning and 
Community Development, Albert J. Stodghill, director. 1970. 

U.S. Government Small Business Administration, Office of th~ Adminis-. 
tration. Personal correspondence from Leonard J. Ralston, Hearing 
Examiner, Department of HEW, to Robert V. Beale, Newport News City 
Attorney. November 15, 1968. 
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U.S. Government Small Business Administration, Office of the Adminis-
tration. Document "ORDER CONTINUING HEARING" from Leonard J. 
Ralston, Hearing Examiner, Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, 
Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. June 13, 1969. 

U.S. Government Small Business Administration, Office of the Adminis-
tration. Personal correspondence from Leonard J. Ralston, Hearing 
Examiner, Department of HEW, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent 
ef Newport News Public Schools. February 11, 1970. 

U.S. House of Representatives. Personal correspondence from Thomas 
N. Downing, Congressman, to Lloyd R. Henderson, Education Branch 
Chief, Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. June 30, 1969. 

U.S. House of Representatives. Personal correspondence from Congress-
man Thomas N. Downing, Congress of the U.S., to George J. Mcintosh, 
Superintendent of Newport News Public Schools. February 25, 1970. 

U.S. House of Representatives. Personal correspondence from Thomas 
N. Downing, Congressman, to Eliott L. Richardson, Secretary of 
Department of HEW. November 18, 1970. 

U.S. House of Representatives. Personal correspondence from Thomas 
N. Downing, Congressman, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent 
of Newport News Public Schools. December 18, 1970. 

U.S. House of Representatives. Personal correspondence from Thomas 
N. Downing, Congressman, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent 
of Newport News Public Schools. Attached letter from Eliott 
Richardson, Secretary of HEW to Thomas Downing. December 15, 
1970. 

U.S. House of Representatives. Personal correspondence from Thomas ·' 
N. Downing, Congressman, to J. Stanley Pottinger, Director, 
Office for Civil Rights, Department of HEW. July 26, 1971. 

U.S. Senate. Personal correspondence (telegram) from Harry F. Byrd, 
Jr., U.S. Senator, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of 
Newport News Public Schools. February 18, 1970. 

U.S. Senate. Personal correspondence from William B. Spong, Jr., 
U.S. Senator, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. February 17, 1970. 

U.S. Senate. Personal correspondence from William B. Sp.ong, Jr. , 
U.S. Senator, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. February 18, 1970. 
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U.S. Senate. Personal correspondence from William B. Spong, Jr., 
U.S. Senator, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. March 2, 1970. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, State Board of Education 
of Virginia, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. August 16, 1968. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
John P. Hamill, Supervisor, School Buildings, State Board of 
Education of Virginia, to Albert G. Toppett, U.S. Office of 
Education, Department of HEW. January 3, 1969. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, Virginia State Board of 
Education, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. February 11, 1969. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, Virginia State Board of 
Education, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport 
News Public Schools. February 26, 1970. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, State Board of Education, 
Commonwealth of Virginia, to Jerris Leonard, assistant attorney, 
General Civil Rights Division, Department of Justice. July 
13, 1970. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, State Department of Educa-
tion, Commonwealth of Virginia, to George J. Mcinsoh, Super-
intendent of Newport News Public Schools. July 27, 1971. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, State Department of Educa~ 
tion, Commonwealth of Virginia, to George J. Mcintosh, Super-
intendent of Newport News Public Schools. August 24, 1971. 

Virginia State Board of Education. Personal correspondence from 
Harry Elmore, Deputy Superintendent, State Department of Educa-
tion, to George J. Mcintosh, Superintendent of Newport News 
Public Schools. September 10, 1971. 
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2. Legal Documents, Local 

City of. Newport News, Department of Law. Exceptions to Initial 
Decision and Order. April 3, 1970. 

City of Newport News, Department of Law. Bateman, West and Beale, 
City Attorneys. Petition for Oral Argument. November 6, 1970. 

Newport News Public School Administrative Office. Records from 
school system's general file. Transcript of May 20 Hearing on 

. Motion for More Definite Statement. 

School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia. "Reply to 
Request for Admissions of Fact and Geniuneness of Documents." 
September 19, 1968. 

School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia. Answer of 
Respondent, The School Board of the City of Newport News, 
Virginia, To Notice of Opportunity for Hearing. 

School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia. "Reply Brief in 
Behalf of the School Board of the City of Newport News, 
Virginia. Preliminary Statement," January 8, 1970. 

School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia. ORDER, Docket # 
CR-699. March 2, 1970. 

School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia. ORDER, Docket II 
CR-669. March 30, 1970. 

School Board of the City of Newport News, Virginia. PETITION, 
Docket fl CR-669. April 3, 1970. 

3. Legal Documents, Federal (HEW) 

United States of American Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket II CR-"669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
NOTICE OF HEARING." [Washington, September 27, 1968]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket II CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS OF FACT." [Washington, August 14, 1968J. 
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United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket If CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY 'FOR•HEARING." [Washington, August 14,·1968). 

United States .of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket If CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of· the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964.. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND.STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE OF HEARING." [Washington, June 12, 1969. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket If CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI.of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
NOTICE OF HEARING.". [Washington, August 28, 1969]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket II CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRG!NIA, Respondents, 
STATEMENT OF THE GOVERNMENT'S CASE." [Washington, December 8, 
1969]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket # CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
REPLY BRIEF ON BEHALF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES." [Washington, 
January 7, 1970]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket If CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 

· Act of 1964. 11In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
INITIAL DECISION AND ORDER." [Washington, February 11, 1970. 
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United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket # CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
ORDER." [Washington, April 27, 1970]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket # CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. 11In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
RESPONSE TO EXCEPTIONS." [Washington, April 24, 1970]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket II CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
ORDER OF THE REVIEWING AUTHORITY (CIVIL RIGHTS)." [Washington, 
October 1, 1970]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket #.CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
RULINGS ON EXCEPTIONS AND FINAL DECISION OF THE REVIEWING AUTHORTY 
(CIVIL RIGHTS)." [Washington, October 1, 1970]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket # CR-669 Proceedings under Titel VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL TO PETITION FOR REVIEW 
BY THE SECRETARY AND PETITION FOR ORAL ARGUMENT FILED BY 
RESPONDENTS." [Washington, November 23, 1970]. 

United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket II CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR SECRETARIAL REVIEW IN NEWPORT 
NEWS, VIRGINIA, SCHOOL DISTRICT, IN LIGHT OF SUPREME COURT 
DECISION IN SWANN v. CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG, Nos. 281 and 349 
(Decided April 20,-1971)." [Washington, May 11, 1971]. 
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United States of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket II CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of·the·Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
REPLY TO SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR REVIEW 
BY SECRETARY OF HEW, IN LIGHT OF SUPREME COURT DECISION IN SWANN 
.Y.:.. CHARLOTTE..,.MECKLENBURG." [Washington, June 23, 1971]. 

United State of America Administrative Proceedings in the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Science Foundation. 
Docket ll·CR-669 Proceedings under Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. "In the Matter of THE SCHOOL BOARD OF NEWPORT NEWS, 
VIRGINIA, AND STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF VIRGINIA, Respondents, 
ORDER OF THE SECRETARY." [Washington, June 26, 1971]. 

4. Legal Documents, Court of Appeals . 

U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit. Frank V. Thompson. 
et al., Appellants, v. The School Board of the City of Newport 
News, et al., Appelle-;. Brief for Appelles. No. 74-1~05. 1974. 

5. Legal Documents, District Court 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson infant, e·tc •. et al. , Plaintiffs, 
v. The School Board of Newport News, Virginia e~aI:", Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102-70-NN. Interrogatories. (noted received 
August 27, 1970). 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank v. Thompson infant, etc. et al., Plaintiffs, 
v. The School Board of Newport News, Virginia etal:", Defendants. 
Civil Action File No. 102-70-NN. Summons. July 23, 1970. 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson infant, etc. et al., Plaintiffs, 
v. The School Board of Newport News, Virginia etaI:", Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102-70-NN. Answers to Interrogatories. (no 
date) 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson infant, etc. et al., Plaintiffs, 
v. The School Board of Newport News, Virginia e-r-aI:", Defendants. 
No. CA-102-70-NN. Notice. October 30, 1970. ~~ 
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U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Norfolk 
Division and Newport News Division. Order. FiledMay 13, 1971. 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson infant et al., Plaiti.tiffsv. 
The School Board of Newport News, Virginiaetal., Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102-70-NN. Memorandum of Points and Authorities, 
In Support of Motion for Further Relief. (no date) 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
• News Division. Frank V. Thompson etal., Plaintiffs v. The 

School Board of the City of Newport News et al., Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102-70-NN. Motion for Pei°manent Injunction. 
(no date) 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson et al., Plaintiffs v. The 
School Board of the City of NewportNews ~al., Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102-70.-NN. · ·Memorandum in Opposition to Motion 
for Permanent.Injunction. (no date) 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson ~al., Plaintiffs-~· The 
School Board of the City of Newport News et al., Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102...,.60-NN. Answer. (no date) 

U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Newport 
News Division. Frank V. Thompson ~ al., Plaintiffs ~· The 
School Board of the City of Newport News et al., Defendants. 
Civil Action No. 102..:.70-NN. Motion to Require School Board to 
Estimate the Minimum Transportation Requirements Incident to a 
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. February 10, 1954 ·. 
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June 20, 1954 

June 25, 1954 

September 14, 1954 

September 17, 1954 

October 8; 1954 

May 31, 1955 
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CHRONOLOGY OF.EVENTS 

Negro PTA representatives appeared before 
the School Board, concerned with conditions 
at John Marshall and B. T. Washington Ele-
mentary Schools; opposed further additions 
to existing buildings; recommended a junior 
high school to. relieve Negro pupil over,;. 
crowding • 

On behalf of a deleg~tion of Negro patrons, 
attorney for local branch of NAACP presented 
a resolution to Board related to school 
plant needs for Negro ~nd white schools iri. 
the former city of Newport News. 

School Board was urged -to prepare for either 
eventuality of the impending u.s. Supreme 
Court decision. -· · 

U.S. Supreme Court ruled separate but equal 
schools had no place and that separate · 
school facilities were inherently unequal. 

Political leaders from Virginia's Southside 
Fourth District announced that they were 
unalterably opposed to school integration. 

-Governor Thomas Stanley publicly declared. 
that he would use every means at his command 
to continue segregated schools. 

School Board was urged to modify existing 
policies to permit desegregation; the Board 
took no action. 

Governor Thomas Stanley appointed the Gray 
Commission to study the problem andmake 
recommendations to his office. 

Def enders of State Sovereignty Organization 
was founded. 

U.S. Supreme Court remanded school desegrega-
tion decisions to District courts and urged 
that they frame remedies with all deliberate 
speed to implement desegregation. 
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Mid-November, 1955 

November 30, 1955 

January 9, 1956 
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Prince Edward County Board of Supervisors 
decided not to fund schools for the 1955-
1956 school year. 

Former City of Newport News School Board 
voted 4 to 1 to operate segregated schools 
for the advancing 1955-56 school year. 

Virginia NAACP announced a State~wide policy: 
local NAACP branches were to first petition 
school boards to admit Negro students and 
after a reasonable period of time petition 
the District courts. 

Governor Stanley and State Board of Education 
issued joint policy statement that Virginia 
schools would remain segregated for the 
coming year. 

Local branch of the NAACP petitioned the 
School Board of the former city of Newport 
News to completely desegregate the city's 
schools; the School Board refused. 

White students transferred from Jefferson 
Elementary School to relieve overcrowding 
at the city's three Negro elementary schools. 
At this time in the school system, there 
were 1172 more Negro pupils than white. 

The possibility of buying land for a new 
high school site in the less dense adjacent 
city of Warwick was suggested by a Board 
member. The population at Huntington High 
School had grown so fast that the planned 
ten-room addition would not be adequate. 

Gray Commission reported to Governor and 
General Assembly. 

Special session of General Assembly ordered 
a referendum election in regard to Section 
141 of the State Constitution. 

Constitution referendum passed by voters. 
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September, 1956 
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February 11, 1957 

April 9, 1957 

July 11, 1957 

July 29, 1957 
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Desegregation suit brought against School 
Board and Superintendent; Board resolved 
that integration would disrupt if not 
destroy school system. 

A delegation of white citizens representing 
theCitizens for Good Schools presented a 
petition of 7,000 signatures against 
intergration. 

The crowded conditions at Negro elementary 
schools would require additional space or 
double shifts. 

General Assembly enacted Massive Resistance 
legislation, closing schools that.int;egrate, 
cutting off State funds, and divesting local 
school authorities of the power to assign 
pupils to schools. 

The consolidation attempt involving the 
cities of Newport News, Hampton, and Warwick 
was defeated by Hampton voters. 

Formal efforts to merge the cities of Warwick 
and Newport News were begun. 

Telegram from State Department of Education 
notified school officials that they were 
divested of authority to assign pupils. 

Judge Walter E. Hoffman ordered Newport News 
to desegregate schools by Septem.ber, 1957. 

Special Counsel was reappointed to defend 
School Board and Superintendent in the 
appeal of Hoffman's ruling. 

Newport News and Warwick voters elected 
to consolidate the two cities. 

Superintendent suggested that in view of 
recent consolidation he thought it wise to 
halt the Huntington High School construction 
since the possibility of building a new 
Negro high school in former Warwick City 
existed. 
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July 1, 1958 

JulylO, 1958 
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September,· 1958. 

January 19, 1959. 

February 2, 1959 

April 4, J,.959 

May 12, 1959 

November 2 9 1959 

December 1, 1959 

February 25, 1960 

April 21, 1960 
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Warwick and Newport News officially con-
solidated into the city of NeWt>ort NetJs. 

·Three Negro students applied for adJnission 
to one of the white schopls; Boarc1 t:eferred 
to State Pupil Placement Board with" its · 
recommendations. Previous court. order · 
died with the consolidation. 

State closed schools in·WarrenCounty, 
Charlottesville, and Norfolk. 

Virginia Supreme Court ruled that the· 
closing of schools violated the. State · 
Constitution. 

General Assembly adopted a tuition grant .· 
program and abandoned "mass;l.ye t;"esi~tance." 

School system instructed the State that.due 
to increasing enrollment .at Huntington High 
School it was necessary to construct ten 
temporary classrooms there. · 

Judge Walter Hoffman ordered.the School 
Board to submit a desegregation plan within 
180 days. 

Desegregation plan was.submitted to the 
Federal District Court as ordered May 12. 

I . .· 
In.an open court hearing, the plan was re~ 
jected by Judge Hoffman who directed the 
School Board to file another by April 30, 
1960. 

School Board authorized the construction 
of a small four-room Negro elementary school 
on Maple Avenue in the former city of Newport 
News, school to house approximately seventy-
five pupils. 

School Board submitted a plan to ijoffman, 
Rules and Regulations for Assignment.and 
Transfer of Pupils. 
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July 21, 1960 

October 20, 1960 

November 17, 1960 

January 19, 1961 

ll'ebruary 16, 1961 

March 23, 1961 
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School Board resolved to construct a new John 
Marshall Elementary on a adjacent site; twelve 
lots were acquired for new site, costing 
$63,950.00. Board resolved to build two 
other Negro elementary schools in general 
area. 

Twenty-four Negro pupil applicants requested 
admission to all-white schools; none satis-
fied the placement criteria. Board decided 
to enlarge Huntington High in lieu of a new 
Negro high school. 

Representatives from B. T. Washington PTA 
requested the School Board to provide relief 
for the overcrowding there and to eliminate 
double shift classes; representatives also 
questioned the adequacy of theplanried four-
room Maple Avenue elementary. Board re-
sponse indicated relief was at hand based 
upon plans to build four new Negro elemen-
tary schools in the former city of Newport 
News. 

Scholarship grants required by State law 
had become excessive; Superintendent felt 
grants had gone beyond the intent of General 
Assembly (seventy-six applications received 
through November 15, 1960-~$18,500.00). 

Huntington High School PTA representatives 
questioned the addition to that school in 
lieu of a new building. 

Leaders from the Negro community indicated 
sites were available to build a new high 
school; the group was authorized by the 
Board to locate a suitable site. 

Negro leaders returned to report to Board 
that they had located a suitable site. 
Board's reply centered around legal ques-
tions involved in land acquisition and the 
fact that City Council had authorized the 
addition to Huntington. At the Board 
meeting, the statement followed that many 
people felt there was much bias in school 
site selection in Newport News. 

----------------- ----



May 25, 1961 

June 5, 1961 

July 8, 1961 

August 24, 1961 

August 31, 1961 

September 21, 1961 

March 30, 1962 
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Representatives.of the Huntington High 
School PTA indicated to the Board that the 
Cohen site was available (approximately SO 
acres at 50th Street and Marshall Avenue). 
Huntington parents were polled on the 
issue; of the 1,222 responding, l,'162 
desired a newbuildinginlieu of expan-
sion. 

City Council resolved that the Cohen site 
was not suitable and listed its reasonings; 
Council requested that the School Board 
proceed with Huntington addition. Repre-
sentatives from the Negro community urged 
a new building in lieu of expansion. 

First Negro students were assigned to white 
schools by the Board's policy, Rules and 
Regulations for Assignment and Transfer 
of ·Pupils. 

The Board instructed the Superintendent to 
inform Fort Eustis officials that.the Board 
would transport children residing on the 
post to Carver High School and Carver Ele-
mentary beginning in September. 

The new Negro elementary schools James Lee 
am.I John Marshall were inspected by the 
Board. 

Preliminary plans for Huntington High School 
addition were presented, and the Board re-
solved to request the State Department of 
Education to waive size of school site 
regulations. The addition would result in 
closing streets (30th and 31st Streets). 

Department of HEW announced that beginning 
in September of 1963, segregated schools 
would be inadequate for children whose 
parents lived and worked on Federal in.,.. 
stallations; agency would terminate im-
pacted area funds. 



August 9, 1962 

September 20, 1962 

October 18, 1962 

June 20, 1963 

July 18, 1963 

August 8, 1963 

March 13, 1964 
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A School Board meeting was called for the 
purpose of assigning pupils pursuant to the 
U.S. District Court decree; twenty-seven 
pupils of the total forty-nine were 
accepted to white schools, all in the 
Denbigh area of former Warwick City. 
Suggestion was made to hold a meeting 
between City Council and the School Board 
to explore possible new site for Huntington 
and to reopen the discussion. Board main-
tained addition project should not be 
disturbed. 

A formal meeting occurred between the Board 
and City Council. In a subsequent meeting, 
between the City Manager, the Superinten-
dent, and the School Board Chairman, the 
school system was promised that twenty-seven 
acres of land would be available around 
Newsome Park. 

School Board reaffirmed its decision to add 
to Huntington High. 

Superintendent recommended Board drop 
achievement test portion of Rules and 
Regulations for the Assignment and 
Transfer of Pupils plan. 

Board voted to delete achievement test 
from pupil assignment plan. 

Board voted to continue the practice of 
one principal serving both T. C. Erwin 
and John Marshall Schools. 

The Superintendent noted that in order to 
build a track at Huntington, it would be 
necessary to close 30th Street between 
Wickham and Orcutt Avenues. Thirty-first 
Street had been closed previously for the 
addition to the building. 
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November 19, 1964 

February 18, 1965 

May 20, 1965 

June 17, 1965 

June 12, 1967 

January 30, 1968 

May 20-24, 1968 
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The Superintendent recognized the presence 
of members of City Council. A discussion 
of the Huntington High School situation 
ensued, and one councilman noted that the 
people in the area seemed highly agitated. 
The City Manager pointed out that closing 
the street had nothing to do with.the 
track. 

Congress enacted the Civil Rights Act. 
' Local NAACP spokesmen urged the School. 

Board to recognize and give effect to the 
constitutional rights of Negro children 
in the community. 

Question was raised about the future dis-
position of ten temporary rooms at Hunting-
ton High School. It was pointed out in 
response that the same type of structure at 
Warwick High School was ten years older. 
The Board was urged to investigate alter-
natives other than closing 30th Street. 

City Attorney advised School Board to sign 
Form HEW 441B, "Assurance of Compliance." 

Concern was expressed that funds entitled 
under PL 874 had not been received. Board 
must submit desegregation plan by June 15, 
1965. 

Board adopted "Free Choice" with free 
transportation to satisfy HEW require-
ments. 

The U.S. Office of Education advised system 
that more was needed in way of pupil 
desegregation. 

HEW notified Newport News that due to lack 
of desegregation an on-site review would 
be conducted in the near future. 

On-site compliance review of the Newport 
News school system was conducted by HEW 
officials 



May 27, 1968 

June 5, 1968 

June 27, 1968 

August 14, 1968 

September, 1968. 

July, August, and 
September, 1968 

November 7, 1968 

Winter, 1968-69 

Spring, 1969 

June, 1969 

August 19, 20, 21, 
September 24, 
25, 1969 
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U.S. Supreme Court ruled out Free Choice 
for New Kent County, Virginia. 

HEW notified Newport News among other things 
that Free Choice was not effective and that 
its Negro School facilities were inferior 
in respect to age and site size. 

The Newport News School Board resolved 
that its pupil placement policy was in 
compliance with the law. 

HEW initiated compliance enforcement 
proceedings against Newport News to 
terminate Federal assistance. 

School Board representatives approached 
Judge Walter Hoffman in an attempt to 
reopen the Sharon Adkinson case. 

Representatives from the Black Unity Con-
gress appeared at School Board meetings to 
request a school to replace. Walter Reed, 
to request full-time principals, and to 
express concern over the physical state of 
Huntington Elementary. They presented a 
petition with 2,600 names urging compliance. 

HEW recommended re-study of the Newport 
News situation by Title IV educational 
experts; this was approved by the School 
Board November 21, 1968. 

Title IV re-stury was conducted. 

Title IV desegregation plan was developed. 

Huntington Elementary School was closed. 

Justice Department hearing on Newport News 
alleged non-compliance with the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act was held (was initially .sche-
duled for the fall of 1968 but after 
several postponements by HEW was begun 
on August 19, 1969). 



December 30, 1969 

February 11, 1970 

February 19, 1970 

March 24, 1970 

June 9, 1970 

July 16, 1970 

July 23, 1970 

September 8, 1970 

October 29, 1970 

November 6, 1970 
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Judge Hoffman decided against busing as a 
solution for Brewer in Norfolk. 

The HEW Hearing Examiner found Newport News 
in non-compliance with the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act. 

Newport News school officials estimated 
the loss in Federal assistance to amount 
ro $1,967,515.00. City Attorney urged the 
Board to appeal the decision. 

President Nixon made policy statement on 
school desegregation which focused attention 
on school desegregation resulting from 
housing patterns. 

The school system was notified by the 
Director of the Off ice of Civil Rights 
that a re-study was suggested. The 
Board, aware of the possible impact of 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg case, voted to 
accept the proposed re-study. 

On July 2, the U.S. Attorney General 
indicated to the State Department of Educa-
tion of Virginia that Newport News was 
among five school systems in the State 
that had been identified in need of 
adjusting school desegregation conditions. 
Title IV would not conduct a re-study. 

Final desegregation litigation was filed 
against Newport News. 

HEW Reviewing Authority denied Newport 
News request for appeal in ·compliance 
enforcement proceedings. 

Judge Walter Hoffman deferred NAACP-
initiated litigation against Newport News 
until after the Swann decision. 

Newport News petitioned for oral arguments 
to U.S. Secretary of HEW Eliott L. 
Richardson. 
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August 12, 1971 
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After much discussion, members of Board 
moved that "Free Choice" be abandoned; 
the motion was defeated five to two. 

Swann was handed down and made busing a 
constitutional tool to desegregate. 

Pre-trial hearing was held with Judge 
Hoffman who announced his interpretation 
of Swann. 

The District Court ordered requests for 
plaintiff relief to be filed by June 1, 
1971. 

Newport News filed in support of review 
for oral argument with the Secretary of 
HEW in compliance enforcement proceedings 
based upon the findings in Swann. 

Walter Reed Elementary was closed. 

In a pre-trial conference, the School 
Board submitted a desegregation plan: 
an elementary neighborhood plan and 
"Free Choice" for high schools. 
Hoffman refused. 

By order of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of HEW, appeal was denied to Newport 
News in the compliance enforcement pro-
ceedings. 

Trial began; the Board submitted a non-
contiguous high school plan, 60%-40% 
racial mixture, and a neighborhood ele-
mentary plan. The former was accepted, 
the latter rejected. 

School Board submitted alternative 
elementary school plan. 

Judge Walter Hoffman accepted Board's 
elementary school plan over the objections 
from plaintiff lawyers. 
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INITIAL LETTER TO JUDGE WALTER HOFFMAN 

The Honorable Walter E. Hoffman 
U.S. District Judge 

844 Catalina Drive 
Newport News, Virginia 23602 
July 16, 1977 

U.S. Post Office and Courthouse Building 
Norfolk, Virginia 23510 

Dear Judge Hoffman: 

As an employee of the Newport News public school system for the 
past sixteen years, I have been most interested in the issues 
associated with our City's school desegregation process. As 
part of my doctoral studies at VP! and SU, I now have the oppor-
tunity to explain this important turning point in the history 
of the Peninsula. 

I have reviewed the public records and documents from the era, 
but have found that I am very much in need ofyour knowledge 
from personal involvement in the events of this time. There-
fore, I would like your assistance in a brief interview. If 
there are major events which you would be willing to discuss; 
or if, on the other hand, some of the events you are not willing 
to discuss, your preferences can be readily accommodated. 

I can assure you of anonymity; there will be no direct comments 
attributed to any one specific person's responses. I would hope 
that your responses will be as candid as possible. 

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to the oppor-
tunity to talk with you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Guy H. Quesenberry 

GHQ/de 

. i 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

Eastern District of Virginia 
Norfolk, Virginia 23510 

July 22, 1977 

Newport News, Virginia 23602 

Dear Mr. Quesenberi-y: 

While I am very pleased to assist you in any way possible,· 
I seJ;"iouly doubt whether I can add anything to my pub._ 
lished opinions and my rulings as contained in the file. 
As you know, my final judgment was appealed to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit where it 
was affirmed by a 4 to 3 en bane opinion. It is my under-
standing that the NAACP concluded that it would be too 
"risky" to apply for a writ of certiorari. 

If you still desire the interview under the conditions 
stated in your letter of July 18, 1977, I have no objections. 
Frankly, several years have passed and I do not remember 
too much about the Newport News School desegregation case. 

Faithfully yours, 

Walter E. Hoffman 

WEH/mcp 

·, ·, 
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Negro population percentages in Virginia counties follow: 

Accomack 34.2 Chesterfield 20.9 Greensville 59.3 Montgomery 5.3 Roanoke 8.5 
Albemarle 18.6 Clarke 17.2 Halifax 44.0 Nansemond 65.3 Rockbridge 8.6 
Alleghany ·a.3 Craig 0.5 Hanover 30.8 Nelson 27.0 Rockingham 1.9 
Amelia 49.9 Culpeper 27.9 Henrico 9.9 New Kent 54.0 Russell 2.5 
Amherst 27.9 Cumberland 55.7 Henry 24.2 Norfolk 16.3 Scott 1.1 
Appomattox 24.7 Dickenson 1.4 Highland 2.9 Northampton 53.5 Shenandoah 1.8 
Arlington 4.9 Dinwiddie 64.6 Isle of Wight 51.9 Northumberland 40.8 Smyth 1.6 
Augusta 5.1 Elizabeth City 20.5 James City 46.5 Nottoway 43.9 Southampton 60.9 
Bath 10.5 Essex 46.1 King and Queen 53.8 Orange 26.7 Spotsylvania 23.9 
Bedford 19.0 Fairfax 10.0 King George 27.4 Page 3.7 Stafford 12.9 
Botetourt 10.1 Floyd 4.3 Lancaster 41.2 Pittsylvania 30.9 Sussex 65.6 
Brunswick 57.8 Fluvanna 35.1 Lee 1.1 Powhatan 43.6 Tazewell 6.1 
Buchanan 0 Franklin 14.6 Loudoun 18.8 Prince Edward 44.6 Warwick 31.2 
Buckingham 42.8 Frederick 2.2 Louisa 39.8 Prince George 30.3 Warren 8.0 ...... 

(.A) 

Campbell 23.7 Giles 2.5 Lunenburg 43.9 Prince William 11.9 Washington 3.2 ~ 

Caroline 51.4 Gloucester 31.3 Madison 23.1 Princess Anne 23.5 Westmoreland 45.5 
Carroll 1.5 Goochland 50.0 Mathews 24.9 Pulaski 7.5 Wise 4.2 
Charles 

City 81.0 Grayson 4.4 Mecklenburg 49.5 Rappahannock 17.7 Wythe 4.7 
Charlotte 40.9 Greene 13.- Middlesex 41.9 Richmond 34.4 York 26.2 

Negro population percentages in Virginia's independent cities follow: 

Alexandria 12.4 Falls Church 1.8 Newport News 43.2 South Norfolk 23.0 
Bristol 7.1 Fredericksburg 6.3 Norfolk 29.7 Staunton 10.9 
Buena Vista 4.2 Hampton 37.2 Petersburg 42.2 Suffolk 36.7 
Charlottesville 18.2 Harrisonburg 6.3 Portsmouth 38.4 Waynesboro 8.2 
Clifton Forge 18.1 Hopewell 14.8 Radford 7.0 Williamsburg 13.0 
Colonial Heights 0.2 Lynchburg 22.0 Richmond 31. 7 Winchester 8.3 
Danville 30.2 Martinsvile 29.3 
Source: Gates, Robins L. The Making of Massive Resistance. Chapel Hill, North Carolina: University of North Carolina,Press, 1964. 
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RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR THE ASSIGNMENT 

AND TRANSFER OF PUPILS 

1. Any application by a child not previously a pupil in a 
school in the City School System for assignment to a particular school 
or by a child then a pupil in a school in the City School System for 
transfer from one school to another shall be filed with the Superin-
tendent, on a form to be provided by him, no later than July 1 prior 
to the commencement of any school year. 

2. The Superintendent shall appoint a committee from the 
personnel of the City School System whose duties shall be advisory to 
the Superintendent. The committee shall interview each applicant and 
his parents or guardians no later than July 15 each year and shall 
assist the Superintendent, if he so desires, in the administering of 
the test or tests prescribed in Paragraph 3. 

3. All applicants for assignment or transfer shall be given 
a test or tests to be established and administered by the Superinten-
dent, all such tests to be given no later than August 1 each year in 
accordance with the principles set forth in these Rules and Regu.la-
tions. 

4. In the assignment or transfer of pupils the following and 
other relevant factors, and the effect or results thereof shall be 
considered: 

a. Available room and teaching capacity in the various schools. 

b. Availability of transportation facilities. 

c. The effect of the admission of new pupils upon established 
or proposed academic programs. 

d. The suitability of established curricula for particular pupils, 
with due consideration of the applicant's academic achievement 
and the academic achievement of pupils with whom he would be 
placed. 

e. The scholastic aptitude and relative intelligence or mental 
ability of the pupil. 

f. The effect on the health and safety of the applicant and those 
already enrolled in the particular school. 
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g. The proximity of the applicant's residence to the school for 
which application is made and to other schools. 

h. Psychological factors, considering the psychological qualifi-
cation of the applicants for the type of teaching and associa-
tions involved, the psychological effect upon the applicant of 
attendance at the school for which application is made, the 
social adaptability of the applicant, and the expected emotional 
and social adjustment to be made by the applicant. 

i. The morals, health and cultural background of the applicant and 
of the pupils in the school to which assignment is sought. 

j. The choice and interests of the pupil making application. 

k. If an applicant has previously been a pupil in this school sys-
tem, the Superintendent shall secure the opinion of the appli-
cant's former teacher and principal as to the advisability of 
the assignment or transfer of the applicant, such opinion to 
take into consideration the foregoing factors and their effect 
on the applicant. 

1. The assignment shall be made in such manner that it will. promote 
the proper administration of the school. 

5. Assignments and transfers shall be made without regard to 
race, color or religious creed of the applicant. 

6. Assignments and transfers may be made so as to provide for 
separation of the sexes, so long as such is not inconsistent with these 
Rules and Regulations. 

7. After considering the recommendations of the Superintendent, 
and the foregoing factors, the School Board shall make all assignments 
and transfers no later than August 10 each year. 

8. Application on behalf of a child theretofore not eligible 
to attend a school in the City School System may be made after July 1 
of each year if made within 10 days after he becomes so eligible. The 
procedure outlined above shall be followed with respect to such appli-
cation with assignment to be made by the School Board not later than 
41 days after the date of application. 

School Board Mi~, April 21, 1960:pp. 242-243. 
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Table 1 

City of Newport News School Desegregation Issue Information--
Primary Source Frequency Matrix 

e e11 cu •ri 
.r.J c::: 
{/) oM 

.r.J ell 00 
CJ f"'I ""' oM •ri 
""' cu :> .r.J ..c: 
{/) .r.J .4-l 

.r.J oM 0 

~ A 1-1 
0 .r.J 

r-1 ~ r-1 4-l CJ 
ell :>. :>. r-1 {/) Cll •ri 
""'u cu u 0 .r.J r-1 00 {/) 

""' .r.J ""' cu oM .r.J •ri 0 c::: •ri oM c::: cu 1-1 .r.J 
"t:l r-1 ell r-1 ..c: ell p.. {/) ell "t:l ::s {/) 
cu 0 .r.J 0 tJ r-1 ::s {/) r-1 CU O•ri 

p.., p.., en P-i en P-i P-i < P-i PLt UA 

Personal 
Correspondence 43 14 11 41 7 

School Board 
Minutes 71 63 151 102 57 

Trial Records 21 3 15 19 The source· 
of all tria: 
records 
examined 

Legal 
Documents 17 9 10 15 11 

Unpublished 
Res ports 5 2 11 10 2 



School year 

1944-45 

1945-46 

1946-47 

1947-48 

1948-49 

1949-50 

1950-51 

1951-52 

1952-53 

1953-54 

1954-55 

1955-56 

1956;..57 

1957-58 

Sources: 
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Table 2 

Newport News Pupil Enrollment Numbers 
1944-1959 School Years. 

White enrollment Black enrollment 

4059 3681 

3960 3654 

3910 3806 

3793 3685 

3934 3737 

4011 3764 

4123 3957 

4184 4004 

4226 4124 

4240 4360 

4244 4772 

3408 5045 

3811 5302 

3776 5501 

Total enrollment 

7740 

7614 

7716 

7478 

7671 

7775 

8080 

8188 

8350 

8600 

9016 

8453 

9113 

9277 

Official School Board Minutes, May or June enrollment 
reports for school years 1944-57. 
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Table 3 

Former City of Newport· News· School Facility Information for the 1954-71 Time Period 

Date of Predominant Predominant 
·Name of Date of plant race housed race housed Campus size 

lichool construction expansion in 1971 in.1961 in acres· 

Dunbar· Elementary 1924 1936-57, Black Black 4.5 i 
1946, 1953 

Marshall Elementary 1961 1967 Black Black 2.065 

Washington 
Elementary 1929 1936-53, Black Black. 4.7 

1969 
Jefferson 

Elementary 1949 1958 Black Black 1.835 

Daniel Elementary 1899 Clos.ad in White. 
1961 

Reed Elementary 1918 Closed in Black White 1.9 
1971 

Magruder Elementary 1948 1951-61, Black White 9.9 
1967 

Huntington 
Elementary 1959 Closed in ----- Black Included 

1969 with 
Huntington 
H.S, 

Clark Elementary 1960 Black Black .6 

·· Lee Elementary 1961 Black Black 1,5 

Erwin Elementary 1961 Black Black Included 
with 
Dunbar 

Jackson Elementary 1902 1924, 1957, White White 5.74 
1961 

. Wilson Elementary 1921 Black White 3,6 

Newport.News 1924 1935, 1938, White White 7.5 
High School 1946, 1954, 

1963 

Huntington 1936 1951-1959, Black Black 16.6 
High· School 1963-69 

~ 

Documents entitled: School Sites and Construction Dates, November 5, 1968. 

School Sites and Construction Dates, November 14, 1973. 

Ca~acitz of Schools and Insurance Coverage, Newport News Public Schools, 
1968-69 School year, 

School Board Minutes, 1953-1970 School Years. 
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Table 4 

Rate.of Pupil Desegregation by· School Under Freedom of Choice i>ian. 

1966-67 1967-68 

School w NW T w NW T 

0 Dunbar 0 1191 1191 0 1017 1017 
o Marshall 0 218 218 0 274 274 
0 Waahingt0n 0 862 862 0 805 805 

(Closed in December 1961) . o Daniel (1899) 
o Jacks.on 468 5 4.73 536 2 538 

o· Jefferson 
0 Magruder 
0 Reed 
0 Wilson 
X Hilton 

X Denbigh 
x Parkview 
XNewsome Park 
X ·. Briarfield 

.X Carver 

X·Riverside 
X ·Deer Park 
X Lee Hall 
X Sedgefield 
X Hidenwood 

0 Clark 
0 James Lee 
O T, c. Erwin 
X Reservoir 
X South Morrison 

X Yates 
X Sanford 
x·saunders 
X Nelson 
X Jenkins 

X Epes :x Charles 
.X Richneck 

0 
239 
15 

157 
388 

292 
580 

0 
742 

0 

779 
759 
862 
708 
690 

0 
0 
0 

800 
851 

594 
835 
579 
806 
512 

O Huntington Ele~ 0 
X Warwick H.S. 1770 

O Newport News H.s. 1468 
X Carver H.S. 0 
0 Huntington. H.S. 0 
X Ferguson H.S. 1557 
X. Denbigh H.S. '1472 
X Menchville H.S, 

458 
458 
601 
61 
1. 

458 
697 
616 
218 
389 

244 536 
2 582 

1040 ' 1040 
35 777 

767 767 

3 
2 

158 
0 

20 

80 
427 
399 

70 
0 

4 
5 
0 

24 
46 

782 
761 

1020 
708 
710 

80 
427 
399 
870 
851 

598 
840 
579 
830 
558 

0 
48 

0 
175 
429, 

182 
642 

0 
761 

0 

772 
770 
745 
773 
746 

0 
0 
0 

775 
862 

579. 
879 
658 ' 
.856 
626 

205 
310 310 0 

2 1772 1854 

173 
1267 
2133 

21 
234 

1641 
1267 
2133 
1578 
1706 

1276 
0 
0 

1663 
1773 

417 
610 
626 

73 
4 

' 253 
4 

920 
70 

707 

4 
5 

191 
2 

25 

63 
411 
446 

74 
1 

3 
1 
0 

22 
53 

417 
658 
626 
248 
433 

435 
646 
920 
831 
707 

776 
775 
936 
775 
771 

63 
411 
446 
849 
863 

582 
880 
658 
878 
679 

27 232 
209 209 

1 1855 

180 
1259 
2249 

18 
218 

1456 
1259 
2249 
1687 
1991 

X • Located in former city of Warwick. 

0 = Located in former city of Newport News. 

1968-69 

N NW T 

0 1014 1014 
0 327 327 
0 80.9 809 

496 24 520 

0 
7 
0 

157 
420 

93 
639 

0 
751 

0 

752 
767 
663 
725 
731 

0 
0 
0 

715 
931 

539 
838 
698 
781 
706 

242 

375 
0 

1946 

1116 
0 
0 

1755 
2013 

408 
751 
5S3 

84 
3 

'186 
10 

853' 
95 

591 

5 
9 

211 
10 
20 

84 
370 
426 
102 
·21 

0 
19 

7 
43 
56 

408 
758 
583 
i4i. 
423 

279 
649 
853 
846 
591 

757 
776 
874 
735 
751 

84 
370 
426 
817 
952 

539 
857 
705 
824 
762 

36 278 

74 449 
173 173 
18 1964 

266 
1184 
2217 

51 
308 

1382 
1184 
2217 
1806 
2121 

1969-70 

N NW T 

0 1061' 1061 
0 370 370 
0 806 806 

478 10 488 

0 
5 
0 

143· 
436 

93 
620 

3 
743 

3 

729 
723 
616 
736 
711 

0 
0 
0 

712 
955 

574 
868 
893 
783 
805 

368 

607 

2i80 

991 
0 
0 

1874 
2285 

386 
791 
691 
106 
11 

15.9 
5 

813 
119 
539 

11 
2 

152 s 
22 

88 
302 
428 

99 
4 

1 
3 
2 

41 
41 

386 
796 
691.' 
249 
447 

252. 
625 
816 
862 
542 

740 
725 
768 
741 
733 

88 
302 
428 
811 
959 

575 
871 
895 
824 
846 

57 425 

72 679 

20 2200 

348 
1116 
2172 

52 
299 

1339 
1116 
2172 
1926 
2584 

N . NW T 

1 ·1oio 1011 
0 360 360 
1 796 797 

382 41 423 

0 
2 
0 

101 
440 

84 
622 

2 
676 

3 

656 
.125 
.584 
696 
680 

0 
0 
0 

67.7 
920 

568 
734 
890 
731 
741 

351 
760 
646 
126 

18 

133 
27 

860 
174 
504 

10 
13 

229 
11 
25 

91 
279 
381 
104 

34 

4 
21 
s 

31 
50 

351 
762 
646 
227: 
458 

217 
649 
862 
850 
5.07 

666 
738 
813 
707 
705 

91 
279 
381 
781 
954 

572 
755 
895 
168 
791 

514 154 668 
332 17 349 
599 118 717 

1914 25 1939 

929 
0 
0 

1798 
1556 
1364 

564 
1043 
2114 

44 
307 
173 

1493 
1043 
2114 
1842 
1863 
1537 
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A STUDY OF THE NEWPORT NEWS PUPIL DESEGRATION PROCESS 

by 

Guy H. Quesenberry 

(ABSTRACT) 

On August 12, 1971, the Federal District Court for.the 
. . . 

Eastern District of Virginia, in response to a suit filed by black 

residents of the city of Newport News, Virginia, handed down a plan 

of school desegregation for the city public school system which 

represented a significant departure from the city's then operating 

plan. The influences shaping the August 12, 1971 plan over a 

seventeen-year span of time, beginning with the May 17, 1954, U.S. 

Supreme Court's Brown I decision and concluding with the August 12, 

1971, court-adopted plan, were examined. 

The factors determined to have influenced the final shape of 

the Newport News plan were described. From the data sources, five· 

issues were identified which influenced the course of events in New-

port News for the time period studied. Issues were initially identi-

fied through a search of public documents, and causal factor categories 

wei:e established by content analysis. 

The first factor identified was the Federal policy comprised 

of U.S. Supreme Court decisions and acts of Congress. In effect, such 

policies established the parameter for change at the local level. As 

the policy evolvedrfrom Brown I to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and 

finally to Swann, the parameter narrowed, and Federal guidelines 
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became more exacting in their demands. These demands involved the 

locality in three school desegregation suits and compliance enforce-

ment proceedings with HEW. Feder~l policy decisions were ~lways 

cautious to leave the details of policy implementation. to the Federal 

district judge because of his proximity to local conditions. 

The second issue, Conunonwealth of Virginia school desegregation 

policy, var:f.ed over the seventeen-year period, at first resisting and 

conflicting with the Federal position on the matter.and eventually 

giving way to the Federal policy. During the later stages of the 

school desegregation process, the Conunonwealth of Virginia was not 

directly involved in the local desegregation process~ 

At the local level, three issues prevailed as major influences 

of the events and issues that characterized the seventeen-year period. 

The School Board's policies toward school facility construction and 

location and concomitant black citizen dissatisfaction with the 

policies were a major determinant of the course of events in Newport 

News. 

The School Board's pupil assignment policies were the source 

of black citizen pressure for desegregation change in the city. During 

the time studied, the pupil assignment policies were gradually re-

laxed, and racial mixing occurred in the schools. The school desegre-

gation process at various stages was complicated by circumstances 

peculiar to the locality which interacted with Federal policy to.· 

mitigate its intent upon implementation. 
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The third local issue, the influence of the Federal District 

Court for the Eastern District of Virginia was found to be significant 

because of Judge Walter E. Hoffman's interpretation of higher court 

policy. His recognition of the unique local circumstances helped to 

shape the final plan. 

Major actors, persons determined from the literature search and 

from the interviews to have participated in events leading to the court-

adopted plan, were interviewed to cross validate and further enrich 

the study. Final analysis and interpretation of the data were made by 

the researcher based upon his understanding of the events and issues 

and their relationship to the problem of the study. The five causal 

factors or issues were concluded to have been key determinants in the 

city of Newport News school desegregation process, each having varying 

degrees of influence at different stages of the seventeen-year process 

and varying influence on the August 12, 1971 court-adopted plan. 

Federal government policy was determined to be the most 

important determinant of the final plan. The plan was the product of 

school desegregation decisions handed down by the U.S. Supreme Court 

between 1968 and 1971~ During the same period, the Department of HEW, 

pursuant to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, influenced the course of 

events in Newport News by involving the city school system in compliance 

enforcement proceedings. The Commonwealth of Virginia policies were 

the least important with regard to the final plan but exerted major 

influence over the Newport News process between 1956 and 1959. The 

Federal District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia was found 



to have exerted major influence over the seventeen~year scho.ol desegre-

gation process as well as on the August 12, 1971 court-adopted plan. 

Local School Board pupil assignment and school construction policies 

were important in the final shape of the court-adopted plan and 

exerted major influence over the events that characterized the Newp·ort 

News school desegregation process. The local circumstances of the 

cities of Warwick and Newport News consolidation and the coQ,comitant 

size, shape, and housing patterns were factors that influenced the 

seventeen-year process and final desegrega;tion plan. 
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