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SUTTON: I think you said you graduated in 1932. 
 
GUTHRIE: Actually, my university experience started by being born on 17th Avenue, near 4th Street in 
1912.  So I really have been an observer of the university scene for 71 years.  My nursemaid used to wheel 
me in my baby carriage over to the sulphur spring in Mirror Lake Hollow… 
 
SUTTON: Which is Mirror Lake.  It was still sulphur then. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes it was.  It was the original spring at that time.  Not that I remember drinking the water but 
at least historically I’ve been told that that happened. 
 
SUTTON: There were not very many buildings there in 1912.  The library hadn’t been built then, and just a 
few of the buildings on the Oval were there.  And then you went I suppose to North High School. 
 
GUTHRIE: I went to North High School and I was a classmate of Brandon Rightmire.  And Brandon’s 
father George Rightmire lived on Woodruff Ave. near Summit Street and Brandon was at North High 
School the same years I was.  So I first became acquainted with the university through the Rightmire 
family.  
 
SUTTON: Is Brandon Rightmire still living? 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes he is.  He’s up in New England someplace.  We were in touch with him at the time of our 
50th reunion.  He was a member of my Ohio State class too. 
 
SUTTON: Yes it just occurred to me that a person of that sort may very well know some things that other 
persons living do not know.   
 
GUTHRIE: Brandon would be.  He spent a whole career as a professor of whatever fluid engineering is.  
He was a water and oil, fluid engineering expert, and taught at MIT all his career.  He retired sometime in 
the last five or six years. 
 
SUTTON: Well then I think I’m going to suggest we might even ask him for information.  Right now we’re 
concentrating on the period of enormous expansion of the university but he might very well know things as 
a member of the family from the days when the university was in such depths of the depression that very 
few people can remember now. 
 
GUTHRIE: George Rightmire was the only university president who ever took a pay cut 
 
SUTTON: That must have been at about the time you graduated when that cut came. 
 
GUTHRIE: During he depression years, it was necessary to cut back all the university expenses, and the 
university president along with the faculty took pay cuts. 
 
SUTTON: Yes I remember.  That was of course at the time of the Charters Committee that studied how the 
university would have to be cut back.  It left a very bitter taste in some people’s mouths because they were 
dismissed at that time. 
 
GUTHRIE: But it was a very statesmanlike effort.  It had to have disastrous effects, but I thought it was a 
monumental piece. 
 
SUTTON: That one we should explore another time with people like Brandon Rightmire.  Yes I think he 
should be looked into.  Did you stay at the university when you finished in 1932? 
 



GUTHERIE: No I went downtown and worked with the Roosevelt administration’s emergency programs, 
first with the FERA (Federal Emergency Administration)… 
 
SUTTON: I remember I was on that payroll in 1934 and ’35.   
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  And in 1936, in both cases with the FERA in Ohio and with NYA (National Youth 
Administration), I was working with the student work programs in the colleges and in the high schools.  
Student employment provided for students working away both in high school and in college.  It was a way 
to put money into the high schools and into the colleges through the students themselves, and to get some 
jobs done that could be done by students. 
 
SUTTON: From what Professor Heimberger remarked to me many years ago, Ohio State developed rather 
a model plan for using such people.  He was very proud of that. 
 
GUTHRIE: The easiest thing to do in the colleges would be to add to their janitorial staffs.  Dismiss their 
janitors; they didn’t have money to pay for them anyway, and put the students on the janitorial work.  What 
we had tried to do, both through the central office in Columbus, the administrative program, and with 
faculty committees working with William H. Cowley, who was a leader in helping get the best educational 
experiences that students can have, rather than to do the dusting and raking leaves.  Ohio State did develop 
one of the finest educationally slanted work programs, and was noted for it all over the country.  So in the 
summer of 1936, George Rightmire as president of the university called me and knew me by name first 
thing, and took me down to the Columbus Club for lunch.  He said “Bill, we’ve come to the conclusion at 
the university that we need to enlarge on what’s done for students to help them with jobs and loans and 
scholarships and any other kind of self-help that we can develop.  We’ve never had an office for self-help 
for students.  Scholarship information is scattered around a number of departments and not much really to 
show for that.  We’ve got student loan funds scattered again that nobody knows about, and some that are 
known.  We’ve got student employment which is in the Ohio Union office and the YMCA office, and 
we’ve got the YWCA on campus, where they deal with a number of these women who take care of little 
children and live with faculty homes or homes in the neighborhood.  We’ve got 3,000 students now on 
National Youth Administrative jobs that are paid for by the federal government.  It’s time we pulled all that 
stuff together and make a student employment or student financial aids office.  Would you come up on 
campus and organize it? 
 
SUTTON: That sounds like an excellent vision and I think he hit on it sooner than some of the other 
universities did. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  There were some outstanding places like Illinois and Harvard and others where this had 
been done over a longer period of time, but it was really the beginning of many of the student services for 
that matter, not only financial aids, but all the student services.  In fact, George Rightmire really should be 
given credit for being the person who introduced the whole concept of university sponsored student 
services in a well organized way.  You know, the rooming house, everybody lived in rooming houses in 
those days, women and men, with some quite unsatisfactory situations you well know.  George Rightmire 
was the one again who said, “You know we can’t allow just a hit-or-miss arrangement for housing.  We’ve 
got to have not the student YMCA or the student YWCA and the Weslly Foundation and the volunteers 
taking care of this.  This is the universities’ responsibility to see that the housing is provided.  We need 
dormitories and we need organized rooming house bureaus so that we can know where students are and 
help them to find places to be.” 
 
SUTTON: Then when he persuaded you to take that job, did you have that responsibility then? 
 
GUTHRIE: I had the financial aids.  I created just the financial aids office and that was the beginning of it.  
I had an office in the Administration Building.  It was the first little office inside the big glass doors that 
faced south.  I hadn’t been there more than six months when I found out that we also had become the 
information office.  So as an offshoot of the student employment office I asked George Rightmire’s 
permission to put a kiosk out in the lobby of the Administration Building and we created a university 
information office there.  We hired students and it was run by a student agency.  And so the beginning of 



the information services was that kiosk out there in 1936.  Again George Rightmire is the one who brought 
in the junior deans of the colleges.  He’s the one who created an Orientation or Freshmen Week, as it was 
called originally.   
 
SUTTON: One of our young men right now is writing a dissertation on that program. 
GUTHRIE:  I think I just had a conversation with him a while ago.  So here was a university president who 
was fairly austere, scholarly type person, but who recognized that his talents were for setting up an 
organization which would express the openness and the willingness of the university to make student life 
comfortable and adjust it to the academic pursuits that were primary in every student’s education.  So he (I 
think) rightly gets the credit for opening the university at a time when it was, as he said, exceeding 10,000 
in enrollment and time to personalize it and make the academic life easier.  Not in the sense of anything but 
making life more comfortable, so that the academic life could have a primary focus. 
 
SUTTON: He remained president until about 1940 
 
GUTHRIE:  Yes, it must have been about that time when Bevis came.  Bevis was a very different person.  
The president’s wives always had a little role in this sort of thing.  Mrs. Rightmire was never a participant 
in university affairs.  George Rightmire was pretty  much a loner, even though Mrs. Rightmire was living in 
the president’s house.  When the Bevis’s came in, Mrs. Bevis and Dr. Howard Bevis were both very active 
in university affairs.  She was active in academic affairs.  Depending on where you got your source of 
information, she was too active in everything.  She had all kinds of ideas for Howard to do. 
 
SUTTON: I’ve heard the accusation that she and his secretary ran the place when he was ill. 
 
GUTHRIE:  Well there were those who thought that the definition of illness was in question in your 
comment there. 
 
SUTTON: It was even broader than that. 
 
GUTHRIE: I think he found himself with Miss Vogel and Mrs. Bevis both active throughout his 
administration.  I think he was intimidated too by the Board of Trustees.  I think he was a man who came in 
with a broad vision of things he could do for the university.  He was a judge from Cincinnati who had done 
some teaching, and a much more open, aggressive person than George Rightmire had been.  I think he 
came in feeling that he had a mission and that there were things that he wanted to do.  And he came in to an 
unfortunate set of circumstances with the Board of Trustees.  It was ultra-conservative and dominated b the 
“anti-communist” feeling of those years, and the loyalty oath, and a number of those things that were 
controversial.  I think he had a broader ideas of the whole issue than what his Board of Trustees had.  I 
always have a feeling that under a different set of circumstances he would have been a much more active 
leader in the academic community, a much more active leader among his colleagues in other universities.  I 
always felt that the combination of his Board of Trustees and the influence of some people like Miss Vogel 
and Mrs. Bevis really reduced him to a person short of what his potential could make him. 
 
SUTTON: It sounds a little bit as if he were not highly political in the sense of being able to deal with 
various personalities on the Board. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, that would be true.  Incidentally, I didn’t want to leave a negative feeling about his 
leadership.  One of the ideas that he had which he hung on to throughout this period, in the immediate post-
war period for example, well there were two points of view as to what would happen on a state university 
campus.  What would you do when the veterans came back?  He had said early that when the veterans came 
back this university would be open to them.  That was not a popular point of view, much as it sounds like it 
would be.  The faculty was really not ready for them.  They didn’t mind having everybody back, but “not in 
our department.  We are staffed to do a quality job, we have this many people, and if you can provide the 
funds, well then we will add faculty in the proportion of 1 to 20.” Or whatever the proportion in that 
particular department ought to be.  And so it was a very popular thing to say “yes”, the veterans ought to be 
taken care of, but then the provisions were A, B, and C.  So he had that within the institution.  He also had 
that inside his Board of Trustees because although publicly they’d like to be known as the university that 



admitted everybody, neither did they want to inherit a king-size problem.  So they were very cautious about 
it.  But Howard Bevis was single minded on this, and as I say to his great credit, his administration let it be 
known as the one where they said no matter what, we will be the university in Ohio, after the private 
colleges had swallowed what they can take, and after the other state universities have imposed limitations, 
Miami University did, Ohio University did, Kent State did, Bowling Green did, and after the municipal 
universities at Cincinnati and Youngstown and all the others had said this is all we can take, there has to be 
someplace, he said, where the veterans could come back and look to the state of Ohio and say “There must 
be some place I can go to college after I’ve taken my turn in this war effort.”  And Bevis was the one who 
said that.  It put a tremendous strain on him, on his staff, on the physical facilities and everything else.  But 
as I say, to his great credit it was done.  And it was done in a variety of ways.  I was junior dean of the 
College of Arts and Sciences at that time. 
 
SUTTON: You moved into that when, do you remember? 
 
GUTHRIE:  It was probably in 1945 
 
SUTTON: Now did you remain in charge of student loans the whole ten years? 
 
GUTHRIE:  Yes.  I had been financial aids during that time.  I guess my title included Assistant Dean of 
Men too.  So I had some miscellaneous duties during part of that period too.  And I came into Freshmen 
Week duties too.  That was at a later time I guess, in the 1950’s when Junior Dean Wells Reeder retired 
from Freshmen Week.  I inherited Orientation Week from him.  But anyway, when the war was over there 
had to be some kind of a way to take care of an influx of students coming in.  So people like Howard 
Hamilton, secretary of the college of the Arts and Sciences at that time and I would literally take stacks of 
students records and student schedules home at night and assign them to literature classes, to history 
classes, to mathematics classes.  Wherever there were vacancies in classes.  We’d check with Edith 
Cockins at the Registrars Office to find out how many more students could be accommodated in a given 
number of classes and we would create schedules that would give them classes, whether they were the ones 
that were preferred by students or not, because there was not way that we could let students choose 
programs during that first year anyway.  You know the enrollment went from 12,000 in 1946 to 26,000 
within twelve months.  So that with this influx of students, there was simply no way to have a personal 
selection of courses for each student. 
 
SUTTON: Now that worked out in your college.  Do you know if other colleges had the equivalent of you 
and Howard Hamilton who had to do the same kind of thing?  Was it worse for you than for them? 
 
GUTHRIE: I think in the College of Arts and Sciences, we were in a slightly different role, but in some 
proportion it was a problem in every one of the colleges.  At that time all five of the undergraduate colleges 
had open enrollment at the freshmen level, so you could go directly into engineering, you could go directly 
into education, agriculture, arts and sciences and commerce.  So in every case there was an influx at the 
lowest level of admission and there had to be just any combination of courses. 
 
SUTTON: So in those colleges they’d be taking some courses in Arts and Sciences?  The way you 
described what you did sounds to me like there’d be some professors who’d get angry over the way you 
were doing it.  Not that it didn’t make sense but professors get angry easily. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  I think what happened in each department was it was not an obligatory thing in a sense, 
but it was necessary to hire additional staff.  Many of them were part-time staff people.  I’m sure there was 
some misunderstanding and some hard feelings about that, but by and large the people who took the large 
classes were people that knew in advance that that was what the arrangement for their instruction would be, 
and who did it willingly and who got some kind of feeling of satisfaction out of being the one out of several 
who measured up when the emergency came.  So there were large classes in auditoriums and in lecture 
halls.  At least my recollection of it was, and I was fairly close to it, that these arrangements were suitable 
and to this day I find students who say to me, “I remember you.  You were in the College of Arts and 
Sciences when I came back from the service, and I can remember those big classes.”  I know nostalgia 



plays a part in this, but again it was a tribute to Howard Bevis that it was done, it’s a tribute to the deans of 
the colleges and to the department chairmen and the staff people.  They adjusted to it. 
 Harlan Hatcher was Dean of the Arts College at that time.  I think he was one of the great 
statesmen of higher education in the country for that matter, not only an outstanding Ohio State person.  
But I can remember going in the office when Harlan would be on the phone with a department chairman.  
Harlan was an academician and a fine scholar, but he was also a true administrator.  When he had a tough 
assignment of working with a department chairman who was finding it hard to find staff, Harlan could be a 
tough administrator.  He had some direct suggestions for the department chairman on how to go about it.  
So again it’s a great tribute to Harlan Hatcher that with the College of Arts and Sciences and its key role to 
provide good instruction in the basic subjects for the colleges, Harlan was the administrator who took that 
challenge and met it. 
 
SUTTON: During that time I went back to the University of Missouri as a graduate student, and I was 
aware there that they had to replace some of the chairmen who simply were not equal to the task.  Did 
Hatcher have to do that too? 
 
GUTHRIE: Well there was a turnover in staff.  Nobody wants to do something that… I’m sure it hastened 
one or two retirements.  I think everybody was happier.  The retiring chairman was happier and the new 
chairman was happy to come in and take a big responsibility.  But again, I don’t want it to sound as if there 
was a big turnover because of that.  I don’t think there was.  I think there were people in each department 
who rose to the occasion.  Sometimes it found somebody who hadn’t been in a leadership role before, who 
developed.  But it was an exciting place to be.  Crisis breeds excitement and it discovers talents and 
interests and it was certainly true at the university.  It was a very exciting campus in those 4 or 5 years 
immediately following the end of the war.   
 
SUTTON: Now sort that out for me, this is before my time, at some point Bland Stradley was Dean of the 
Arts and Sciences.  Was this after Hatcher or before him? 
 
GUTHRIE: He was before him.  I was pretty close to Bland Stradley 
 
SUTTON: You moved in as assistant to the dean under him then? 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes. 
 
SUTTON: So he wasn’t dean very long. 
 
GUTHRIE: Stradley?  You know the generations on a college campus turn over so fast.  Every four years 
it’s a new ball game, and my date recollections are not precise at this point without looking at something. 
 
SUTTON: But you did serve as assistant and junior dean under both of them? 
 
GUTHRIE: Where did Heimberger fir into all of this.  I though he was Dean for a while. 
 
SUTTON: Yes I did.  I came in under Stradley.  They were two completely different people.  Bland 
Stradley was a rustic, rough, blustery man who enjoyed his authority.  He liked to talk about it.  He was 
certainly not modest.  He had his talents.  He was a great manipulator of people.  He thought he understood 
human nature and he worked very well with a great number of people.  He enjoyed students one by one.  
He enjoyed their parents.  He liked to go to alumni groups.  But in the usual definition of an Arts College 
Dean he didn’t fit the pattern and he struggled with that.  He knew he didn’t fit the pattern and it gave him a 
disadvantage.  I don’t suppose he would be remembered as one of the outstanding persons in the Arts 
College Dean role.  He did have a long career in university work here, and he did make contributions in 
other ways.  His leadership in the College of Arts and Sciences was a period of less distinction, both for 
him and for the college.  His intentions were good.  I think he tried to be a good leader with his department 
chairmen.  I’ve always said that there aren’t any unsatisfactory people, but the get put into jobs where their 
talents and interests don’t mix with the role, and I think this was the case with Bland Stradley.  He probably 



shouldn’t have been asked to do it, and he probably shouldn’t have accepted it.  Bu the nature of the man 
was such that if he was given a big job, he’d give it his best effort. 
 
SUTTON: He remained dean for only a few years then. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  And then there was Jim Fullington. 
 
SUTTON: Yes he was.  I think he preceded Fullington.  Fullington came in, again from the English 
department like Harlan Hatcher, and Jim Fullington was a scholar and the type of person that a group of 
department chairmen in the College of Arts and Sciences might choose from among themselves to be the 
dean.  He didn’t quite have the same polish or the same charisma or the same administrative talents as 
Harlan Hatcher.  They were close friends and colleagues.  I think many people felt that as Harlan Hatcher 
had risen to the administrative chore and distinguished himself, that Jim Fullington could do the same 
thing.  Jim was always a real quiet, pleasant scholar who presided over as department chairman and got his 
job done.  But he was less excited about it, and less enthusiastic about it.  It was not really his cup of tea. 
 Harlan Hatcher’s assistant dean and the one who got a lot of the chores done , was Fred 
Heimberger, who had come in from Political Science.  And then at Hatcher’s retirement as Dean of the 
college, Fred Heimberger came in as Dean.  Now Fred was another scholar, and he certainly understood the 
chore of being Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, and he had pretty good acceptance from his 
department chairmen.  I think they felt comfortable with him and he worked with them.  He had his own 
problems with the Board of Trustees, and with the president of the university at that time.  Fred was a little 
more liberal and a little more willing to take some positions, and he felt that he had reasons for doing so, 
and… 

-------------------------------End of side 1--------------------------------- 
 
GUTHRIE: This would be in Nov Fawcett’s time. 
 
SUTTON: By which time Heimberger had moved up to be vice-president. 
 
GUTHRIE:  I’m illustrating my problem with dates and placement of events 
 
SUTTON: Well you don’t have the pad in front of you.  I’ve been reading these things so I know about 
them to some extent.   
 
GUTHRIE: So it would have been in the Bevis time when Fred (Heimberger) was Dean of the College of 
Arts and Sciences. 
 
SUTTON: And Bevis liked him well enough to be moved up to vice president. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, I guess he did go over in the time of the Bevis administration.  Well I do remember, as I 
say, that Fred Heimberger was though by his colleagues in the College of Arts and Sciences to be a good 
working Dean for the college.  Not spectacular.  He was a very modest person who didn’t make a very 
good speech, who didn’t make a very good platform appearance.  He was just a working dean who I 
thought understood his job and who put his own flavor to it, but he understood the role very well.  He was 
unwilling to play politics really.  He understood politics, but he wanted things to stand on their own merits, 
and he wanted people to make a statement, and he wanted to make his own statement.  All of these are 
admirable qualities but they don’t always make you a good administrator at the top level, where you have 
to recognize the real world and the play of politics and the play of principles and the blend of politics and 
principles to finally end up in some kind of administrative act.  But I think that was where, during his time 
as vice-president in the Fawcett administration, where the friction came between Fred and the Board of 
Trustees and between Fred and President Fawcett.   
 
SUTTON: Now I’ve been told by a couple members of the committee on selecting a president, the advisory 
committee to the Board of Trustees, things that make me think that there were many faculty members that 
anticipated that Fred Heimberger who would move from vice-president into president when Bevis retired.  



Many of them wanted that, but seemingly Heimberger said, “No, no, no” very resoundingly.  Do you have 
any knowledge of that situation at all? 
 
GUTHRIE: No.  I know Fred Heimberger was thought to be a leading candidate, and I think my honest 
opinion at that time and in retrospect still is, that that was an unrealistic expectation, that there was no way 
that the Board of Trustees would have accepted him as president.  Whether he would have accepted or not 
is an academic question.  I never heard at the time that he would not accept.  I think he probably would 
have, but that’s just my own understanding of the circumstances. 
 
SUTTON: But it wouldn’t have been offered to him. 
GUTHRIE: It wouldn’t have been offered to him under any circumstances.  Not that he didn’t have talent, 
not that he couldn’t perform, but the whole nature of the Board of Trustees and really the nature of the 
whole university, I think the general opinion would have been that he was not the choice at the time.  What 
was needed was somebody who had his qualities but who had some other qualities too that Fred’s 
collection just didn’t include.  So although he could have been president and could have performed on the 
job, I think the general feeling as I picked it up on the campus was that he was not the appropriate choice at 
that time. 
 
SUTTON: Well now if I put it together right, when Harlan Hatcher left, the dean then became Bland 
Stradley, who rather soon was moved on to be Vice-president in charge of Student Affairs and then that 
meant that Fullington moved in.  He gave it up after a while and Heimberger moved in.  All this time 
Stradley was Vice-President in charge of Student Affairs.  Then you were in the office the whole time, 
originally as a Junior Dean and then as Associate Dean.  I believe the made you acting Dean at some point 
and then finally made you Dean, didn’t they?   
 
GUTHRIE: No. 
 
SUTTON: They didn’t make you Dean of Arts and Sciences? 
 
GUTHRIE: No, that was not my role.  I always felt that I could be a good supporting person to a good 
dean, but I didn’t belong in the Deans’ job under any circumstances.  My forte had always been in the 
student services aspect of university life, not in the academic life.  As Junior Dean, I was trying to act in the 
role of encouraging faculty support as faculty advisors, faculty support for student organizations.  I worked 
with students to help them to make appropriate choices of courses to fit the rather rigid curriculum 
requirements.  I talked to students who were having problems with study habits or personal problems and 
got them into the university health center or psychological counseling, whatever was needed.  I felt that 
there was an important role for a group of people to support the academic programs through affiliated 
services, so in my whole career, in my 25 years with the university, it was always one aspect or another in 
support of student services.  So the Arts and College Dean is obviously a leader of the academic, and that 
wasn’t my role.  I was never the candidate for Dean of the college nor should have been.   
 
SUTTON: Right after Fawcett came in Stradley had a cerebral hemmorage and was gone rather soon.   
Then they  moved you into responsibilities he had. 
 
GUTHRIE: I came in as Executive Dean of Student Relations.  I remember the debate about whether it 
should be called Student Affairs, with the connotation “affairs” has, or Student Relations, with the 
connotation “relations” has.  I told them I was willing to have any of those…titles. 
 Incidentally, Nov Fawcett as president distinguished himself in a number of ways, but he was a 
well organized person.  He didn’t like loose ends.  He wanted to know, in a sense of organization, he 
wanted to know if there was one person in this little box and two people in two little circles underneath 
that, if there was a line that went off to the side where you had an executive assistant and there was a little 
square over there to put that name in.  I’m not joking about it  He was a master at wanting to know lines of 
responsibility and assignment of jobs.   
 
SUTTON: Well I remember just before Fawcett came in, I had moved from the University of Missouri to 
here, and one of the things that first struck me was the indefiniteness of how decisions would be reached.  



There were just entirely too many incidents where you had to check with this person and that person and 
another person, and you never  did know who was the one finally making the decision.  That must have 
been endemic.  I saw it as a novice here.   
 
GUTHRIE: Well, you  know any big organization can fall apart pretty quickly, and I though the university 
was ripe, at least at the executive level and administration, for a new, more precise pattern or organization, 
and that’s what Fawcett did. 
 
SUTTON: So they needed a person of Fawcett’s sort at Ohio State just before he became president. 
 
GUTHRIE: He leaned heavily on John Herrick for this kind of help too.  John was a very orderly person. 
 
SUTTON: So he didn’t lean on Herrick just for building planning, he leaned on Herrick for a lot of other 
kinds of things. 
 
GUTHRIE: I think John was the architect of some of this reorganization, but Fawcett used him in his 
cabinet for administrative personnel work.  I’m sure the same thing was true as he looked at the definition 
of the schools and colleges, and wherever there were some questions about how many colleges there should 
be.  But John Herrick was part of the architect planning on that side of the organization too. 
 Incidentally, I think one of the monuments to Nov Fawcett too is the campus planning.  There had 
been all kinds of attempts at campus planning over the years, and I don’t want to downgrade it, but the one 
big campus plan was the one that John Herrick and Nov Fawcett helped organize through the Texas firm of 
Caudill, Rowlett and Scott.  It was monumental because it was the first one that planned for cleaning off the 
Oval to automobile traffic, closing off Neil Avenue to north/south town traffic, closing off Olentangy River 
Road, which is State Route 315, to planning a campus loop road that made some belt-line roadway around 
the whole campus across the river at two pints, that planned an entry college across the river, separate and 
apart from the central university on the other side.  All of these concepts were, well you had to be on the 
campus at the time to appreciate how dramatic those changes were.  I know a lot of people said that no one 
of those things could happened.  You can’t close Neil Avenue, you can’t close the Oval, you can’t do any 
of these things.  It’s fun to go back today and look and see that all of these thing shave happened.  Now a 
few of the things haven’t happened, but-incidentally another dramatic concept was to say that you have to 
have student housing on all 4 sides of campus.  You can’t have all the dormitories on the south and all the 
fraternities on the east side.  You have to have something on the north side, so they put the dormitory 
system on the north side.  You have to do something on the west side, so they put the dormitories on the 
river.  So there were all sorts of aspects which were very dramatic at the time and which have happened. 
 
SUTTON: I believe you inherited the Dean of Mean and Dean of Women, didn’t you?  Mylin Ross was 
already Dean of Men when you took over. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, he was.  He was only the second one in the university’s history.  Joe Park had preceded 
him.  Joe had been the YMCA secretary back in the era when student MCA’s and YWCA’s were 
essentially the campus service organizations.  It was in my time, both as a member of the Personnel 
Council, which was made out of the persons who were heading the agencies that were in student services, 
for example financial aids.  I became a member of the Personnel Council and then there was another group 
called the Junior Council, which was made up of Junior Deans.  The Junior Council and Personnel Council 
became very much aware of the growing of the university services.  As I say, my knowledge of what went 
on in transferring things from the YMCA into university offices came from not only being in Financial 
Aids but from being a member of that Junior Council and Personnel Council.  All these things really had 
their first airing where they began to happen in the Administrative Council where the final decision would 
have to be made. 
  Joe Park, to his credit, was one of the architects of this transfer of student services from volunteer 
to university sponsorship.  It came naturally from his own transfer from YMCA secretary to Dean of Men.  
Mylin Ross came into the role at Joe’s retirement.  Mylin had been a teacher in public schools.  He came 
out of the Navy and came back to the university and was very much a counterpart of Joe Park.  He was 
quite like him in personality.  They were both modest people who worked incessantly.  They were there 7 
days a week.  That’s a killer job.  You have no time of your own.  It’s attending student organization 



meetings, meeting with individual students, meeting with student groups.  It’s never ending, and I thin both 
Joe Park and Mylin were saints.  It takes a very peculiar kind of person to be able to handle this, and to 
keep from becoming really sour on student life.  They were fresh, they took each new day, they worked 
with the students over and over.  You know, a teacher has the same problem.  You get up in front of a 
classroom and you keep saying, “Well, I told them that last semester.”  Well that was a different class, and 
you have to keep telling yourself that these are new people, the faces change.  It’s the same circumstances.  
Good teachers stay fresh, good Deans of Men and Women stay fresh. 
 Chris Conway was the same in her role as Dean of Women.  That was not true of her predecessor, 
Dean Esther Allen Gaw who was probably one of the early feminists who took her role seriously as a 
feminist.  Her sister, Esther Allen Gaw’s sister was judge Florence Allen, who, like Esther Allen Gaw 
distinguished herself in a special career role.  But Dean Gaw was an administrator like a general, and she 
followed the rules and she wanted everybody to know that.  She had little patience with people who didn’t 
follow the rules.  Chris Conaway, on the other hand, was a very patient person.  Each day and each person 
was another part of her life and to both credit Dean Ross and Dean Conaway, they helped students develop 
student rules and regulations out of the students’ experiences.  The students helped change the rules, they 
helped administer the rules.  The whole student court and student senate system was a credit to the 
leadership that the deans gave them, to turn over the responsibility to the peers.  It was peer regulation, peer 
rule, peer judgment, and that’s about the only thing that works.  When the period of the 60’s came along, 
the period of the great unrest and the confrontations, we had our share, and I was gone in 1961, so I missed 
most of that.  But much of what we had done, and I say “we” because I had a leadership part in that too, 
with Dean Ross and Dean Conaway, but we had prepared the way for student participation in the life of the 
university in the 50’s, and if it hadn’t been for that much preparation, the university would have been that 
much worse off than it was in the 60’s. 
 For example, Dean Ross and I and Dean Conaway, the three of us brought in a legal counselor 
Charlie Gambs to be on staff.  My observation was, coming into that role as the Executive Dean for Student 
Relations, that we had needed some revision of our student discipline procedures.  I was uncomfortable 
with the fact that I got a telephone call from Professor X in Department Y who said to me, “I just dismissed 
a student from class for cheating” and I said, “What was the circumstance?” and he said “Why are you 
asking?” and I said, “You know, in fairness to you and to the student, there’s a procedure here that we 
ought to follow” and then the professor hung p the phone right there.  He did and called back a few minutes 
later and said “What is it you have to know?” I guess I’m just saying that there was an era all over the 
country at that time where the “in loco parentis” doctrine applied where the faculty and the dean and the 
office all felt that they could administer discipline in their own way, and that nobody else need to ask about 
it. 
 So the three deans of us, feeling inadequate to handle this without some real legal help, brought in 
Charlie Gambs who had worked with the FBI on the Illinois campus, and who had been recently transferred 
to the Ohio area down around Portsmouth and was highly recommended to us by the Dean at the University 
of Illinois.  They were sorry they lost him.  There’s always an investigatory person around in each campus 
neighborhood and Charlie game was such a respected investigatory person that they were sorry to lose him, 
the University of Illinois area from the FBI.  But anyway, we hired him on the staff and we gave him an 
assignment.  We said, “First of all, look at the student rule book and see what it says about student 
discipline and tell us what areas need to have some attention and we’ll get the students together and we’ll 
work on this.  And then we began having him sit in on dismissals, where there was anything serious enough 
happening to involve dismissal, not from academic reasons.  Charlie would sit in on the sessions and 
represent both the university and student in saying, “You know, this is what we need to know for this 
purpose, etc…” 
 Well out of this whole thing we had a whole new set of procedures respecting a student’s rights 
for representation by their parents or by their lawyer.  We had a new respect for keeping decent records in 
the university so that we knew what we had done and what we needed done.  So I’m just ticking off two or 
three things which we did in the 50’s which became handy for the period of the 60’s when the real 
confrontations came. 
 Another thing we did was to insist on student’s participation in some faculty committees, and 
particularly the committees that had to do with student life, where there had been little student 
representation before.  We also made sure that the Student Senate had some things put on its agenda which 
were substantial , rather than the Homecoming, etc.  So as I said we got a whole involvement of the peer 



culture with university life to the degree that hadn’t existed before.  As I say again, this came in handy then 
in the period of the 60’s when the real problems came along. 
 
SUTTON: Now when I was talking to Mars Fontana the other day, he was remarking about being on the 
Student Affairs committee, so the two of you might have worked together there. 
 
GUTHRIE: He was a good one. 
 
SUTTON: Yes, he would be a good man. 
 
GUTHRIE: In fact, one of the things that I struggled to accomplish during that time as the Executive Dean 
was to see to it that we had participation on some of those important committees by people who really had 
an interest in it, rather than to get it on a take-your-turn basis, as it had been in some instances before.  Mars 
Fontana was one of those kinds of persons who really took an active part. 
 
SUTTON: Well he made reference to something, and I didn’t pursue it with him because we were talking 
really about his department and his college.  But he made some reference to some sort of attack of you as a 
person by some group of students that incensed him even to remember it.  He spoke about it with a quiver 
in his voice almost, he was so angry about it.  I don’t even know what it is.  Do you know what he was 
referring to, or did those things happen every week anyway? 
  
GUTHRIE: I was going to say, which group?  Let’s see, I guess honestly  I don’t know what he referred to.  
I suppose I was no pussycat with the students. 
 
SUTTON: He referred to it as something of a character assassination.  He wouldn’t stand for it.  He felt 
very strongly about it., but evidently people assassinated your character monthly. 
 
GUTHRIE: Well I came through it, but the honest truth is I don’t remember exactly what Mars… 
 
SUTTON: That’s rather interesting that it doesn’t even stick in your mind. 
 
GUTHRIE: Well I found that your own integrity gets involved in these things.  I was national president of 
the Dean’s groups in 1960, and I’d been active in the national association during the 5 years I was in the 
dean’s role, and there was  small percentage of people who were popular because they never had a position 
on anything.  They rolled with all the punches, and they didn’t have any big problems.  It’s like being a 
parent because you can lose control of your family by simply saying, “yes” anytime someone asks you to 
say yes.  And so, as I say, there was a small percentage of deans who spent their careers being popular.  
Well that wasn’t my forte.  I just wasn’t that kind of person.  But I pride myself in keeping on decent terms 
with everybody.  The Lantern was probably what Mars Fontana is speaking of, but if there was anybody 
who was trying to work with the Lantern and to help the Lantern to achieve something, it was I.  To this 
day I’m glad I was the one who pressed Nov Fawcett, with some student organizations backing, and with 
Mylin Ross and Dean Conaway, but we were the ones who went to him and said, “We ought to put the 
Lantern  on the fee card.  It ought to have free distribution everywhere.  The student newspaper ought not 
to be a subscription newspaper”, as it was until about 1957 or 1958.  See, every student was paying an 
activities fee and their activities fee went for a variety of purposes, to the student union and so on, but none 
of it went to the Lantern.  So our proposal was that some of the student activities fee ought to be used to 
subsidize the Lantern.  So we did work it out and that’s what did happen, and at that time there would be a 
page on the back that the administration would put anything they wanted in the official bulletin.  That was 
its communication.  But on the other hand the student Lantern had its freedom of the other pages, and there 
wasn’t going to be censorship.  There was no censorship of it in the sense that now that it’s on the students 
activities fee card, that we want to know what goes in it.  So the understanding was clear.  So as I say, the 
Lantern had the freedom of the other pages, and there wasn’t going to be censorship.  There was no 
censorship of it in the sense that now that it’s on the student activities fee card, that we want to know what 
goes in it.  So the understanding was clear.  So as I say, the Lantern should remember from day to day that 
the three deans of us were the ones who saw to it that the free Lantern made a communication media for 
everybody.  But anyway, from time to time, I had problems with the Lantern,  and on one occasion where 



we were unwilling to give the details of some fraternity party that had gotten out of hand and dismissed two 
students, and they wanted to know all the details and we wouldn’t give it to them.  At that time at least that 
seemed to be, I’ve forgotten what we gave them and what we didn’t give them.  So that could have been 
one of the occasions. 
 
 

-----------------------------------End of side 2 -------------------------------------- 
SUTTON: Tell me again how the Lantern writers would approach you.  
 
GUTHRIE: Well as I said, on more than one occasion the Lantern reporter would approach me and say, 
“Mr. Guthrie, we have a rumor that such and such has happened and that you’re involved in this in a 
particular way and is that true?” And I’d say, “Well, this is the circumstance.  It’s in the process of being 
worked out and I’m not at liberty to give you the story at this time. “ And they’d say, well then Mr. 
Guthrie, we’re going to print the rumor.” And I’d say, “That’s our responsibility and I hope you can say 
that it’s a rumor.  If you feel that you’re not violating somebody’s privacy in doing that, that’s your 
problem.  But I can’t give you that information.”  That’s the kind of thing that, if I have any recollection of 
minor altercations during my time, it was more that sort of thing rather than matters of real basic principle 
with student organizations or individuals.  Now obviously when you’re dealing with discipline matters, 
you’ll have these situations where whenever you dismiss anybody, both that person and his friends or her 
friends and the members of the fraternity, if there is one, and everybody else who knows a little bit about it 
are going to feel offended one way or the other.  So that’s the nature of the job.  I think we did as well as 
anybody in living with the consequences of those situations. 
 
SUTTON: Well I would think that the intensity of conflict to this case would vary according to how 
aggressive the Lantern people were, or that particular Lantern person was.  There were undoubtedly some 
reporters or some editors who understood what you were saying, and then some others who just didn’t want 
to hear it at all. 
 
GUTHRIE: Well, I guess I’d say that I never really felt that the Lantern editors and I had any problems that 
we didn’t mutually understand.  It’s the inexperienced reporters who were sent out to get a story and they’d 
feel that they had to come back with it that I had problems with.  So as I say, it took time to get through 
these things with a new reporter who hadn’t been in before.  By the time he got back with his editor and the 
editor and I had a conversation, we were on much more understandable ground.  So as I say it was just the 
nature of the thing.  I never took any offense at it but it was a part of the job and when you talk to the deans 
who are in similar responsibilities all over the country, their relationships with the local campus press were 
always concerns.  We struggled with them or they struggled with us, whichever way you want to look at it. 
 
SUTTON: Well now, when you had Gambs come in and begin to study some of the rules, you must have 
had to create or redefine some of the broad committees, such as the Committee on Academic Misconduct 
or something of that sort, or was that invented in your day?  Was there a Committee on Academic 
Misconduct before your time or did your staff invent that with you? 
 
GUTHRIE: My recollection is that the monumental thing that we did was to literally rewrite the student 
rule book.  The deans didn’t rewrite it.  We had the Committee on Student Affairs and Student Senate 
participation, and working groups like that bringing the different elements together to help with the 
revision.  But that was done.  Now again without referring to the specifics, I don’t remember that we 
created many new committees, but we tried to rename old committees, You’re always suspect if you kill 
two or three committees and start three new ones.  I think our technique by and large was to use the 
existing committee structure and to give it a new name and a new set of responsibilities over time.  But I 
don’t remember that we made many waves in creating new committees.  I believe the Council on Student 
Affairs was in place before I came into the Dean’s job.  That’s the one where the faculty and student 
participation with the administration was pretty complete and pretty important. 
 
SUTTON: It has been for a long time.  Now some of these rule changes, or changing the function of a 
committee, would I suppose have to go before what was then the Faculty Council.  Some of them even 
have to be approved by the Board of Trustees.   



 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  The major changes in the rule book, for example, were all cleared through the Faculty 
Council and through the Board of Trustees.  That was one monumental change that we carried through. 
 
SUTTON: It sounds as if you kept Charlie Gambs busy. 
 
GUTHRIE: I overplayed his part in all of this.  In the beginning he was calling our attention to some of this 
and then we really got the faculty and student committees working on it.  The Dean of Men and the Dean of 
Women took primary responsibility also with that.  Incidentally these same questions were major ones in 
the National Organization of Deans at the time, so that we were feeding things back and forth between our 
own faculty/student committee and using some of the material that the Deans were working on nationally 
to redefine student responsibilities. 
 
SUTTON: The currents were the same in all universities.  The same kind of things had to be taken care of.  
I think you said you graduated from OSU with a bachelors degree in 1932.  This was when the effects of 
the depression were beginning to be felt pretty strongly on college campuses.   
 
GUTHRIE: Very much so.  It was a time when the enrollment was beginning to drop because of the 
economic situation of the parents, and it was also a time when some students were coming to school 
because there wasn’t anything else to do.  So the enrollment drop wasn’t becoming big in effect at that time 
because it had a balancing factor. 
 
SUTTON: But it did produce a lot of students who were living quite marginally, and needed some kind of 
income from somewhere. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, and the university of course had adjusted in a number of ways.  I remember the bargain 
meals in Pomerene Hall for example.  5 cents for a cup of soup, and there were people who would go and 
get a 5 cent cup of coffee from the coffee urn, which was out there for the refills of coffee.  But you’d take 
a paper napkin and wipe out your soup can and help yourself to the coffee as the extra feature of your 5 
cent meal. 
 
SUTTON: And coffee was cheap. Nobody wanted to raise a question about it. 
 
GUTHRIE: Well I think Agnes Skinner, the cafeteria manager, knew this was happening and wanted it to 
happen.  It was a small item but it was the kind of thing that was so general around the campus at that time.  
People would simply scale down what they would spend for clothes, what they would do in social life, 
what they would do in eating.  They’d just scale it down.  Everybody was doing the same thing so the 
oatmeal and 5 cent soup crowd was everybody. 
 
SUTTON: Then after, I don’t remember the exact date and you may remember better than I, after Mr. 
Roosevelt became president in 1933, then fairly soon the FERA pulled in student employees.  Do you 
remember the timing in that, or were you still in Law School at that time? 
 
GUTHRIE: Well I was still in Law School, but it was the fact that that had happened which gave me an 
opportunity to leave Law School.  I was one who was in Law School not as my first choice, but because 
there was nothing else to do.  My father was operating a savings and loan , and the bottom had dropped out 
of savings and loan at that time, although I would go down and help at June 30 and January 1st.  At that 
time you took a pencil and wrote on the ledger cards what the interest earned would be.  So I had a part-
time job with that.  I also had a part-time job with the student YMCA but what I really wanted was to get a 
full-time job but I couldn’t find one.  
 So it was in September 1934 that the lady who was the stenographer and secretary at the YMCA 
office in the old Ohio Union on campus said to me that she knew the administrator of the FERA downtown, 
at the state headquarters.  She said that they were going to hire; they were setting up staffs for the student 
work program and for the 3-C camps in Ohio.  She told two of us, Ralph Smiley, who was a student at Ohio 
State also, and she told both of us that jobs were open down there and we both happened to be down there 
at the same time talking to the assistant to General Henderson.  General Henderson of the Ohio National 



Guard I believe, was the FERA administrator for Ohio, and his assistant for this purpose was a man named 
Dean Snyder, and Dean Snyder had been the principal in a high school in Sydney, Ohio.  He said to the two 
of us, “I’ve got two jobs.  One is to travel the state for the 3-C camp program and help organize the 3-C 
camps.  The other is to organize the student work program.”  He said, “I’ve looked over your credentials 
and I’ve talked to you and I’m going t hire both of you, but I don’t know which place to put you.  You two 
go out and get some coffee and come back and tell me where you belong.”  So we went out and drank some 
coffee and Ralph Smiley chose the 3-C camp program. 
 So anyway, we were in on the ground floor of the organizing of these two programs in Ohio.  I 
think we not only operated a clean program, but I think that the Ohio program was a super program and it 
became a distinguished program.  See they (OSU) had about 3,000 jobs on student work program, at $15 
per month, which at that time bought something.  So the emphasis was on the search for meaningful jobs 
for students.  The easiest thing to do would be to organize a janitorial crew for the buildings and a janitorial 
maintenance crew for the outside raking leaves, and digging up shrubs and planting flowers, and we instead 
tried to make this a work program that had some relationship with students objectives with their academic 
program.  With the leadership at Ohio State University in that early stage, 1934-1936, a faculty committee 
that was headed by Dr. Cowley and assisted by people like W. W. Charters and Ross Mooney and others 
whose names would come back to me if I looked at a list.  But they insisted in setting up the faculty 
committee on jobs and selection of students, that there be some relationship between what the student 
wanted to do in his academic program and what he’d like to do in experience of some sort in the laboratory 
or library research that would give him some broader experience on what he had learned in the classroom.  
This was true also in our state programs.  We had 69 colleges and universities in Ohio as participants in this 
program, and in a series of announcements and bulletins that I made around campuses primarily to the 
presidents offices to get a top-level program and then in turn the deans and the administrators who handled 
the program.  But in any case I think that it was true that we had recognition from Washington, as did the 
Ohio State University with the nature of its program and the nature of our state-wide program, the types of 
jobs that were characteristic of the student workers. 
 Well then after two years in that it had expanded into the high schools by 1935-1936.  So I was 
traveling not only the college circuit but also the high school superintendents and principals circuit.  We 
organized the same type of program again, trying to put the emphasis on educational jobs for high school 
students.   
 By this time the university had come to the conclusion that the scattered attempts at student aid on 
the campus needed some kind of central office and central coordination, central attention.  So at Ohio State 
Dr. George Rightmire, being president at that time and knowing the nature of the program that we ran out 
of the state office, at that time that was called the National Youth Administration, NYA.  FERA had 
graduated from Federal Emergency Administration, secondly to WPA in Ohio.  The student work program 
became WPA in Ohio, then NYA, National Youth Administration.  So George Rightmire called me one 
day and said, “I want to talk to you about helping us organize the campus student aid programs.” 
 Essentially he was saying that the student YMCA and the student YWCA, the student union all 
have committees of students and staff who are trying to find employment for students or scholarship 
opportunities or any way for student aid.  The scattered opportunities that are known in the College of 
Agriculture and the College of Education and in the departments and we have a big change to have a 
student work program after NYA with faculty committees that are responsible for selection for students and 
placement in jobs.  So he said, “If we just had one place where we could bring the financial aids office into 
being, I think we’d be ready now to support a student service with regular university appropriations for 
action in this area and to give it a home and a place of importance and to make it into a coordinated 
program which it certainly needs.”  So that was the origin and that was September 1, 1936.  I came to the 
campus at that time.  So it was just a part of a whole program which I think is well-recognized at the time 
of George Rightmire when he was creating the Freshmen Week program and the junior deans, the student 
employment office and a number of other things that were done in order to bring the student services that 
had been fragmented and scattered and operated as volunteer activities in student YMCA’s and student 
churches.  Things that haven’t even been done before were given a university responsibility.   
 
SUTTON: Now did you then in that role report directly to the President?  
 
GUTHRIE: No, I reported to Joe Park, the Dean of Men.  So I was both the assistant Dean of Men and the 
director of the student employment office. 



 
SUTTON: Now that lasted quite a number of years. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, I think until, it must have been five or six years before we called it the Student Financial 
Aids office, in order to recognize the fact that it was broader than student employment and the student loan 
program and the coordination of the efforts in scholarships.  I’d have to refresh my own memory, but it was 
sometime in the 1940’s that that happened. 
 
SUTTON: Possibly because the wartime situation changed. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  It must have been at the time when Harlan Hatcher was brought back to become Dean of 
the College of Arts and Sciences and he brought me over as acting Junior Dean in the College of Arts and 
Sciences.  That would be 1944 and I think I went directly from Student Financial Aids over to the College 
of Arts and Sciences, and that was when Founta Green, who later married Jim Pollard, the director of the 
School of Journalism.  She had a Ph.D. in the College of Education, so I think she was just in her last 
quarter earning her Ph.D and we brought her in as Student Financial Aids director to succeed me and gave 
it the broader name. 
 
SUTTON: That remained then in Park’s office. 
 
GUTHRIE: It may have at some stage along the way been given independence from the dean of Men’s 
office because it wasn’t male.  I think it was the convenience of putting it into Park’s office when I came in 
1936, but a little more attention was given to the organization of things, and I think by the time that Founta 
Pollard came in, it was given in students and was reporting to Vice President Stradley.  In due time in the 
Novice Fawcett Administration of course, Nov, with the expertise that he has for organization, was the one 
that had created several new senior level executive positions and gave a new title called the Executive Dean 
for Student Services and the financial aids office became a unit under the umbrella of the Student Services.   
 
SUTTON: Now somewhere in that, the 40’s was it, that Mrs. Christine Conaway came to the campus? 
 
GUTHRIE: No, she had been there.  She was there in 1926 when I came to the campus to work, and she 
was a staff assistant in the College of Arts and Sciences.  It was an administrative role, whatever the Dean 
wanted to assign to an Assistant Dean to assist with services.  Mrs. Conaway was one of the early 
organizers of what amounted to the counseling function inside the College of Arts and Sciences.  The 
students were trying to make up their mind about choice of a major or selection of curriculum that was 
appropriate, or transferring from one program to another and the complications that arise.  So she was part 
of that group of people who did some early work in academic counseling inside the college office. 
 
SUTTON:  That was when Stradley was the dean before Hatcher came 
 
GUTHRIE: No this was clear back in Dean Shephand’s time.  That would be 1934.  She was a prominent 
student on campus in her own right and she married an athlete on campus and they had established their 
own family.  They had three children I think, and in this time of the Roosevelt administration when the 3-C 
camps in southern Ohio I believe her husband was one who was working as an administrative person in one 
of the 3-C camps in southern Ohio.  He was killed in an automobile accident in relation to his work at the 
camp.  He may have gotten into that job through being a participant in the National Guard.  There was a 
hurry-up job to organize the 3-C camps and I believe the National Guard was given the responsibility of 
organizing that.  That was how he became a part of it.  Anyway, that left Chris Conaway with 3 little kids 
to bring up and so she took a job.  I think this was probably the first job of her career , in the College of 
Arts and Sciences, and she distinguished herself all the way through the years of her career as history will 
show.  But anyway, that was her beginning in the College of Arts and Sciences and it must have been about 
1934. 
 
SUTTON: And then you came in the Arts College a few years later. 
 
GUTHRIE: Maybe 1944. 



 
SUTTON: And then that was under Dean Bland Stradley.  Did he become Vice President of this 
University? 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  And then Harlan Hatcher followed him as Arts College Dean, didn’t he?  Stradley had 
moved from Dean of Arts and Sciences to become Vice President and Hatcher became Dean.  This is 
before my days so I can’t guarantee what I’m saying.   
 
SUTTON: But then did you move over to… 
 
GUTHRIE: I worked under both of them in the Arts College.  I guess it was Stradley’s illness.  You know 
he was a cancer patient at the end, but it was when he was in the Vice President’s office that I came back 
over to the administration building. 
 
SUTTON: When I came to the campus in 1952… 
 
GUTHRIE: I was over in the Arts College at that time, wasn’t I? 
 
SUTTON: I think you were, but rather quickly it seems to me, just a few years after I came here when 
Stradley died rather suddenly, at that time you came over to assume many of the functions he had been 
carrying. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, I was filling in at first. Stradley hadn’t resigned or left yet and I was filling in. 
 
SUTTON: Hatcher had left the campus by 1952.  He’d gone over to Michigan by then, and Heimberger had 
become the Vice President and Provost. 
 
GUTHRIE: I’d have to take a look and see the dates.  You know, it’s like the student generation.  I still 
remember the people downtown who say hello to me as Dean Guthrie, and I can remember the names, but 
it’s a question of whether it was the late 40’s or early 50’s or in the middle 50’s.  The generations move so 
fast and these names that you’re speaking of now, those posts turned over pretty rapidly at that time.  So 
when you speak of who was Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences in 1952 and who was Vice President, 
especially when the characters were the same ones that displaced each other, I don’t want to pin anything 
down here unless I look at something. 
 
SUTTON: As a professor I experience the same difficulty with students, and I’ll ask one student what does 
he know about so-and-so, who was 6 or 10 years removed from him.  It’s very easy to get these confused, 
so it’s not fair of me to ask you these without some kind of reference. 
 
GUTHRIE: My pictures of my relationships with people, and how I see them functioning is very clear, but 
as to when they were exactly functioning… 
 
SUTTON: Then you left the campus after several years in that role.  Was that Executive Dean? 
 
GUTHRIE: Well that was under the Fawcett administration.  I was put in the presidents cabinet as 
Executive Dean for Student Relations.  I stayed in that role for 5 years.  Then in September of 1961, I had 
finished 25 years at Ohio State and I came to the conclusion that—I had meanwhile spent the last 3 of 4 
years on the Board of Directors of the Buckeye Federal Savings and Loans. 
 

------------------------------------End of side 3----------------------------------- 
 
GUTHRIE: If I were to make a change this would be the logical time to retire because of the way the 
retirement system works, but it was more important to me that I had come to the conclusion that the role 
that I played in Student Services was a strategic one in the campus.  We had already been exploring the role 
of student leadership and faculty leadership in relationship to the problems on the campus.  If you recall 
1961 was just the beginning of the period of the 60’s when students revolted over almost anything.  So that 



the sense on the campus at this time was that we had some new territory to explore and it was an important 
era, and my decision had to be: should I be around and be part of that exploration for that new era, which 
we had already gotten into.  And my conclusion was that at age 50, and after having watched some people 
who were age 50 or older who had been dealing with student problems, both on our campus and on other 
campuses all over the country.  (Parenthetically I had been president of the National Dean’s Organization, 
which had given me the opportunity to learn a good bit about other campuses.)  So anyway, out of the 
observations that I had made as to where the effective work was being done by the Dean of Student Service 
Organizations in colleges all over the country, my recollection was, and I still feel this strongly, that the 
people who were closer to the student generations are more able to interpret the mood of the student body, 
the capability of the student body and the responsibility of the student body, than were the people who were 
in their 60’s.  I didn’t want to be a retiring dean at the age of 70 or 65 at some point, who had overspent his 
time in a role which was inappropriate to him in those later years.  So I really didn’t see a place for me 
from age 50 to age 65, in the university.  It might be very suitable for other people, but for me, it was not 
the place for me.  In addition to which, I had had great experiences on campus in those 25 years, and I 
didn’t want to lose the excitement of work, as I thought I might if I continued in that role.  Anyway, when 
my father, then downtown at age 80, was finally convinced that he was no longer an active president for the 
savings and loan, and having been on this board, he convinced me that I ought to go downtown and succeed 
him.  I did so.  It was a great opportunity and I thought I should give it a whirl.  So this happened and I 
became president of the largest savings and loan in town.  But it gave me a very unusual opportunity to 
observe the business community and be a participant in it when I had been only an observer of it from 
campus 
 
SUTTON: You were rather a rarity in that regard.  There haven’t been too many people who could look 
from both sides. 
 
GUTHRIE: No. I found that was true.  I was a rarity.  In fact, as I’ve often said the strangest part of it 
always came on Monday when I went to Rotary meetings, because the distinction that I found between a 
table of conversation at the Faculty Club, and a table of conversation at the Rotary Club told me that I had 
been a lucky participant in two worlds. 
 
SUTTON: Can you characterize that kind of conversation? 
 
GUTHRIE: You know I never knew at the Faculty Club what the conversation would be.  This was part of 
the excitement of it.  I could sit down one day and find somebody from the College of Medicine who had 
been in surgery and somebody else who sat next to me who was a political scientist, and somebody else 
across the way who was in the College of Agriculture, and we may be talking about the current headline of 
the Columbus Citizen Journal, or we might be talking about the world situation and food production in 
India, and I was never sure what it would be.  I always felt that it was an important discussion and that I 
had a part in it.  I went downtown and I found that most people who sat around at Rotary tables, and I’m 
sure this is a caricature sketch and maybe not fair, but it was a shallow conversation over the pro ballgames 
or the current football at Ohio State or something else that I didn’t’ have a primary interest in.  So I felt in 
the beginning more like a stranger in the downtown community until I found out how you become a part of 
it.  I never did really join totally in the downtown community. 
 
SUTTON: So you were still something of an observer there for a long time. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  It was a hard adjustment.  That was the only hard adjustment I made, in the fellowship of 
the social community.  It was not an easy one to adjust to.  Now we had a lot of Columbus friends who 
were not university people.  So I’m not saying that we were lonely, but I’m saying that I didn’t have a 
feeling that I was in a fellowship community of believers and doers and thinkers.  I did feel that when I was 
on campus. 
 
SUTTON: The ones you were dealing with at the Rotary Club were doers in another way. 
 



GUTHRIE: Some were.  But at that time, and Fred Heimberger would remember this too, the Rotary Club 
was still swallowing hard because it had its first Catholic members, and did not yet have its Jewish 
representation. 
 
SUTTON: In 1961?  
 
GUTHRIE: Unless my timetable is in error, it was the period of the late 50’s.  I joined the Rotary Club 
when I was still on the campus, when I became a part of Nov Fawcett’s cabinet group.  I went into the 
Rotary Club ahead of being downtown in the business community.  So it could have been that it was in the 
late 50’s in that period. 
 
SUTTON: That’s still rather late. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, but I’m using this as an illustration to say when I’d been on the campus, where we had 
gone through the experiences of the fraternities and the sororities and the student organizations with blacks 
and whites and long ago the fraternities had gotten away from the exclusion of Catholics and Jews.  So it 
was a new experience to have to see these things in a different perspective all over again, as if history 
hadn’t taken place.   
 
SUTTON: Now you mentioned that on the board of our firm you mentioned Senator Bricker.  There must 
have been other persons who were also well-known in the community. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes, it was an unusual kind of board with Judge Reynolds and Harry Miller, president of the 
electric company, and John Galbreath.  It was a prominent board.  In fact, that was part of the reason I went 
downtown to be a part of it.  It was an attractive group of leaders. 
 
SUTTON: There are the same persons then that one would see in many, many other places in the business 
community, and in the decision-making boards, whether they were business or public boards. 
 
GUTHRIE: Yes.  And again a generalization isn’t a very accurate way of speaking, but I guess what I’m 
doing is to separate a few individuals who are pretty well-known for their points of view and their 
leadership roles, from the larger number of the people in the business community who operate their own 
business in their own private ways, and who really don’t have very broad social concerns or very broad 
world concerns.  And that was the part I felt less comfortable with.  Obviously a man like John Galbreath, 
who does business world-wide, has a pretty broad vision of what’s going on in the world and speaks of and 
demonstrates in his own life a breadth of culture and experiences that are admirable. 
 
SUTTON: Certainly Bricker would, whether you agree with his particular interpretations or not. 
 
GUTHRIE: With Senator Bricker, I had an experience or two with him, obviously from being on the 
campus during his time with the Board of Trustees.  I’ve learned that there are at least two ways of looking 
at things and that wisdom isn’t always in one package.  Senator Bricker and I have always agreed that each 
one of us has integrity of position, and that sometimes it’s the same position that we have and sometimes 
they’re different positions that we have.  So I’ve always told him that I’m glad that conservative 
Republicans are well represented by his point of view and by his distinguished activity in that field. 
 
SUTTON: Better to have them represented by an earnest and honest man. 
 
GUTHRIE: I’d like to think that he has in turn looked upon me as a person of integrity also, who has been 
on more of a liberal side of things rather than be a republican who votes the ticket, that I have elected good 
candidates who are Democrats and good candidates who are Republican and good candidates who are 
independents, depending on the position I have taken at the time. 
 
SUTTON: I think I remarked to you the other day that in conversations with Dr. Fawcett, Dr. Meiling, and 
a brief conversation I had with Frank Strong, I began suddenly to see deep involvement of leaders in the 
community, financial and political leaders, with the events that transpire on the campus at Ohio State.  



They’re not just two worlds; they’re two worlds that come together.  From the things that Meiling told me 
that he was able to achieve, honorable things, I sensed a part of this was because he knew people in the 
political community and the business community and they knew him, and there was a mutual trust that then 
gave him the power to accomplish what he wanted to do.  The same seems to have been true of Dean 
Rummel, whom I barely knew.  But Rummel had been a schoolmate I’m told of John Bricker and this gave 
him elbow-room that he otherwise wouldn’t have had.  At the time we spoke of this briefly.  I was asking 
could you speak to the matter of the relationship between the persons who were of importance in the affairs 
of Columbus and the action of the development of the Ohio State University. 
 
GUTHRIE: Well my official role was such that I never really had a direct part in any of the contacts that 
were established for official purposes or unofficial purposes.  But I was well aware of them all the way 
along.  Just speaking in general, I think that the problem that the whole community feels, the sense of the 
community in general is that over the years there have been liaisons of all sorts between individuals in 
strategic campus positions and with individuals downtown.  I’m saying that the community very often 
conceives of this as a problem, and particularly conceives of it as a problem where the liaison is less than 
publicly known, and where deals are made and where conversations are had and plans are made without 
using either the media to convey that so that it’s known nor do they use the regular organizations which are 
set up to help accomplish these things.  So I’m saying I think there’s a lot of feeling in the community over 
the long period of years that there are too many deals made and too many commitments made that: “Yes, 
we’ll build your building; or “Yes, you can”, something where those are done on an individual basis.  I’ve 
lived long enough, both on campus and downtown to figure out many times that’s the way things are going 
to get done. So I guess I’m at the stage that looking over the years: and I say a) that’s the way it’s been 
happening over the years; and b) it’s going to continue to happen and many of the times it will be 
constructive and the only way it can happen.  I’m also willing to admit that that’s the source of a lot of ill 
feeling and a lot of the problems that have come up over the years.  
 Again, speaking in general as I’ve listened to the Columbus community over the years, some of 
these misunderstandings and feelings of insecurities about what’s going on stem from a relationship 
between the Wolfe family and the university with individual presidents over the years, the Board of 
Trustees over the years, with the hospital.  So a number of issues have centered on who is it in the Wolfe 
family and who is it on the campus that are talking back and forth, making deals or being unable to 
communicate.  And of course when you talk about the Wolfe family you’re talking about the Columbus 
Dispatch, the radio stations, and the television stations.  And I think to this day this is the case.  The word is 
that both the coaches will be dropped.  This is a big issue.  But the coaches are in trouble.  Down at the 
Rotary club they still talk about it.  The coaches are in trouble at the Dispatch.  This is a current concern.  I 
don’t know.  I’m not a party to what it is but there will always be some feeling I would think.  Whether it’s 
the Wolfe family, or if you’re in Indianapolis it’s a family there, it’s in the nature of things that that’s one 
of the friction points of misunderstanding.  Football coaches are always concerned.  (I see a whole series of 
thoughts running through my  mind and I’m trying to sort them out.) 
 I guess I’d return to my original comment that I think we need to honor the people who’ve been on 
campus and who have generated the contacts with the downtown people just as we ought to honor the 
people who are on the outside who generate the contacts with the people that are in strategic positions in 
the university.  So I don’t want to belittle the fact that those contacts are made and that they’re effective, 
but I do think that the concern over the whole community is that when those contacts are made, whichever 
way they come from, that they’re done where there isn’t a conflict of interest involved and where, if the 
contacts are made and kept fairly close to the chest for strategic purposes, that it isn’t time for it to surface 
as an idea or as a proposition or whatever, that the secrecy is not one to hide something.  What I’m trying to 
say here is that there’s nothing wrong with people from each side approaching the other in order to get 
things done.  But there’s a point at which the conflict of interest thing is so that the public does have some 
rights in this and the university administration ought to be aware of what’s going on and choose at some 
point to say, “This is where we need to deal with some people in the community more broadly.”  So I think 
that’s a constant concern of a university president, and his integrity and the university’s integrity is 
involved in this.  As I say I just think back over the years of a number of things.  I think the community 
does have some concerns but there have been times in the past when the statesmanship of the whole thing is 
in doubt.  That is a concern. 
 
SUTTON: Can you be more specific? 



 
GUTHRIE: Well I can’t think of anything that’s worth, once it’s happened and once it’s over, I guess I 
don’t see any point… 
 
SUTTON: Well I could point out to you that when you say anything of this sort, this is a gift from you to 
the archives.  If you think it is improper to speak about a matter at the moment, but you consider that it’ll 
be worth recording for future historians years from now, you can restrict the tape. 
 
GUTHRIE: Well I guess I’d rather keep it an open thing and if it serves any purpose the way it is, rather 
than to have any restrictions. 
 
SUTTON: There are questions that are coming to mind as you talk.  One of course is, as a professor, I 
consider it if someone downtown is concerned or whether the coach is successful or not is peripheral to the 
ongoing mission of the university, although it may be important to the political strength of the university.  I 
couldn’t quite tell whether you were implying that sometimes these decisions of whether the coach stays or 
leaves, voluntarily or otherwise… 
 

(tape interrupted by a visitor and never resumed) 
 
 


