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Not infrequently during the year and particularly 
early in January, one hears much criticism of the 
California Highway Patrol. The extent to which 
the criticism of this indispensable branch of the 
state service is justified is not easy to ascertain. 
Nonetheless, feeling that any organization main
tained by taxation of the citizenry should always be 
open to suggestion for improvement by those it 
serves, I would like to make the following proposal 
for improving the Patrol, a proposal which (despite 
the fact that my only experience in law enforce
ment has been as a recipient of violation citations) I 
hope will be received in the spirit in which it is of
fered. 

Specifically, patrol officers should be evaluated 
at least three times each year by those they serve, 
that is, those to whom they issue violation citations 
or warnings. All persons receiving citations should 
be given this opportunity, as an entirely voluntary 
act (no compulsion would be used) to evaluate the 
performance of the officers with whom they have 
been involved. To ensure the validity of the 
responses, these evaluations would be unsigned. 
The rating sheets would probably include such 
items as grooming, attitude toward the citizen, 
knowledge of legal matters, and such other items as 
might be felt to be important in each district in
asmuch as no attempt would be made to set up 
statewide questions or establish norms. 

A summary of these responses, placing par
ticular emphasis on those indicating negative 
aspects of the officer's work, would be placed in 
the officer's personnel file and play an important 
role in determining tenure, promotion, merit in
creases, and the like. All officers on active duty, no 
matter how senior, would be the subject_ of these 
evaluations and their assignments would be 
modified in accordance with them. The only excep-
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tion to this general evaluation would, of course, be 
desk personnel, particularly, administrators. 
Because such personnel only very occasionally have 
any contact with the people they serve, evaluation 
of this class should continue as is presently done: 
evaluation only by their immediate superior with 
rather general use of the "Toady" scale. 

Certain objections will likely be raised to this 
program. It will possibly be pointed out that polls 
which utilize only voluntary responses are likely to 
be skewed rather badly; the old Literary Digest poll 
which elected Landon in a landslide over: Roosevelt 
comes to mind. It is undeniable that such uncon
trolled polls frequently do nothing but register the 
intensity of the evaluator's personal reaction to 
someone, in this case, hatred of Roosevelt. But 
such an objection fails to address the basic prob
lem, the public must be heard and if there is as yet 
no particularly reliable or valid method of obtain
ing this input, then we must rely on what is 
available. Like the small boy searching for his lost 
quarter under the streetlight, that may not be 
where he dropped it but the light is better there. 

Similarly, the anonymity of the responder whose 
negative evaluation of an officer might adversely 
affect the patrolman's career might, at first glance, 
seem somewhat unfair. It is true that generally in 
American life we feel that fair play requires the ac
cuser to face his victim and, by being placed under 
oath or submitting supporting evidence, give the 
accused a chance for rebuttal. Again, such specious 
arguments miss the central point: the officer's op
portunity to avenge himself on a person making an 
adverse report is a much greater risk to run than 
doing injustice to a particular officer. 

Lik~wise, it might be objected that the person 
filling in the questionnaire might not be qualified 
to make meaningful judgments. Is the average 



housewife, for example, whose only experience of 
law enforcement is watching "CHIPS" really 
qualified to rate on a 1-6 scale an officer's 
knowledge of law enforcement? Again, we must 
answer in the affirmative. The fact that an officer 
has excelled at the FBI academy, earned a BBL; 
has spent countless hours in workshops on legal 
and enforcement matters or perhaps even con
ducted such is really of minor importance. These 
are achievements which merely reflect his interest, 
devotion and study. The important point is how he 
comes across to Jane Doe. 

Possibly, too, someone might erroneously con
clude that such evaluations would tend to make an 
officer pay more attention to his public relatio~s 
image than to carrying out the duties, unpleasant 
as they may sometimes be, for which he is paid. 
Anyone who seriously holds such ideas has a very 
unclear conception of what makes an officer func
tion. It is true that like most of us he wants to take 
care of his family, that he appreciates recognition 
both in promotion and pay, but it is axiomatic in 
the force that it is better to ride the hills of Hum
boldt, giving out tickets, and keep .your standards 
than to ease up and end up with a cushy job. at 
headquarters. 

For proof that the proposed system can and does 
work, we may look at the CSUC system where a 
similar method of evaluating faculty has now been 
in force for a number of years. Student evalua
tions, first introduced as a palliative during the 
"student unrest" days, have gradually been 
augmented as their positive results have become 
manifest. That such constant, unverifiable evalua
tion of professors by students has had a beneficial 
effect on teaching effectiveness is obvious in the 
striking increase in student achievement. Before 
the use of student evaluations became mandatory, 
the average grade in most institutions was approx
imately C + ; now, when every instructor knows 
that his tenure, promotion, and presumably even 
merit increases, may well hinge on how Tommy 

Thistlewit and Dottie Dimplehead mark his evalua
tion sheets, he tries harder. Consequently, 
although there has been no increase in the mental 
abilities of the students enrolling in the CSUC 
system, their achievement has risen to an average 
ofB+! 

Another important gain attributable to the 
evaluation system has been the increased creativity 
of the faculty. Old stuck -in-the-muds who had .for 
years been teaching "Composition" have now 
come forward with innovative offerings such as 
"The Language of Soul," "Nature Writing," and 
"The Code of the West as Seen in John Wayne's 
Movies.'' 

For, concurrent with the evaluation system, is 
the recognition that each student should write his 
own curriculum. 1 Consequently, as a former movie 
star once aptly remarked, "Let them vote their 
feet," and indeed they have. As a happy result such 
old chestnuts as history, foreign language, 
literature and philosophy are finally being weeded 
out of our progressive institutions. 

The splendid conditions which are now prevalent 
on the state university campuses are striking proof 
that the proposed system can contribute greatly to 
the morale and efficiency of a bureaucratic arm of 
the government. Let us speed the good work. 

'Obviously, similar salutary results would follow our proposal, 
e.g., each driv.er .would carry his own "Drunkometer" device 
1!PPfOpriately marked fur the level of consumption he, much 
better than the legislature or the officer, knew he could handle. 
Note that at the present time in California, each driver ap
parently determines his own maximum speed. 
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