
SENATE No. 428

VIEWS OF A MINORITY OF THE BOARD OF
REGISTRATION IN DENTISTRY WITH REF-
ERENCE TO THE ANNUAL REPORT OF SAID
BOARD (PRINTED BY ORDER OF THE SEN-
ATE).

pringfield, Mass., Jan. 24, 1914

To His Excellency David I. Walsh, Governor, Stale House, Bos
ton, Massachusetts.

Honored Sir ; The annual report of the State Board of
Registration in Dentistry for the year 191 3 is'in your hands.
While I am in full accord with the report in so far as it is
a record of the actual proceedings of the Board, there are
certain portions of it which deal not with proceedings but
with opinions, especially with
legislation; and with many of
am unable to concur. I there:
and now desire to present a m
grounds of my dissent.

opinions concerning proposed
those portions of the report I
ore voted against its adoption,
nority report setting forth the

The annual report for the year 1913 was presented for
adoption by the Board at a meeting held .Tannary 8, 1914,
ivithout having been previously submitted to the several mem-
bers for their inspection. It deAmtes something like a third
of its entire space almost exclusiAr ely to the mere expression
of opinions to argument and Avarning against certain pro-
posed dental legislation concerning the AAnsdom of Avhich the
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dental profession, and as it now appears, the Board of Regis-
tration in Dentistry as well, is sharply divided. It seems to
me at least questionable whether under any circumstances
such argumentative matter has any proper place in the an-
nual report of this Board. If, however, proposed legislation
had been thoroughly discussed by the Board, and by it form-
ally condemned, that fact might properly be stated in the
anuuyl report, possibly even with a brief resume of the reasons
for its condemnation; but none of this proposed legislation,
the discussion of which occupies almost a third of the annual
report, has at any time been acted upon or even discussed
by the Board as at present constituted. Indeed, on December
31, 1913, when the year covered by this report ended, certain
legislation therein criticised had been before the House less
than a month, during which time the Board had no meeting
at which its merits or demerits could have been discussed.
Tinder these circumstances, argument for or against this new
dental bill, however cogent and convincing, is a mere irrel-
evancy. It can have no place in a report of the proceedings
of this Board for the year just ended.

But much of this argumentative portion of the majority
report is not only irrelevant; it is in some respects misleading
and inaccurate. Among the bills tiled with the Legislature
during the last three years, ai’e House Bill No. 1566 of 1912,
House Bill No. 1156 of 1913, and a bill filed in December.
1913, by the Massachusetts Civic League. As to “dental

nurses ” the bill of 1912 provided that the dental nurse may
perform the services of “ examination, wedging and cleansing
exposed surfaces of teeth, inserting and changing dressings
in teeth for the relief of pain and assisting a registered dentist
during the performance of his dental operations.” The bill
f 1913 says only “ The dental nurse shall be licensed to j

form the service of cleansing teeth.” The bill filed by the
Civic League contains the following: “Nothing in this act
shall prevent any person from cleaning teeth under the direc-
tion of a registered dentist. The cleaning of teeth shall in-
clude only the removal of all stains and deposits from the
exposed surfaces of the teeth and polishing said surfaces.”
Yet the majority report continually treats these three bills
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substantially identical so far as the dental nurse is concerned.
It says:

“ In our last report the Board called attention to the attempted
hange in the Law as found in House Bill No. 1566 of 1912, rela-

tive to the creation of the so-called ‘ dental nurse with reasons
why that bill ought not to pass. ‘ Under the provisions of this bill
the nurse would have the right to perform operations upon the
human teeth and gums that required the highest skill of the trained
and registered dentists.’ Another bill containing a provision to the
same effect has already been filed for the consideration of the Legis-
lature of the present year. The protection of the public and the
interests and good name of the profession as well are involved, and
the Board are still of the opinion that such provision of the pro-
posed bill ought not to pass.”

This “other bill” is presumably House Bill No. 1156 of
1913; but whether it is that one, or the bill filed by the
Civic League, it certainly is not “to the same effect.” Both
of these bills contemplate only the cleaning of teeth, while
House Bill No. 1556 of 1912 includes also “examination,
wedging, inserting and changing dressings in teeth for the
relief of pain and assisting a registered dentist during the
performance of his dental operations.” In short, the assump-
tion is wholly unwarranted that because the Board as then

bill of 1912, it follows that
opposed to the very different

constituted was opposed to the
the Board as now constituted is
legislation since proposed.

contained in the majority n
raph beginning:

Another group of criticism:
port is introduced by the para;

House Bill No. 1157, of 1913,
w, is too radically different from
and for this reason seriously

“ The proposed act, like that
in so far as it suggests anything
the general policy of the Lav
objectionable

roposed act ” tl tion refers is not altc
ar; only that it is to ome act subsequent to House

bill filed in December, 1913Bill No. 1157 of 1913. If the
by the Massachusetts Civic, Lea gue is meant, it

natter of opinion whether ‘ it is too radically different
w ”, and so “ objectionable ” ;from the general policy of the
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but certainly many of the specific objections made, apply to
the provisions of House Bill No. 1157, and are wholly in-
applicable to the bill of the Civic League. It is House Bill
No. 1157 of 1913, not the bill of the Civic League that pro-
vides for an annual registration and a one dollar fee, and
makes provision for the disposition of funds so collected.
The latter bill provides that “ the Board shall have the power
to call for and require a registration whenever it deems it
necessary or expedient to secure accurate lists of the regis-
tered dentists practicing in this Commonwealth ”, and makes
no provision for a registration fee. It is House Bill No. 1157
of 1913, not the bill of the Civic League, under which there
is provided no penalty for a failure to register; the latter bill
provides that “ any dentist failing to comply with the require-
ments of this section may be punished by a fine not exceeding
fifty dollars ”.

There are in the majority report certain other criticisms
f proposed legislation which are applicable to the bill of the

Civic League, such as the provision for a recall of members
of the Board, and the provisions giving to the Board certain
quasi-judicial functions. These criticisms are applicable, but
they are merely expressions of opinion, and in so far as they
are applied to the bill of the Civic League they concern ques-
tions upon which the Board has never at any time expressed
an opinion. I therefore feel that neither a majority nor a
minority report is a suitable place for discussion of the pro-
visions of this bill. Such discussion constitutes no part of
the proceedings of the State Board of Registration in Dentis-
try for the year nineteen hundred and thirteen.

Yours very respectfully,

C. WESLEY HALE


