
ENATE .... No. 282.

Executive Department
Boston, May 16, 1882,

To the Honorable Senate.

I herewith return to the Senate, in which it originated, a
Bill “ to Regulate the Practice of Dentistry,” with my objec-
tions thereto.

The controlling objections to this bill is, that by force of it
the whole business of dentistry is made a possible monopoly,
in the control of a close corporation, with restrictive by-laws,
consisting of less than a hundred members, most of whom are
in Boston; while the whole number of dentists in the Com-
monwealth is reported as some seven hundred. Under this
act no person could hereafter enter into the practice of den-
tistry except by consent of this society, which is put under
no obligation to examine candidates, but may examine whom
it pleases, and none else. It may set any standard it sees fit.
The diploma of any other dental or medical society is nothing
unless such society is “ recognized ” as “ respectable ” by the
Massachusetts Dental Society. But there is no standard of
such respectability or means of compelling such recognition.
How and when is an applicant in Nantucket or Berkshire to
get into the profession ? Suppose the society fall into the
control of those who desire no more competition ? Grant, as
is true, that the purpose of the bill is well meant, and that
the Massachusetts Dental Society would of course have no
other purpose than to keep the profession clear of impostors ;

nevertheless a wrong principle is involved, and the precedent
is bad. If there must be a certificate of qualification, let it
come from a board required to sit at stated times and in con-
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venient places throughout the State, and to pass upon the
qualifications of all who apply. Such a board, too, should
spring from a broader basis than a single society, however
worthy. This would obviate the special objection to the pre-
sent bill. lam persuaded the Bill should be more carefully
drawn before it becomes a law.

It is not easy to see why there should be special legislation
concerning dentists only. Why not concerning apothecaries,
physicians, oculists, aurists, surgeons, cooks, plumbers, and
the other businesses which involve life and health? It would
perhaps be better worth while to consider the expediency of
a general statute to the effect that any person pursuing a
business or profession without sufficient skill therein shall be
punished. Such a statute, in the hands of judge and jury,
would never works injustice, and yet would be ample for those
exceptional cases of imposition, on the strength of which va-
rious special statutes are urged from year to year.

JOHN D. LONG.






