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 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY
 Volume 65 JANUARY 1995 Number 1

 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION
 IN PUBLIC LIBRARY COLLECTIONS'

 Judith Serebnick2 and Frank Quinn'

 This study was intended to develop a method for measuring diversity of opinion
 in public library collections and to test the method in selected Online Computer
 Library Center (OCLC) libraries. The method was broadly conceived and in-
 cluded locating an objective index of diversity (Simpson's index), identifying the
 population of diverse materials available for selection by librarians, and selecting
 key variables that relate to high or low levels of diversity in individual libraries.
 Four potentially controversial subject areas were investigated, namely, abortion,
 capital punishment, disarmament or arms control, and euthanasia. Testing the
 method included analyzing questionnaires and library holdings of books and au-
 diovisual materials, publishing and reviewing patterns, checklists from special in-
 terest groups, and regression analysis data related to creating models of significant
 independent variables that affect diversity scores of individual public libraries.

 Introduction

 The American Library Association's (ALA) basic policy on intellectual
 freedom, or access to information, is found in the "Library Bill of
 Rights" ("LBR") [1, p. 3]. That document affirms that "all libraries are
 forums for information and ideas" and that "libraries should provide
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 2 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 materials and information presenting all points of view on current and
 historical issues." Further, library materials "should not be excluded
 because of the origin, background, or views of those contributing to
 their creation" [1, p. 3].

 In "Diversity in Collection Development," an interpretation of the
 "LBR," the library profession asserts that "access to all materials legally
 obtainable should be assured to the user, and policies should not un-
 justly exclude materials even if they are offensive to the librarian or
 the user" [1, p. 49]. According to this document, a balanced collection
 should have a diversity of viewpoints, rather than an equality of numbers
 of materials related to each viewpoint. Also, librarians have an obligation
 "to select and support the access to materials on all subjects that meet, as
 closely as possible, the needs and interests of all persons in the community
 which the library serves," including materials that "reflect political, eco-
 nomic, religious, social, minority, and sexual issues" [1, p. 50].

 Further, the "Freedom to Read" statement, adopted by the ALA
 Council and the Association of American Publishers and endorsed by
 many other organizations, extends the concept of diversity to publishers
 by stating, "It is in the public interest for publishers and librarians to
 make available the widest diversity of views and expressions, including
 those which are unorthodox or unpopular with the majority" [1, p. 108].
 The statement concludes with the oft-quoted passage, "We believe ...
 that what people read is deeply important; that ideas can be dangerous;
 but that the suppression of ideas is fatal to a democratic society. Free-
 dom itself is a dangerous way of life, but it is ours" [1, p. 111].

 These documents committing libraries to building diverse collections
 are part of the written collection development policies of many thou-
 sands of public libraries. The "LBR," in particular, has been approved
 by numerous public library governing boards. This approval is not sur-
 prising given the public library's history of promoting free, unrestricted
 access to information for all people.

 Though many have taken the professional commitment to diversity
 for granted, few have attempted to examine practice in libraries to dis-
 cover what levels of diversity obtain. Does the public generally have
 access in libraries to a wide variety of viewpoints on current and histori-
 cal issues? How easy is it to find opposing materials on controversial
 topics? How do we measure whether library collections are "sufficiently"
 diverse? If some libraries have a higher or lower level of diversity than
 other libraries, what variables influence the differences? Is it easier
 for libraries to build diverse collections in some subject areas than in
 other areas? Do publishing patterns, selection methods, or acquisitions
 procedures affect diversity levels in libraries? What role may special
 interest groups have in promoting or inhibiting diversity in library col-
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 3

 lections? Given the complexities inherent in building collections, is it
 possible to measure diversity objectively?

 This research attempts to develop a method for measuring diversity,
 with diversity defined as opposing views on issues of current contro-
 versy, and to analyze the level of diversity in selected public libraries.
 The study recognizes ALA's edict that a library need not have an equal
 number of materials representing each view but that representation of
 diverse views is essential if the public is to have adequate access to minor-
 ity as well as majority opinions.

 Literature Review

 In the past, researchers have usually approached the task of measuring
 diversity by compiling lists of potentially controversial materials and
 then checking library holdings to see what materials were owned in
 particular collections. Libraries were then designated as censorious or
 noncensorious depending upon the number or percentage of controver-
 sial materials they had in their collections. Also, the investigators as-
 sumed that if a library owned controversial titles, then it had a diverse
 collection. David K. Berninghausen gave an especially vivid example of
 how this approach has been used:

 In 1950 librarian Thurston Taylor in Worcester, Massachusetts was severely
 attacked by the local press for what was viewed as a library collection favoring
 pro-Communist materials. An American Legion list of 50 anti-Communist and
 50 pro-Communist titles was compiled, and in the press attack it was suggested
 that, of course, the librarian would have few, if any, of the anti-Communist
 titles. When the library's catalog was checked, 49 of the allegedly anti-
 Communist books and 49 of the allegedly pro-Communist books were found
 to be in the library's collection. Clearly, the librarian was operating on a theory
 expressed in the Library Bill of Rights. [2, p. 75]

 This checklist-based research has a long history. In an extensive re-
 view of research that relied on checklists of controversial materials,
 Judith Serebnick [3] analyzed more than twenty studies published
 1881-1981. The objectives of the studies varied. Some were intended
 to investigate possible censorial activities by librarians, namely, self-
 censorship; others also looked at censorship by the public. Researchers
 were interested in how librarians justified the inclusion or exclusion of
 controversial materials, the possible effects of not purchasing "sensa-
 tional or immoral" works, and how librarians balanced demand against
 controversy in selecting and circulating titles.

 Serebnick found that all the checklists used in the studies included
 titles that were considered controversial or potentially controversial
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 4 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 since they dealt with topics that had provoked public objections. Also,
 most of the checklists included titles that would be in demand and that
 would probably be recognized by respondent librarians. The number
 of tides on the checklists ranged from two to 610, with the majority of
 the lists containing twenty to fifty titles.

 As Serebnick noted, rarely did investigators state how many and
 which of the titles a library had to own to escape a charge of having
 censorious librarians and a biased collection. Few researchers specified
 that particular materials on the lists were not necessary in the collection
 if the library owned similar titles. On occasion librarians were consid-
 ered censors though well over 80 percent of their libraries held heavily
 censored titles. However, in other studies a finding of 80 percent hold-
 ings was interpreted to mean that the librarians were noncensorious-
 and the collections sufficiently diverse.

 Not surprisingly, Serebnick concluded that findings from the checklist
 studies "varied considerably, depending not only on the variables con-
 sidered carefully by investigators, but also on the degree of subjectivity
 inherent in researchers' approaches to data interpretation" [3, p. 50].
 She noted that reasons for the inclusion of particular titles on checklists
 had not always been explained. If the checklist method was to serve as a
 valid and reliable measure of diversity or self-censorship, more attention
 had to be paid to the construction and use of the checklists [3, p. 5111.

 After 1981, the cutoff date in Serebnick's analysis [3], studies using
 checklists of controversial titles continued. Robert M. Gorman [4],
 Charles Willett [5], Bohdan Szuchewycz [6], and Stephen L. Hupp [7-9]
 were interested in whether libraries acquired materials representing po-
 tentially controversial views on political and social issues, including mate-
 rials recommended by special interest groups. Both Gorman [4] and
 Hupp [7] used a checklist of conservative titles recommended by the
 Moral Majority; Szuchewycz constructed a checklist of Moral Majority
 titles, titles from published studies of the New Right, and additional
 sources; and Willett developed and used a checklist of politically contro-
 versial titles from selected small publishers that also was used by Hupp.4
 Additionally, Hupp [8, 9] developed checklists from standard reference
 sources and publishers' catalogs. In measuring censorship pressures on
 Canadian libraries, Alvin M. Schrader [11, 12] developed a list of thirty
 titles that had recently been subjected to censorial pressure in public
 libraries. Findings in the studies were variously interpreted to mean
 that diverse views were well or poorly represented in library collections.

 Probably the most noticeable use of checklists in the published re-
 search of the last decade has appeared in annual reports of state Intel-
 lectual Freedom Committees. These committees periodically survey li-

 4. Gorman [4, p. 8] cites the origin of his list as [10].
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 5

 braries in their states to discover, in part, what titles in collections have
 been the focus of censorial actions-from the public or from librarians,
 administrators, teachers, staff, or boards. Usually the checklists in these
 studies result from the titles mentioned by the librarian respondents
 as having been titles that received objections during the study period.
 However, on occasion the committees will develop short lists of recently
 published controversial titles and survey librarians to find out if the
 titles are available in libraries within the state. For example, the 1992
 Danny Gunnells Intellectual Freedom Committee survey in Indiana
 asked, "Did your library purchase Madonna's Sex?" [13]. Two hundred
 and ninety libraries responded; a total of three public libraries and two
 academic libraries had purchased the book.

 Special interest organizations have also conductecl periodic checklist
 studies of diversity in libraries. For example, in the 1980s, members of
 the Moral Majority conducted such studies and claimed that librarians
 were not purchasing conservative materials, that liberals dominated
 publishing and the media in general, and that conservative authors and
 titles were not reviewed [4, 7, 14]. People for the American Way, "a
 liberal group formed to counter the message of the Moral Majority"
 [15], since the early 1980s has annually conducted studies and published
 reports indicating the consistent increase of censorship incidents in li-
 braries and schools. Also, the American Civil Liberties Union has issued
 reports logging titles that received objections in libraries and schools
 [for example, 16].

 Numerous organizations and individuals have also surveyed the pub-
 lic to discover peoples' attitudes toward inclusion of potentially contro-
 versial materials and a diversity of views in library collections. In 1991,
 in a telephone survey of a representative national sample of 1,181 peo-
 ple, the University of Illinois Library Research Center (LRC) found that
 while 85 percent of the public believed that information on how to
 prevent AIDS should be available in libraries to anyone, only 56 percent
 supported making birth control information available to anyone [17].
 Also, only 10 percent thought that materials describing how to commit
 suicide should be available to anyone, and 71 percent said such materials
 should be excluded from library collections.

 The University of Illinois LRC also surveyed a random sample of
 ALA Public Library Association members. The librarians were much
 more willing than the general public to include potentially controversial
 materials in libraries; for example, 66 percent believed materials de-
 scribing how to commit suicide should be available to anyone and only
 15 percent said they should be absent from libraries [17].

 Five years prior to the University of Illinois LRC study, in 1986, How-
 ard D. White analyzed data from General Social Surveys conducted by
 the National Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago dur-
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 6 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 ing 1976, 1977, 1980, and 1982 [18, 19]. Each of the surveys had que-
 ried about 1,500 people, inquiring whether they would favor removing
 from libraries books by communists, atheists, homosexuals, militarists, and
 racists. Data from the four surveys, when pooled, showed that "during
 1976-82, Americans favoring library censorship of authors with unpopular
 views were always in the minority. Obviously they were very sizable minori-

 ties, and it may frighten partisans of intellectual freedom that over the past
 several years approximately four in 10 Americans supported censorship.
 In elections, however, the majorities against censorship-in the range of 57
 to 62 percent-would be considered landslides" [19, p. 40].

 Also in 1986, a nationwide poll not specific to libraries commissioned

 by Americans for Constitutional Freedom "revealed that 84 percent of
 those polled believe the American people have a right to buy all books
 and magazines judged to be legal" [20, p. 7]. The poll showed: "Pressure

 tactics like picketing to dissuade stores from selling Playboy are approved
 by only a minority of Americans" [21, p. 20]. In 1987, in a civil liberties
 issues poll of a random sample of 497 adults in North Carolina, con-
 ducted by the Institute for Research in Social Science and the School
 of Journalism, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 70 percent
 of the respondents either strongly agreed (17 percent) or agreed (53
 percent) that "the local library should not remove books from its shelves
 just because they criticize churches and religion" [22, p. 27].

 More recently, surveys have indicated that the support of free expres-
 sion by Americans is not always strong. For example, in 1991, a tele-
 phone survey of 1,500 adults conducted by the Thomas Jefferson Cen-
 ter for the Protection of Free Expression found that "while 90 percent
 of Americans believe the government has no business telling them what
 to say, nearly 59 percent said the government should have some power
 of censorship" [23, p. 228]. Also, a 1992 national survey prepared for
 the National Society of Newspaper Editors revealed: "'It is unlikely that
 voters would support freedom of the press' if it was put on the ballot
 today" [24, p. 122].

 The research literature most closely associated with library collection
 diversity, then, is of two types: checklist studies and opinion surveys.
 Both share a common problem, namely, inconsistency of findings. Also,
 checklist studies have had methodological weaknesses. Still, these studies
 as well as opinion papers guided us in developing research questions
 for this investigation.

 Research Questions

 More than thirty years ago, Kenneth F. Kister noted that collection
 building in public libraries was dominated by two broad selection crite-
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 7

 ria, quality and demand [25, p. 2745]. For him, the (luality standard had
 been narrowly interpreted by librarians and educators and promoted "a
 kind of majoritarian morality which divides things into good and bad"
 [25, p. 2745]. These divisions, he wrote, had no real function in an
 increasingly pluralistic society. The demand standard, though seemingly
 "in the best American egalitarian tradition," essentially represented "the
 needs or wishes of only a small percentage of the library's constituency,
 its active readers" and usually centered on best-sellers, mysteries, and
 light romances [25, p. 2745].

 Kister advocated that public libraries reassess their commitment to

 quality and demand and adopt a new focus-diversity. For him, diver-
 sity included "the conscious, active seeking out of published and quasi-
 published materials which represent diverse reading levels, format,
 worth, points of view, etc. in any and all subjects from abelmosk to zip
 guns with marihuana in between" [25, p. 2745].

 Kister carefully noted that adopting diversity as a major selection cri-
 terion would mean that librarians would need to devote much more
 time to selection than they currently did, that they would have to scour
 less likely selection sources and acquisitions channels. Also, by adopting
 the diversity standard, librarians could no longer cite quality and de-
 mand as reasons for excluding controversial materials from the col-
 lection.

 The professional literature, including textbooks on collection devel-
 opment, attests to the continuing dominance of quality and demand
 standards. However, a diversity standard also is strongly supported.
 "Regulations, Policies, and Procedures Affecting Access to Library Re-
 sources and Services," a recent ALA interpretation of the "LBR," cites
 the 1991 court decision Kreimer v. Morristown [26], which states: "'The
 library is one of the great symbols of our democracy. It is a living em-
 bodiment of the First Amendment because it includes voices of dis-
 sent. . . . A public library is not only a designated public forum, but
 also a quintessential, traditional public forum whose accessibility affects
 the bedrock of our democratic system. A place where ideas are commu-
 nicated freely through the written word' and other means of recorded
 expression 'is as integral to a democracy and to First Amendment rights
 as an available public space where citizens can communicate their ideas
 through the spoken word"' [1, p. 25].

 In ALA documents, diversity in library collections is interpreted to
 mean that extreme views, usually held by small minorities, should be
 represented. A collection is not truly diverse if it includes only majority,
 noncontroversial opinions. If public libraries are indeed public forums,
 then the widest diversity of viewpoints is essential.

 We accepted the broad definitions of diversity in the "LBR" and its
 interpretations [1]. We recognized that if the library profession is com-
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 8 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 mitted to diversity, then professionals need a method for measuring it
 that is less arbitrary than checklist methods employed previously. Any
 method used must incorporate some of the complex institutional and
 societal variables that influence librarians' selection of diverse materials
 [11, 27, 28]. Serebnick's broad conceptual framework for examining
 selection and censorship offered a convenient starting point for consid-
 ering this study's key research questions [27].

 Serebnick proposed that selection and censorship are influenced by
 six main classes of variables: (1) librarian variables (attitudes, educa-
 tional background, and other demographics); (2) library variables (col-
 lection development policies, budget, other institutional characteristics);
 (3) community leader variables (composition of the board, support
 shown for the library); (4) community and community action variables
 (community characteristics, censorship attempts); (5) mass media vari-
 ables (publishing and reviewing patterns); and (6) judicial and legal vari-
 ables (First Amendment legislation and judicial decisions) [27]. For this
 study, the library and mass media classes of variables were emphasized.

 We formulated the following research questions:
 1. To what extent do public library collections reflect the diversity of

 opinions and interests in our society? For example, can the public find
 pro-choice, pro-life, and neutral materials on abortion in specific li-
 braries?

 2. Is the relative level of diversity related to the subject area of contro-
 versy? For example, when compared with each other, do libraries tend
 to have higher levels of diversity for abortion than for capital pun-
 ishment?

 3. What is the relationship between library holdings on controversial
 subjects and the publishing output for those subjects? For example, is
 there a significant relationship between the percentages of pro-choice,
 pro-life, and neutral materials on abortion that are in print and that
 are held in library collections?

 4. Is the relative level of diversity related to the difficulty or ease
 libraries have in obtaining material on a subject of controversy? For
 example, is it easier for librarians to select and order diverse abortion
 materials than diverse capital punishment materials?

 5. Is the relative level of diversity related to the amount of annual
 expenditures and other characteristics of each public library?

 The first question, querying the extent of diversity in collections, is
 basic to this study. It calls for locating or developing an index of diversity
 that can be applied equitably to public libraries, large and small. The
 second question, asking if the level of diversity is related to the subject
 area of controversy, was prompted by extensive research findings that
 indicate that some subjects (for example, abortion, homosexuality, the
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 9

 occult, drugs) are particularly controversial with the public, that public
 demand varies among subject areas, and that libraries may be more
 interested in collecting some subjects than others. The third question
 concerning the relation between level of diversity and publishing output
 of a subject of controversy was prompted by the repeated assertions of
 various special interest groups that materials favorable to their views
 are seldom published, by evidence that the publications of small and
 alternative publishers are often not as readily available as are main-
 stream publications, and by the reported omissions of titles from in-
 print bibliographies used extensively for selecting materials [4, for ex-
 ample].

 Fourth, the question of how difficult or easy it is for librarians to
 select and acquire materials by subject area suggests that librarians may
 have special problems that are subject specific and not necessarily ac-
 counted for by publishing patterns. The fifth and final question queries
 whether levels of diversity are related to annual expenditures and other
 library characteristics. Research suggests that budget is positively corre-
 lated with holdings of controversial titles [29, for example] and that
 having a collection development policy is positively related to a library's
 willingness to own and retain controversial materials [11, 12, 28, 30].
 Also, research indicates that public libraries use reviews to select the
 great majority of their materials, and reviews significantly influence
 holdings of potentially controversial materials and of small press publi-
 cations [31, 32].

 Methodology

 As stated above, this study was intended to develop a method for mea-
 suring diversity that would be less arbitrary than previous methods, that
 would consider the broad context in which collections are assembled,
 and that would be tested by application to chosen public libraries. To
 achieve these objectives, the research design included a questionnaire
 survey of selected public libraries; identification of an appropriate index
 of diversity; analysis of library holdings, books in print, and bibliogra-
 phies of special interest groups; and tests of statistical significance to
 determine key variables related to libraries' differing diversity indexes.

 Selection of Libraries
 The public libraries sought in this study were full-participating members
 of Online Computer Library Center, Inc. (OCLC) and thus were ex-
 pected to input records of all their holdings into the OCLC database
 for the time period studied. Since we needed to collect records of hold-
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 10 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 ings as part of our research design, access to the OCLC database en-
 sured a fairly reliable population of libraries and of holdings records.
 However, since OCLC public libraries may not be representative of all
 public libraries, this study's findings cannot be generalized beyond the
 specific libraries surveyed.

 A systematic sample of 250 full-participating public libraries was
 drawn from the January 1992 directory OCLC Participating Institutions
 [33], with the first library selected randomly from among the first ten
 listings. Though a simple random sample would have allowed for
 greater generalizability, the convenience of systematic sampling (from
 a lengthy directory) and the general acceptance of the method [34, pp.
 92-93] led to its use here. At the time the sample was drawn, OCLC
 had 638 full-participating public library members [35]. Thus this study's
 sample included 39 percent of the population. For each library chosen,
 basic descriptive data, including materials budget data, were collected
 from the American Library Directory [36].

 Design, Pretesting, and Mailing of the Questionnaire
 In order to measure diversity in library collections, we chose four subject
 areas likely to elicit opposing opinions in the literature and among the
 library's public. To determine the subjects, we consulted previous re-
 search, reports of censorship incidents in the Newsletter on Intellectual
 Freedom [37], and publication series devoted to examinations of the di-
 versity of opinions on current controversial topics. The subjects selected
 were abortion, capital punishment, disarmament or arms control, and
 euthanasia. These subjects are potentially controversial currently, and
 a preliminary search of Books in Print Plus (CD-ROM) [38] indicated
 that the number of in-print titles for each subject was not too large to
 inhibit extensive further analysis of the titles. Both homosexuality and
 the occult had been considered as subjects, but awareness of the very
 large numbers of books in print on each topic militated against their
 choice.

 Since library collections would be analyzed to see if they included
 representative titles devoted to the opposing views on each subject, a
 checklist of titles was needed. As noted above, in previous research such
 checklists were usually compiled by the investigators or by other re-
 searchers rather arbitrarily, often from titles that had been censored,
 as reported by librarians and others. For this study, the decision was
 made to develop a checklist from all the titles that librarians in the
 sampled libraries chose as representative of their diverse holdings, irre-
 spective of whether the titles had received objections. While changing
 the design of the checklist did not necessarily result in a less arbitrary
 list than in previous research, having the checklist originate with the
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 11

 varied selections of numerous librarians ensured that it was not subject
 to the personal biases of the investigators or limited to a narrow range
 of titles that had received objections.

 In September 1992, a five-page questionnaire was sent to the directors
 of each of the 250 sample libraries. Prior to the mailing, the question-
 naire had been pretested in three public libraries of varying sizes, cri-
 tiqued by three experts in library research methodology, and substan-
 tially revised. Librarians were asked to list bibliographical information
 for four books and audiovisuals in their collections, published 1982-91,
 that present diverse, opposing views on each of the four subjects. The
 pretest had indicated that listing four titles would not present an undue
 burden for respondents, and that number was deemed sufficient to
 produce a diverse list of both books and audiovisuals. In the directions,
 the questionnaire read, "For example, for capital punishment, your col-
 lection may include a book that presents both the pro-capital punish-
 ment and anti-capital punishment views as well as other books that
 present one point of view predominantly or exclusively. If your collec-
 tion includes titles that argue a specific side of the issue, please include
 titles supporting differing positions if available. . . . They should be

 representative titles, not necessarily the 'best' titles."5
 The questionnaire inquired about the ease or difficulty librarians had

 in selecting and ordering materials for each of the four subject areas.
 Respondents also provided information on library and community char-
 acteristics (population served, annual circulation, registered borrowers,
 and hours of service weekly); on whether the library had a written collec-
 tion development policy and, if a policy existed, if it indicated that the
 library attempted to build a diverse collection; and on how important
 having a diverse collection was to the library (with replies ranging from
 "very important" to "not important"). In addition, librarians ranked
 data on the most important methods they used to locate and/or select
 diverse materials, and they provided details on patron complaints about
 materials in the collection as well as indicating whether the library had
 a written complaint form.

 Analysis of Holdings Data
 Of the 250 questionnaires sent, after one follow-up request, librarians
 returned 157 (62.8 percent) usable questionnaires. The responses are

 analyzed below. The librarians generated bibliographic data for 452
 unique titles that they held in their collections on the four subjects. The
 majority of the titles were published from 1986 to 1991, and the decision

 5. If you are interested in having a copy of the questionnaire used in this study, please
 contact one of us.
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 12 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 was made to limit further analysis to those titles and to 1992 titles that
 librarians had included. The total number of titles on the checklist was

 278, with seventy-three titles on abortion, forty-three on capital punish-
 ment, ninety-five on disarmament, and sixty-seven on euthanasia.

 At this point in the study, we realized that it was essential to know
 if all the 157 libraries that had returned questionnaires had been full-
 participating OCLC members as far back as 1986, the beginning date

 for publications on the checklist. This information was needed to ensure
 that the libraries had input data on all their holdings beginning with
 1986. (It was possible that some of the libraries that had been included
 in the 1992 OCLC directory, used to select the systematic sample of

 libraries, were very recent members.) The 1986 OCLC members direc-

 tory listed only 1 1 1 of the 157 responding libraries as full-participating
 members.

 Later in the study, holdings data collected from the OCLC database
 were compared with titles libraries had included on their questionnaires,
 and no holdings records were found for some titles that libraries had
 listed. The investigators discovered (through communications with the

 affected libraries) that errors in the 1986 and 1992 OCLC membership
 directories had designated seven libraries as full-participating libraries
 even though those libraries had not been fully participating for the time
 period designated or had never fully participated. Thus when holdings
 data were analyzed, the sample of libraries, actual full-participating
 OCLC members since 1986, was limited to 104 public libraries rather
 than the former larger numbers.

 The OCLC holdings records for all 104 libraries for each of the 278
 titles (books and audiovisuals) were retrieved and downloaded for fur-
 ther analysis. In addition, each title was searched for information on
 its position, that is, whether it was pro, anti, or neutral with regard to
 abortion, capital punishment, disarmament, or euthanasia. Positions for
 the titles were obtained when possible from published reviews that were
 critically analyzed by one or two of the investigators. If reviews were
 not available the titles were examined in local libraries or as interlibrary
 loan copies received from other libraries. After almost a year, positions
 for all 278 titles were recorded. Also, for each of the titles, information
 was collected on whether the title had been reviewed in one or more
 of the six review journals that are most frequently used for selection
 in public libraries [31] and that are ranked highest among review jour-
 nals for the number of small press titles reviewed [39]. Those six jour-
 nals are Booklist, Choice, Kirkus Reviews, Libraty Journal, New York Times
 Book Review, and Publishers Weekly.

 A specially written computer program generated information on
 which of the titles were held in each of the 104 full-participating librar-
 ies. As the study progressed, it was possible to analyze data with either
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 13

 the library or the title as the unit of analysis, and the title data included
 positions and information on reviews.

 Identification of an Index of Diversity
 We sought an index of diversity that would allow a single number to
 indicate a quantitative measure for a library's diversity in holdings. Ex-
 perts at the statistical consulting service at Indiana University,
 Bloomington, recommended use of Simpson's index of diversity [40].
 Since 1949, when E. H. Simpson published "Measurement of Diversity"
 in Nature, his index has been cited in hundreds of research studies in
 fields as varied as biology, archaeology, sociology, environmental man-
 agement, and information science [for example, see 41-44]. We believe
 that ours is the first investigation to use Simpson's index to measure
 diversity in library collections.

 For this study, Simpson's index has the distinct advantage of not being

 biased by sample size. The index allows libraries with both large and
 small numbers of holdings in subject areas to achieve high diversity
 measures if those holdings include titles that are fairly representative
 of pro, anti, and neutral positions. A computer program was written
 to apply the following Simpson's formula to this study's data:

 3

 where mr = proportion in the population of the ith group. Simpson's
 measure I gives equal weight to titles that are neutral (incorporating both
 pro and anti positions), pro, or anti. In the present research, the highest

 Simpson's index that can be achieved is .67.6 It occurs when a library

 6. If there are N groups, the highest possible diversity score that can be achieved is when

 the items are distributed equally among each of the N groups, and therefore n, =
 1/N for each i. Then

 N

 I= 1- ir
 = 1

 1 N

 N

 Thus, if there are three groups, as in the present research, the highest possible score

 is In= = I - 1/3 = 2/3 = .67. If there are ten groups, I.,, = I - 1/10 = .9, etc.
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 14 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 has an equal number of titles with each position, for example, five pro-
 choice titles, five pro-life titles, and five neutral titles on abortion, for
 a total of fifteen titles from the study's checklist of seventy-three abor-
 tion titles. Some may argue that this weighting is unjustified, since the
 neutral titles offer both viewpoints and thus should receive a greater
 weight. However, such an unequal weighting is contrary to the implicit
 ALA professional stance that advocates collecting extreme views [for
 example, see 1, p. 50]. Thus, a library should have strong pro and anti
 titles as well as neutral materials. Also, some may object to the fact that
 this study's use of Simpson's index rewards equal distributions of pro,
 anti, and neutral titles while ALA policies state that a balanced collection
 of diverse views on a subject is unnecessary as long as the various views
 are at least represented. Still, given this study's intention to examine
 whether some viewpoints are underrepresented or overrepresented, the
 investigators considered equal representation an "ideal" measurement
 that would allow for critical examination of possible reasons for devia-
 tions from the ideal. The lowest possible value of Simpson's index is 0,
 when all titles are found in a single group.7

 Simpson's indexes were calculated for each of the 104 sample libraries
 for their holdings in abortion, capital punishment, disarmament, and
 euthanasia. Also, an index was computed for each library's overall hold-
 ings in the four subject areas.

 Books in Print Data

 Our third research question concerns the relationship between library
 holdings on controversial subjects and the publishing output for those
 subjects. The investigators wanted to identify the degree of fit between,
 for example, the number of pro-choice, pro-life, and neutral books in
 our sample libraries and the number of pro-choice, pro-life, and neutral
 books available in print. Two sources were considered to estimate pub-
 lishing output: Books in Print Plus (CD-ROM) (BIP +) and lists of titles
 from relevant special interest groups (the latter are discussed below).

 A keyword and subject search of BIP + was used to obtain the list of
 titles available in each subject area. The subject direction (pro, anti,
 or neutral) was determined for each work, using reviews or personal

 7. There is no diversity at all if all the items are distributed in a single group K. Then

 N

 where lfk = I and Tfi = O, where i # K. Then Imin = I - 12 = 0.
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 15

 inspection of titles. The data from the BIP+ sample were then com-
 pared with the data from the titles generated by the sample librarians.
 Audiovisual materials obtained in the sample were eliminated for better
 comparison with the BIP + data.

 Special Interest Groups Data
 As noted above, the second procedure considered to address the ques-
 tion of publishing output relied on data obtained from selected special
 interest groups (SIGs). These groups were expected to provide lists of
 titles in their respective subject areas that might not appear in BIP +
 and that would give a broader perspective on the potential availability
 of diverse materials.

 Nonprofit organizations in each of the four subject areas were identi-
 fied using Encyclopedia of Associations (CD-ROM) [45]. Larger SIGs, those
 with in-house libraries, special collections, and larger memberships,
 were given preference over other SIGs. Although an attempt was made
 to locate about ten organizations representative of all points of view on
 each subject area, this was not always possible. In fact, we were able to
 identify sufficient pro, anti, and neutral organizations for only the sub-
 ject areas of abortion and, to a lesser degree, euthanasia. Only a few
 antidisarmament groups and a single pro-capital punishment group
 were located. The SIGs were contacted and asked to supply checklists
 of books and audiovisual titles that they considered important for an
 informed discussion of their positions on the four subject areas.

 Results

 Before analyzing the results specific to holdings data, we examined re-
 sponses to several questions on the 157 questionnaires (62.8 percent)
 returned by the 250 public libraries surveyed. Though the study was
 later limited to 104 libraries and their holdings records, the 157 re-
 sponses were well suited for analyzing answers to general questions not
 specific to holdings.

 The responding libraries did not differ appreciably from the total
 population with regard to average annual expenditures spent for mate-
 rials, which previous researchers have considered as a variable strongly
 correlated with holdings. Based on data from the American Library Direc-
 tory, an average annual materials budget for three years was calculated
 for each of the 250 libraries. The three years that were analyzed-
 1986, 1989, and 1991-include the time period when the libraries
 were purchasing the books and audiovisuals included on this study's
 checklist.
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 16 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 TABLE 1
 NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES SENT AND RECEIVED GROUPED BY AVERAGE ANNUAL

 MATERIALS EXPENDITURES, 1986, 1989, 1991

 Average Annual Number of Number of

 Expenditures ($) Questionnaires Sent Questionnaires Received

 3,000,001-6,000,000 6 (2.4) 4 (2.6)
 2,000,001-3,000,000 2 (.8) 1 (.6)
 1,000,001-2,000,000 20 (8.0) 13 (8.3)

 500,001-1,000,000 11 (4.4) 7 (4.5)

 300,001-500,000 34 (13.6) 23 (14.7)

 200,001-300,000 32 (12.8) 19 (12.1)
 100,001-200,000 56 (22.4) 30 (19.1)

 50,001-100,000 55 (22.0) 40 (25.5)
 0-50,000 34 (13.6) 20 (12.7)

 Total 250 (100.0) 157 (100.1)

 NoTE.-Numbers in parentheses are percentages. Percentage totals do not always equal 100 due to rounding.

 Table 1 includes data on materials expenditures that distinguish be-

 tween expenditures for all 250 libraries and the 157 responding librar-
 ies. As indicated in the table, in the top range of average annual materi-

 als expenditures, 2.4 percent of all 250 libraries spent three million to
 six million dollars, while 2.6 percent of the 157 responding libraries
 fell in the same range. In the most common range, that of expenditures
 of $50,000-$100,000, 22.0 percent of all libraries and 25.5 percent of
 responding libraries are found. Table 1 indicates that though a higher
 percentage of responding libraries had expenditures in the most com-
 mon range, and a lower percentage had expenditures in the $100,000-
 $200,000 category, in all ranges the differences between the total popu-
 lation and respondents are slight.

 The 250 libraries originally surveyed are located in forty states in
 the United States plus the District of Columbia. Questionnaires were
 returned from libraries in thirty-four states, with the various regions
 of the country well represented. In many libraries, questionnaires were
 completed by more than one librarian. Most respondents were library
 directors, associate or assistant librarians, collection development librari-
 ans, adult services librarians, heads of public services, or reference li-
 brarians.

 Collection Development Policies and Patron Complaints
 As noted above, previous researchers found that having a written collec-
 tion development policy was sometimes positively related to a library's
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 17

 willingness to own and retain potentially controversial materials. Several
 questions in this study's questionnaire concerned policies. Responses to
 those questions by the 157 libraries showed that 137 libraries (87.3 per-
 cent) have written collection development (or selection) policies, and of
 those libraries, 130 (94.9 percent) have policies indicating that the librar-
 ies attempt to select and maintain collections including materials offer-
 ing diverse, opposing views on current and historical issues.

 Libraries were also asked: "In general, whether or not you have a
 written policy, how important is it for your library to have a collection
 of materials with diverse views?" In responding, 123 libraries (78.3 per-
 cent) considered diversity "very important"; thirty (19.1 percent) consid-
 ered it "moderately important"; and four (2.6 percent) considered it
 "minimally important." Not a single library considered diversity "not
 important."

 Libraries were also asked if they had a written complaint form for
 patrons who wish to register a formal objection regarcling library materi-
 als. The great majority of libraries, 144 (91.7 percent), have complaint
 forms, while twelve libraries (7.6 percent) do not. One library failed to
 answer this question.

 Though this study was not directly concerned with how patrons re-
 sponded to library materials, the questionnaire did include a question
 seeking information on whether libraries experienced complaints re-
 lated to the presence or absence of materials in collections that pre-
 sented particular points of view on potentially controversial topics. Re-
 sponding libraries indicated that 120 (76.4 percent) had received patron
 complaints about materials in the last two years. Also, sixty-nine of the
 117 libraries (almost 59 percent) that answered the second part of this
 question said that one or more of the complaints related to diversity
 issues. Of the 146 specific patron complaints enumerated by respon-
 dents, those noted ten or more times included complaints about sex in
 materials (twenty-eight mentions), access to library materials by children
 (twenty-three), materials about gays (twenty), the occult (fifteen), fiction
 (fourteen), abortion (twelve), and religion (ten).

 Difficulty or Ease of Selecting and Ordering Diverse Materials
 Libraries were asked (1) if they found it difficult to select and to order
 sufficient materials presenting diverse views on the four subject areas,
 (2) if they had difficulties with other topics, and (3) if they would indicate
 reasons for the difficulties. The responses showed that difficulties vary
 with subject area.

 In selecting diverse materials, seventy-seven libraries (49.0 percent)
 had difficulties with one or more of the four subject areas or they listed
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 18 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 other areas, for example, gay rights, the environment, or Christian fic-
 tion. For abortion, thirteen libraries (16.9 percent) had difficulties; for
 capital punishment, twenty-seven (35.1 percent); for disarmament,
 forty-one (53.3 percent); and for euthanasia, fifteen (19.5 percent). The

 major reasons given for difficulties were lack of reviews (twenty-six li-
 braries), lack of publications offering diverse views (twenty-five), and
 lack of patron demand (ten) as well as lack of quality of publications,
 bias in publishing or among selection staff, cost of materials, format

 (for example, poor binding), and classification problems.
 Librarians noted specific problems with some consistency. Many

 agreed with one librarian who said, "It's hard to find timely materials
 reflecting opposing views on capital punishment and disarmament. I

 could use BIP to find titles, but it doesn't tell me anything about con-
 tent." Some noted that many capital punishment and disarmament titles

 are too technical for many public library users, including students. Mate-
 rials with pro-capital punishment and antidisarmament views were

 scarce. Since the end of the Cold War, the public seems less interested
 in disarmament; and among the four subjects under consideration,
 abortion and euthanasia are of greatest interest. Several librarians
 agreed with this observation: "Anti-euthanasia and especially anti-
 abortion materials seem to be predominantly 'fringe' publications, sel-
 dom reviewed and therefore difficult to access as to accuracy, authorita-
 tiveness. The absence of reviews can be seen as revealing." Some noted
 difficulties in selecting titles written from the "classic conservative view-
 point."

 Libraries were asked if they had difficulties ordering diverse materials
 because we assumed that perhaps librarians might have acquisitions
 problems that were distinct from selection problems. For example, since
 many small publishers issue potentially controversial titles and library
 vendors often do not stock some small publishers, problems with ven-
 dors were anticipated. However, few libraries indicated that they had
 ordering difficulties, and when difficulties were enumerated, analysis
 showed that they were predominantly selection rather than ordering
 problems. Four libraries mentioned having difficulties with ordering
 materials on abortion; ten with capital punishment; eleven with disarma-
 ment; and six with euthanasia. One librarian said, "Vendors do not
 carry some publishers. Publishers quickly run out of stock or the book
 is out of print"; another noted problems acquiring works of "small,
 obscure, 'unknown' publishers."

 Methods Used for Locating and/or Selecting Diverse Materials
 Libraries were asked to rank the four most important methods they
 used to locate and/or select diverse materials (for example, use of review
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 19

 journals and patron requests). Responses indicated that review journals
 were ranked first in importance by 133 libraries (84.7 percent) and sec-
 ond by fifteen libraries (9.6 percent). Patron requests were the first
 choice of thirteen libraries (8.3 percent) and the second of sixty-four
 (40.8 percent). Other methods mentioned were use of bibliographies,
 publishers' catalogs, local newspapers, teachers' assignments, vendors'
 information, and staff recommendations.

 These findings were expected. As noted above, previous research in-
 dicated that public libraries of all sizes depend primarily on reviews for
 selecting materials. Also, the other methods reported in this study are
 the methods generally used by public librarians.

 Results Related to Reviews, Holdings, and Direction of Titles
 As noted above, the checklist in this study included 278 books and au-
 diovisual titles, with seventy-three titles on abortion, forty-three on capi-
 tal punishment, ninety-five on disarmament, and sixty-seven on eutha-
 nasia. Each title had been selected by one or more of the libraries as
 an example of a diverse holding on the subject. Each title was checked
 to determine (1) the number of reviews it received in Booklist, Chowe,
 Kirkus Reviews, Libra?y Journal, New York Times Book Review, and Publishers
 Weekly, (2) the number of libraries owning the title, and (3) the direction
 of the title, that is, whether it was pro, anti, or neutral with respect to
 the subject content. For this part of the study, as indicated above, hold-
 ings in 104 libraries were checked after we confirmed that each library
 had been an OCLC full-participating member since 1986.

 Tables 2-5 show the respective findings for abortion, capital punish-
 ment, disarmament, and euthanasia titles. In table 2, of the seventy-
 three abortion titles, twenty-five are proabortion (pro-choice), twenty-
 nine are neutral, and nineteen are antiabortion (pro-life). No title
 received six reviews; four titles received five reviews; three received
 four reviews; seven, three reviews; eleven, two reviews; ten, one review;
 and thirty-eight, zero reviews. Holdings data and data on direction of
 titles are also shown in this table. For example, all four titles that re-
 ceived five reviews are proabortion, and all are held in fifty to ninety-
 nine of the 104 libraries. On the other hand, of the thirty-eight titles

 that received zero reviews, three are held in fifty to ninety-nine libraries
 and are all neutral; one neutral title is in forty to forty-nine libraries;
 one proabortion title is in thirty to thirty-nine libraries; two titles (one
 neutral and one antiabortion) are in twenty to twenty-nine libraries; ten
 titles (four proabortion, two neutral, and four antiabortion) are in ten

 to nineteen libraries; and twenty-one titles (two proabortion, seven neu-
 tral, and twelve antiabortion) are in one to nine libraries. Tables 3-5
 are organized similarly to table 2.
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 MEASURING DIVERSITY OF OPINION 21

 For each of the four subject areas, to test whether there is a statistically
 significant relationship between the number of reviews a title received
 and the number of libraries owning that title, correlation coefficients
 were calculated. The accepted level of significance in this study was set
 at .05. The Pearson R for abortion is .6670 (P = .000); for capital
 punishment, .4270 (P = .004); for disarmament, .6480 (P = .000); and
 for euthanasia, .6752 (P = .000). Thus, each subject area relationship
 is statistically significant. Since previous research [29, 30, 36] has also
 found that materials receiving more reviews are held in more libraries
 than those receiving fewer reviews, this finding was expected, especially
 since this study's public libraries used review journals as the major selec-
 tion source.

 However, the investigators did not expect a number of additional
 findings. For abortion, though the distribution of direction of titles is
 fairly similar (twenty-five proabortion, twenty-nine neutral, and nine-
 teen antiabortion), the number of reviews received and the holdings
 numbers vary considerably. Data were compiled to compare direction
 of titles with library holdings. Of the antiabortion titles, seventeen (89.5
 percent) received zero reviews; and the seventeen titles are held in only
 one to twenty-nine libraries, with twelve of those titles (63.2 percent)
 in one to nine libraries. On the other hand, ten proabortion titles (40
 percent) received three to five reviews; nine are held in fifty to ninety-
 nine libraries and one is in forty to ninety-nine libraries. Neutral titles
 also were more widely reviewed and are held in more libraries than are
 antiabortion titles.

 If one eliminates consideration of reviews and looks solely at direction
 of titles and library holdings of abortion titles (with number of libraries
 divided into four categories rather than the six categories in the table),
 one finds that for titles held in one to twenty-five libraries, 32 percent
 of proabortion, 41 percent of neutral, and 84 percent of antiabortion
 titles are in this category. However, for titles held in fifty-one to seventy-
 five libraries, 40 percent of proabortion, 24 percent of neutral, and 11
 percent of antiabortion titles are found.

 Though it is beyond the scope of this study to determine reasons
 other than reviewing patterns for why the proabortion titles are held
 in more libraries than are the antiabortion titles, one possible explana-
 tion may relate to differences in the types of publishers for each cate-
 gory. A brief examination of data for the publishers in Literary Market
 Place [46] and BIP + showed that about 70 percent of the proabortion
 titles were published by large trade publishers, university presses, or
 widely known small publishers, all of whom are likely to be recognized
 by public librarians and journal review editors. On the other hand, no
 large trade publishers issued the antiabortion titles; and though large
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 22 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 publishers were represented, most are known primarily for their publi-
 cations on religion. Neutral titles were issued predominantly by educa-
 tional and professional publishers and university presses.

 The data in table 3 for forty-three capital punishment titles indicate
 that most titles are held in few libraries and no titles received more
 than two reviews. Actually, 63 percent of the titles are held in one to
 twenty-five libraries. The distribution of positions of titles is consider-
 ably skewed. Only one pro-capital punishment title was mentioned by
 librarians, while nineteen (44 percent) of the titles are anti-capital pun-
 ishment, and twenty-three (54 percent) are neutral. Thus comparisons
 of holdings of pro-capital punishment and anti-capital punishment
 titles are not meaningful for this subject. If one contrasts anti-capital
 punishment and neutral titles, the data show comparable holdings: 63
 percent of anti-capital punishment and 65 percent of neutral titles are
 held in one to twenty-five libraries, and 5 percent of anti-capital punish-
 ment and 9 percent of neutral are in fifty-one to seventy-five libraries.

 Disarmament titles in table 4 numbered ninety-five (thirty-seven are
 prodisarmament, forty-six neutral, and twelve antidisarmament). Pro-
 disarmament titles were 39 percent of the population, with neutral rep-
 resenting 48 percent and antidisarmament only 13 percent. Though
 twenty-six titles (27 percent) received three or more reviews, and eleven
 (42 percent) are held in fifty to ninety-nine libraries, still most titles are
 held in few libraries. Comparisons of positions of titles and holdings
 records show that for holdings in one to twenty-five libraries, 62 percent
 of prodisarmament, 50 percent of neutral, and 33 percent of antidisar-
 mament titles are found; and for holdings in twenty-six to fifty libraries,
 24 percent of prodisarmament, 33 percent of neutral, and 58 percent
 of antidisarmament titles are found. Thus, while the antidisarmament
 position is underrepresented in number of titles, a higher proportion
 of those titles are nevertheless more widely held than are prodisarma-
 ment titles.

 In table 5, euthanasia data are displayed for sixty-seven titles. Again,
 the positions of titles are skewed, with only seven titles (10 percent)
 antieuthanasia, thirty (45 percent) neutral, and thirty (45 percent) pro-
 euthanasia. Of the seven antieuthanasia titles, four received no reviews
 and are held in only one to nine libraries. In general, proeuthanasia
 titles are held in more libraries than are either neutral or antieuthanasia
 titles. For example, 70 percent of proeuthanasia, 47 percent of neutral,
 and 43 percent of antieuthanasia titles are held in twenty-six or more
 libraries.

 Results Related to Simpson's Diversity Measure
 Simpson's index of diversity was calculated for each of the 104 libraries
 for their holdings in abortion, capital punishment, disarmament, and
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 26 THE LIBRARY QUARTERLY

 euthanasia. Also, the index was computed for each library's overall hold-
 ings in the four subject areas. The highest index that can be achieved
 is .67.

 Index scores achieved by individual libraries varied widely. For exam-
 ple, for abortion, scores ranged from zero to .65. Five libraries had
 scores of zero, and nine additional libraries had scores below .50, while
 eight libraries had a score of .62, and four libraries had scores between
 .63 and .65. The mean index score for abortion was .53, and the median
 was .57. For capital punishment (which had only one anti-capital pun-
 ishment title), scores ranged from zero to .54. Nineteen libraries had
 scores of zero and sixty-five additional libraries had scores below .50.
 The mean index score for capital punishment was .37, and the median
 was .465.

 Libraries achieved their highest diversity scores for disarmament.
 Scores ranged from zero to .66. Though five libraries had scores of
 zero and sixteen libraries scored below .50, twenty-five libraries still had
 scores of .62 or above, with four libraries achieving .65 or .66. The
 mean for disarmament was .54, and the median was .585. With euthana-
 sia scores ranging from zero to .63, six libraries had scores of zero and
 an additional twenty-one libraries scored below .50. Two libraries scored
 .63 (none scored .62, which has been used above to indicate a high
 range). The mean for euthanasia was .50, and the median was .545.
 Finally, if one looks at the diversity scores overall for the four subject
 areas, one finds that they ranged from .11 to .58. The mean score overall
 was .49, and the median was .53.

 The diversity index scores indicate that many libraries achieved high
 scores in disarmament and abortion holdings. Also, euthanasia scores
 were often high. However, many libraries had low capital punishment
 scores due especially to the paucity of pro-capital punishment titles on
 the study's checklist. The low capital punishment scores affected overall
 scores. The data show that at least a quarter of the libraries had low
 diversity scores in some subject areas. Below, we discuss the variables
 that were found to relate to high and low Simpson's index scores.

 Results Related to "Books in Print" Data
 In comparing library holdings with publishing output, both variables
 were quantified. Library holdings were measured as the sample of titles
 the libraries provided, though we realized that a true measure of library
 holdings would require counting all the libraries' holdings in the four
 subject areas. Since respondents had been asked to list titles that re-
 flected various points of view on the respective topics, we considered
 the lists fairly representative of the diversity of titles held by sample
 libraries.
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 TABLE 6

 NUMBERS OF TITLES IN BOOKS IN PRINT PLUS (BIP +) AND NUMIBER OF SAMPLE TITLES,
 GROUPED BY SUBJECT, WITH SUBJECT DIRECTION INDICATED

 Pro Neutral Anti Total

 Abortion:

 BIP+ 42 (29) 57 (39) 46 (32) 145 (100)

 Sample 23 (34) 26 (39) 18 (27) 67 (100)
 Capital punishment:
 BIP+ 5 (13) 21 (55) 12 (32) 38 (100)
 Sample 1 (2) 23 (53) 19 (44) 43 (99)

 Disarmament:

 BIP+ 57 (43) 72 (54) 5 (4) 134 (101)
 Sample 32 (36) 44 (50) 12 (14) 88 (100)

 Euthanasia:

 BIP+ 12 (34) 18 (51) 5 (14) 35 (99)

 Sample 24 (42) 27 (47) 6 (11) 57 (100)

 NOTE.-Numbers in parentheses are percentages. Percentage totals do not always equal 100 due to rounding. Total
 undetermined = 13 (for abortion, 9; capital punishment, 2; disarmament, 2). These were titles for which no reviews
 were found, which were not listed in OCLC or the most recent BIP +, which were not available via interlibrary loan,

 and whose publishers were unreachable.

 Publishing output included the titles retrieved fronm BIP +. Though
 numerous titles published each year are not included in BIP +, what is
 included is a reasonable approximation of most publishing output (and
 SIG titles, which supplement BIP + data, are analyzed below).

 As noted, the investigators eliminated audiovisual titles from their
 sample set of library holdings to make for a better comparison with the
 BIP + book records. This precaution notwithstanding, the investigators
 encountered anomalous data, specifically instances where our sample
 cohorts actually exceeded the BIP + cohorts. For example, as shown in
 table 6, for euthanasia, BIP + includes thirty-five euthanasia titles for
 the designated publishing time frame, but libraries listed fifty-seven ti-
 tles among their holdings. These discrepancies are probably due to the
 inclusion of less common publications reported by our respondents-
 such items as government documents, loose-leaf publications, and small
 press titles not included in BIP +-and to the probability that the re-
 spondents listed titles that are no longer in print. We decided that even
 though the holdings titles resulted in dissimilar data sets, they contrib-
 uted to a more realistic depiction of library holdings and thus were
 retained. Consequently, the findings discussed below must be inter-
 preted with some caution.

 As shown in table 6, the initial results are of some interest since they
 show that, generally, the library titles paralleled the BIP + titles. In fact
 the difference between sample and BIP + titles was not significant for
 abortion (X2 goodness of fit, x2 = 1.27, df = 2, P = .6) or euthanasia
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 (X2 goodness of fit, x2= 1.96, df = 2, P = .4). While sample and BIP +
 differences were significant for capital punishment (X2 goodness of fit,
 x2 = 6.00, df 2, P = .05) and disarmament (X2 goodness of fit, 2
 = 17.28, df = 2, P < .001), visual examination of these data (see table
 6) shows strong similarities for all variables, especially in the neutral
 cohorts.

 In short, the BIP + data allayed our concerns regarding the sample
 libraries' possible underrepresentation of holdings that are pro-capital
 punishment or antidisarmament. Since those positions are also under-
 represented in BIP+, it appears that libraries had relatively limited
 choices when they selected titles with those stances.

 As stated above, these results reflect the diversity of titles only and
 are not an indication of actual library holdings. To illustrate, the fact
 that the sampled abortion titles are fairly well distributed (pro, neutral,
 and anti) only indicates that the respondents could provide a variety of
 titles for each cohort. It says nothing about how widely these items are
 held by sample libraries. That determination is discussed above (see pp.
 19-25).

 Results Related to SIG Data
 As noted above, SIGs were queried for lists of books and other materials
 that they thought were appropriate for public library collections. Twelve
 SIGs were queried for abortion, and responses were received from
 seven, of which three were pro-choice and four pro-life. For euthanasia,
 eleven SIGs were queried, and responses were obtained from eight, of
 which seven were antieuthanasia, one proeuthanasia. For disarmament
 and capital punishment combined, only nine responses were received.
 Due to the low response rate for the latter two subject areas, we decided
 not to analyze SIG publishing data either in combination with BIP+
 data or separately (for all four subject areas). This decision was disap-
 pointing since at the beginning of the study, we had planned to supple-
 ment BIP+ information with SIG publications to analyze publishing
 patterns.

 However, since the SIG data for abortion and euthanasia were fairly
 representative of pro and anti positions, we chose to analyze those data
 in relation to OCLC libraries' holdings of SIG titles. Special interest
 group data for abortion and euthanasia were analyzed separately. For
 abortion, 148 titles were identified. Randomly sampling one-half of the
 titles yielded a population of seventy-four, of which forty were pro-life
 and thirty-four pro-choice. Twenty-three (31 percent) of these titles
 were not in the OCLC database, leaving fifty-one titles in the sample.
 With our decision to study only 1986-92 titles, this sample was reduced
 to thirty-seven titles.
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 For euthanasia, 115 titles were suggested by the SIGs. To make this
 sample more workable, this number was reduced by half to fifty-seven
 titles. Since the original sample of 115 included only nineteen proeutha-
 nasia titles, all nineteen were retained to maintain subject diversity, and
 thirty-eight proeuthanasia titles were randomly selected-for the total
 sample of fifty-seven titles. Eighteen (32 percent) of these titles were
 not in OCLC, leaving thirty-nine titles in the sample. When titles not
 published during 1986-92 were eliminated, the final sample numbered
 twenty-seven.

 No neutral titles were identified for either subject area. We had con-
 sidered the SIGs as a purposive sample, from whom we hoped to obtain
 titles representing the extremes of opinion.

 We chose to compare the number of sample libraries holding a given
 SIG title with the number of all OCLC libraries holding that title to
 determine the extent of holdings both in the study's libraries and in
 the larger universe of OCLC libraries, which includes academic and
 special as well as public libraries.

 Examination of the data for abortion showed that at least 70 percent
 of the titles were held by only a few libraries: for the 1]04 sample librar-
 ies, 70 percent of the titles are in zero to ten libraries; and for total
 OCLC libraries, 73 percent are in zero to 250 libraries. Three titles (8
 percent) are at the opposite end of the range and held by 1,250-2,100
 of the total number of OCLC libraries, while two titles (5 percent) are
 held by seventy-one to 101 sample libraries. These data suggest that,
 while few of the SIG-suggested titles are widely held by the sample
 libraries, the holdings of those public libraries for these titles are similar
 to the holdings of all OCLC libraries.

 The euthanasia SIG data reveal similar patterns. Again, the greatest
 number of titles are held by the fewest number of libraries: for the
 sample libraries, 64 percent are held in zero to ten libraries; and for
 the total group of OCLC libraries, 43 percent are held in zero to 250
 libraries. In general, the titles appear to be slightly more evenly distrib-
 uted among the holdings cohorts, possibly suggesting greater variability
 in holdings of the SIG titles for euthanasia.

 Interestingly, seven (19 percent) of the thirty-seven abortion titles
 from SIGs were held by at least half of the 104 surveyed libraries. Three
 (11 percent) of the twenty-seven euthanasia titles were held by half.
 Twenty-five (68 percent) of the abortion titles were held by at least one
 of the sample libraries, and twenty-three (85 percent) of the euthanasia
 titles were held by at least one of the sample libraries. However, as
 noted above, approximately 32 percent of the titles on the original SIG
 checklists for both abortion and euthanasia were not found in the OCLC
 database. Thus it appears that while holdings for SIG titles found in
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 OCLC reflect normal expectations (wide holdings of a few titles and
 minimal holdings of most titles), nevertheless nearly one-third of the
 titles provided by the SIGs were not held in any OCLC libraries. This
 finding suggests that SIGs may serve as useful resources of selection
 aids for potentially controversial titles.

 Results Relating Simpson's Index Scores to Independent Variables
 The fifth research question addressed the relationship between relative
 level of diversity (RLD), as measured by Simpson's indexes (the depen-
 dent variables) and library characteristics (the independent variables).
 Regression analysis was used to measure RLDs of the 104 libraries
 against all nonnominal, independent data sets identified in respondents'
 questionnaires. In addition, multiple linear regression of these data sets
 was used not only to analyze all independent variables simultaneously
 with each dependent variable but also to create models for public library
 collection diversity.

 Relative levels of diversity for each of the four subject areas, as well
 as overall RLDs, were measured against the following independent vari-
 ables: average annual materials budget (budget); population served
 (population); annual circulation (circulation); number of registered bor-
 rowers (borrowers); existence of a written collection development policy
 (policy); the importance of collection diversity (diversity); difficulty in
 selecting materials on abortion (selabor), euthanasia (seleuth), capital
 punishment (selcp), and disarmament (seldis); difficulty in ordering/
 acquiring materials on abortion (ordabor), euthanasia (ordeuth), capital
 punishment (ordcp), and disarmament (orddis); whether the library had
 experienced any patron complaints in the last two years (censorl);
 whether the library had experienced any patron complaints related to
 the presence or absence of materials with controversial viewpoints (cen-
 sor2); and whether the library had a written complaint form (com-
 plaint).

 Though the multiple linear regression was performed, as noted
 above, using the overall, or average, Simpson's score for each sample
 library (as well as Simpson scores for each of the four subject areas),
 we realized that the average score is of dubious meaning. It combines
 the scores only for each of the four subject areas rather than indicating
 a genuine overall Simpson's index for a given library in all subject areas
 collected by that library. Still, the average Simpson's index computed
 in this study has intrinsic interest, and it was used as the dependent
 variable for part of this study's analysis.

 Model building procedures were run using Statistical Analysis System
 (SAS) on each of the five dependent variables. The combination of for-
 ward selection, backward elimination, and stepwise procedure contrib-
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 TABLE 7

 MODELS CHOSEN FOR EACH OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

 Dependent Variables Independent Variables/Models

 SI-mean/overall model Circula, policy
 SI-abortion Circula, policy, divers
 SI-capital punishment Circula, policy, selcp, censor2
 SI-disarmament Circula, policy, censor2, orddis
 SI-euthanasia Circula, divers

 NoTE.-Sl = Simpson's index; circula = annual circulation; policy = existence of a
 written collection development policy; divers = the importance of collection diversity;
 selcp = difficulty in selecting capital punishment materials; censor2 = whether the
 library had experienced any patron complaints related to the presence or absence of
 controversial materials; and orddis = difficulty in ordering/acquiring materials on disar-
 mament.

 uted to the decision-making process. The models chosen for each de-
 pendent variable are displayed in table 7.

 The most striking finding in these processes was the predominance
 of circulation as a relevant variable (see table 7). Circulation had the
 highest correlation with each of the five dependent variables, and high
 annual circulation was related positively to a high RLD.

 Almost equally striking was the significance of the policy variable,
 which was the second most highly correlated variable using forward
 selection (with the exception of Simpson's index [SI]-euthanasia, for
 which diversity was the second most highly correlated). Having a collec-
 tion development policy was associated with having a high RLD. Other
 highly correlated variables included selcp, censor2, orddis, diversity,
 and seleuth. Each of the dependent variables, however, presented dif-
 ferent significant independent variables and suggested, therefore, dif-
 ferent models.

 For abortion, a model was chosen that included circulation, policy,
 and diversity. This model, while failing a strict .05 level of significance
 (P = .0631), is strengthened with the inclusion of the diversity variable.
 Without diversity, a two-variable model for abortion explains 8.75 per-
 cent of the variance; with diversity, the model explains 10.69 percent
 of the variance.

 The final model chosen for capital punishment includes circulation,
 policy, selcp, and censor2. This model presented some (lifficulties due to
 different results from the three model selection procedures. However,
 observing that the budget and circulation variables were highly corre-
 lated, we decided to apply the model selection procedures a second time
 without budget included as a variable. This produced a forward selec-
 tion model identical to the final model mentioned above, significant at
 .0108 and accounting for 18.51 percent of the variance.
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 The capital punishment data set, however, does present a singular
 anomaly. The capital punishment model (consisting of the variables cir-
 culation, policy, selcp, and censor2) features the singular negative rela-
 tionship among all the policy variables-that between SI-capital punish-
 ment and censor2. In other words the more likely a library was to report
 patron complaints related to controversial subject matter, the less likely
 it was to have a diverse collection in capital punishment.

 For disarmament, a model consisting of circulation, policy, censor2,
 and orddis was chosen. This model, suggested by forward selection, is
 significant at the .0049 level and accounts for 21.67 percent of the vari-
 ance, making it the strongest of all the models for collection diversity.
 Interestingly, the relationship between SI-disarmament and censor2 in
 this model is a positive one, unlike that for SI-capital punishment. Thus
 the more likely the libraries were to receive complaints related to contro-
 versiality, the more likely they were to have diverse collections in disar-
 mament. While the relationship between censor2 and collection diversity
 may vary by subject, and while the nature of this relationship is some-
 thing of an enigma, at least in some cases patron complaints have an
 impact on diversity.

 The euthanasia model, consisting of circulation and diversity, was
 somewhat unusual in that, unlike the other models, it does not include
 policy. Policy ranked as the fourth most significant variable under back-
 ward elimination and produced a model not significant at the .05 level
 (P = .1929). The two-variable model chosen is also not significant at the
 .05 level (P = .0693), but its nearness to .05 militated for the inclusion
 of the second variable. This model accounts for 7.89 percent of the
 variance.

 The overall model chosen (for the four subject areas) consisted of
 two variables-circulation and policy. Forward selection actually creates
 a model significant at .0058 consisting of these two variables along with
 selabor, seldis, and ordeuth; but as the latter variables are specific to
 this research project, they were not deemed appropriate for a model
 that might be used to predict collection diversity generally. The two-
 variable overall model is significant at the .0001 level and accounts for
 17.30 percent of the variance.

 We were somewhat surprised by the preeminence of the circulation
 variable and the concomitant absence of the budget variable in these
 models (see table 7). As noted above, budget and circulation were highly
 correlated. However, circulation proved to be a consistently more pow-
 erful predictor than budget. These findings indicate a strong relation-
 ship between circulation and public library collection diversity. How-
 ever, it is not clear whether diverse collections yield high circulation,
 or collections with high circulation become diverse, or other reasons
 explain the relationship.
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 The strength of the policy variable is interesting, notwithstanding the
 prevalence of collection development policies among the sample librar-
 ies (87.3 percent had policies). Since previous research has found a
 positive relationship between having a policy and holding controversial
 materials in the collection, perhaps the strength of the policy variable
 should have been expected. Clearly, policies are associated with creating
 diverse collections.

 Also worthy of note is that although the circulation variable is com-
 mon to all models and the policy variable common to all save one, other
 variables play important roles in the final models (see table 7). Two
 models include censor2 (discussed above) and two include diversity. One
 includes a selection variable (selcp), and one an ordering/acquisitions
 variable (orddis).

 Interestingly, the models for the four subject areas group themselves
 into two natural pairs. The diversity variable is common to abortion
 and euthanasia; censor2 and the selection and ordering variables are
 common to capital punishment and disarmament. We noted these same
 pairings in other parts of the study (for example, see pp. 17-18, 27-28
 above), but this statistical pairing of the four variables was especially
 intriguing.

 According to the questionnaire responses, abortion and euthanasia
 were more controversial (and in more demand) than either capital pun-
 ishment or disarmament. It appears that libraries for whom having a
 diverse collection was regarded as especially important had, in actuality,
 more diverse holdings for abortion and euthanasia, and that an empha-
 sis on diversity was important to the end result of dliverse collections
 in those areas. One may speculate that in especially controversial subject
 areas a belief in the importance of collection diversity is essential for
 the creation of diverse collections.

 Respondents also repeatedly complained about the lack of available
 pro-capital punishment and antidisarmament titles (see p. 18 above).
 Intriguingly, those who noted difficulty in selecting capital punishment
 items or ordering/acquiring disarmament items were more likely to have
 diverse collections in those areas than were libraries that said they had
 no difficulties. It appears that at least for less controversial areas, an
 awareness or acknowledgment of selection and/or acquisition difficulties
 is associated with collection diversity. Conversely, a lack of such aware-
 ness or acknowledgment may be associated with collections that are not
 diverse.

 These findings suggest that, although certain variables are more or
 less common to diversity in all subject areas, some variables seem rele-
 vant only to particular subject areas-or at a particular level of contro-
 versy. The identification of these variables should be a primary concern
 for future research.
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 Summary and Conclusions

 As noted above, this study was designed to develop a method for mea-
 suring diversity of opinions in public library collections and to test the
 method in selected OCLC libraries. The method was broadly conceived
 with attention paid to locating an objective index of measurement, iden-
 tifying the population of diverse materials available for selection by li-
 braries, and selecting key variables that relate to high or low levels of
 diversity in individual libraries. Testing the method included analyzing
 questionnaires and library holdings of book and audiovisual materials,
 publishing and reviewing patterns, checklists from special interest
 groups, and regression analysis data related to creating models of sig-
 nificant independent variables that affect diversity scores of individual
 public libraries.

 Appraising the Method Used to Measure Diversity of Opinions
 This study's method has some distinct benefits. First, use of Simpson's
 index produced a quantitative measure of diversity for pro, neutral,
 and anti titles that did not discriminate against libraries with small bud-
 gets and small populations served, which are the largest group of librar-
 ies in this study and in the country. Second, since the checklist of diverse
 titles originated with more than 150 libraries surveyed, it was broad in
 scope and not subject to investigator bias. The four potentially contro-
 versial subject areas of abortion, capital punishment, disarmament or
 arms control, and euthanasia were represented in the checklist titles.
 Third, we gathered evidence of publishing patterns for the four subject
 areas and of titles recommended by special interest groups. Thus when
 library holdings were compared to the universe of diverse titles avail-
 able, one could note if availability of materials in particular subject areas
 affected what libraries selected and acquired.

 A fourth benefit was that through questionnaire responses (62.8 re-
 sponse rate) librarians offered their individual opinions on difficulties
 in selecting and ordering diverse materials, and their opinions were
 related to actual evidence of library holdings. Fifth, with Simpson's in-
 dex as the dependent variable, and numerous library characteristics as
 independent variables, we were able to identify key variables that influ-
 enced libraries' index scores.

 However, the study's method was not without problems. Though
 Simpson's index is a fairly objective quantitative measure, and thus war-
 rants consideration in future research measuring diversity in libraries,
 we could not determine at this time what is an "appropriate" or "ade-
 quate" diversity index. Given that the highest index that could be ob-
 tained was .67, in analyzing data above, libraries with indexes of .50 or
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 below were distinguished from libraries with indexes of .62 and above.
 Also, means and medians were reported for all libraries. But the division
 noted is arbitrary at best, and the means and medians concealed some
 important differences among libraries. Thus, though Simpson's index
 allows one to compare libraries, only future research employing the
 index can eventually lead to objective determinations of what value de-
 scribes an appropriate or adequate measure of diversity for individual
 library collections in particular subject areas and overall.

 Also, in employing the method described above, we found deficiencies
 in the coverage of titles in BIP +, in the accuracy of data in OCLC
 member directories, and in the opportunities available to identify special
 interest groups with bibliographies of diverse materials. It is to be hoped
 that future researchers will address these deficiencies.

 For us, the advantages of our method outweighed the disadvantages.
 Having the opportunity to measure diversity in a broad conceptual
 framework that recognized librarians' opinions, library holdings, pub-
 lishing and reviewing patterns, and special interest group checklists lent
 credibility to the testing of the method and the results from analyzing
 divergent data.

 Comments on the Results

 No doubt the results of this study are open to various interpretations,
 and we are aware that our own subjective points of view may have
 influenced the interpretations we have chosen to offer. Our intent in this
 final section is to emphasize results that warrant further investigation.

 In measuring diversity, the study's findings strongly suggest that di-
 versity scores may differ significantly, depending on subject area and
 position (pro, neutral, anti). For example, the librarians surveyed ex-
 pressed difficulties in locating and selecting pro-capital punishment
 materials. More than 150 libraries generated only one pro title for a
 checklist of pro-, neutral, and anti-capital punishment titles published
 from 1986 to 1992. Books in Print Plus titles for the same publishing
 period numbered only five books with a pro-capital punishment stance.
 Also, none of the capital punishment titles (pro, neutral, or anti) re-
 ceived more than two reviews in the six core journals used for selection
 by public libraries. Simpson's index scores for capital punishment hold-
 ings were the lowest for any of the four subject areas. The data seem
 to indicate clearly that building diverse collections in capital punishment
 was difficult for this study's libraries.

 Also, though librarians generated a checklist of abortion titles with
 fairly equal distribution of pro, neutral, and anti titles, the anti titles
 were less widely reviewed and less widely held than pro and neutral
 works. The publishers of antiabortion titles were also less mainstream,
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 as librarians had suggested in their questionnaires. Though the mean
 and median scores for Simpson's index were generally high for abor-
 tion, those scores fail to indicate that the libraries surveyed generally
 offer less access to antiabortion titles. This finding, challenging the as-
 sumption that librarians usually succeed in adequately representing pro
 and anti views, warrants additional exploration.

 Abortion and capital punishment are but two examples of subject
 areas that present individual characteristics that relate to libraries' levels
 of diversity. Future studies of diversity in collections should recognize
 the potential importance of in-depth analyses of subject area differentia-
 tions, with attention given to librarians' observations and publishing and
 reviewing patterns.

 As noted above, the findings from the regression analysis that identi-
 fied significant independent variables related to Simpson's index scores
 were surprising. Though materials budget and size of population served
 have been considered key independent variables relating to holdings
 (including holdings of potentially controversial titles), this study identi-
 fied amount of circulation as the key variable relating to level of diver-
 sity, with high circulation related positively to a high diversity score.
 Previously, circulation data have not been examined seriously in studies
 of diversity or restrictiveness in collections, though at least one observer
 pointed out their potential usefulness for "showing actual demand for
 particular potentially controversial books" [27, p. 110]. Why was circula-
 tion the key predictor of diversity in this study? Is it possible that the
 library's public values diversity in libraries and responds by using such
 collections? If such is the case, in practical terms, libraries need no
 stronger justification for building diverse collections since high circula-
 tion figures are widely interpreted as a measure of public library success.
 In any case, future research should investigate circulation and other
 variables to determine what factors predict high or low diversity indexes.

 Additional results from this study may interest future researchers.
 For example, some small public libraries achieved diversity levels as high
 as those of large libraries. Also, some special interest groups generated
 lists of titles they thought should be held in public libraries, but the
 titles were not held in any OCLC member libraries. Along these same
 lines, the variables of patron demand and of librarians' perceptions and
 beliefs regarding patron demand could provide insights into collection
 diversity. Though Simpson's index was useful, are there other measures
 of diversity equally useful, or more useful, for analyzing collection diver-
 sity? The fact that this study has perhaps raised more questions than
 it has answered is an indication of the need for continuing research on
 measuring diversity in library collections.
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