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Introduction

One of my principle responsibilities is collection development. I thotoughly
enjoy this task. Tucked away underneath all the proper professional teasons for this
pleasure, such as the intellectual engagement with a broad variety of literature, the
sense of accomplishment in building a lasting testimony to religious literature, etc.,
there is a simple joy in spending money. And the more money I can spend to build
this wonderful collection, the happier I am. My ecstasy would know no bounds if
only funds were available in an infinite amount. But the budgeting and allocation
process keeps my feet planted firmly on the ground.

My wife and I spent last month in France, and we had the privilege of visiting
a number of relatives, mostly from her parents’ generation. And each visit centered
around a table. The meals invariably consisted of several coutses, and we were
urged to eat, eat, eat, and then eat some mote. Each course could have been a meal
in itself. And so we spent hours around the table and managed to consume
incredible amounts of food. How I wish I could setve up book ordets the way we
were served dinner and find myself urging the acquisitions department to order,
order, and then order some more. But budgets and allocations define the task quite
differently. Much of the literature on collection development budgeting and
allocation is responding much more to enforced dieting than to feasting.

Budget allocation is like slicing a pie at a picnic. If there is plenty to go around,
evetybody is satisfied, pethaps even feeling stuffed, and there is little fuss about the
size of any given piece. But change the scenario. There is only one small pie, and
everybody at the picnic is hungry. How that pie is sliced becomes a major political
issue.

Library materials budgets can be like that pie. While there is plenty of money
to go around, it is not much of an issue as to how the money is allocated. And
since the collection development officer is the one who holds the knife, it is a quite
pleasant task when everyone gets as much as they want. But the task takes on a
different tenor when it becomes necessary to focus on trying to see that each gets a
fair share because there is not enough to go around.

For many yeats, there seemed to be a more than adequatekmatenals budget at
Andrews University, at least up through the turn of the century. At the time of the
last accreditation visit of the Association of Theological Schools (ATS) in 1999,
library support was deemed acceptable. But after that the pie shrunk in size. A new
paradigm for communicating needs and managing limited tesources was called for.
As Donna Packer notes, “The literature of acquisitions allocations continues to
grow. It is clear there is no single correct answer to the problem of how best to
allocate acquisitions funds. Each library must try to find the answer that appears to
provide the best suppott for its varied clientele and still be politically acceptable to
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