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l I Of course, n0t ,lll c'.t:mgc ag~nts would agree with the foregoing and C 
there Wlmld most ccn~ly be m:my variations on the themes I have been 
dcwloping. But atlowing for important exceptions, most would probably It 
al".:cpt the broad value commitments cnumcrntcd .ibovc. Differences tic 
:11nong change agents come into sharper focus in their choice of strntcgics de 
and educational pro~r:uns for implementing these nonnative goals. The tic 
subsequent volumes in this series provide concrete examples of the differ- en 
cnccs which I, possibly too cavalierly, blurred over. fre 
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Ho!l:s Peter (Bennis and Peter. 196 7. p. 317) has developed a graphi( 
model whi..:-h depicts with amJzing ~implkity most uf the clements I ha,·: 
b·.>.:r. dl.'<ribing. Again: an exigency, either internal or external to th: 
· ·~/.:' L:t:r_•n. stimulates a H:~p,11bc by an outside l:h:.mg.: :1gl'lll to appl:, 
\ _ ~ : ·. ·., .. JI~ to :J diC!ll \'.• :.ll'lll. Tlic~l' ~tcrs lc::1d ult1m;1tdy (at k:1~! ;· 

~ .. ; •• ~· , l .~: '"..; < d t, 1 ~n irnpru'> l'llll'nt in sy~h.'m outputs bl'l' Fig. J .J ). 
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