
 

In any situation, progress requires discussion among people who have contrasting 
points of view. 

Write a response in which you discuss the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
statement and explain your reasoning for the position you take. In developing and supporting 
your position, you should consider ways in which the statement might or might not hold true and 
explain how these considerations shape your positi 

 
 

The assertion that progress, in any situation, requires discussion among people who have 
contrasting points of view is largely compelling, particularly when considering advancements of 
a complex or societal nature. While it is certainly possible for incremental or technical progress 
to occur through consensus or unexamined application of known methods, true, foundational, 
and resilient progress is nearly impossible without the intellectual friction generated by 
competing ideas. Therefore, I agree with the statement's core principle, provided that the 
definition of “progress” is understood to mean a meaningful, sustainable leap forward rather 
than a simple operational achievement. 

The most potent argument for the statement lies in the realm of intellectual and scientific 
endeavors. Consider the scientific method itself, a system fundamentally predicated on the 
discussion of contrasting viewpoints. A hypothesis only transitions to a widely accepted theory 
after it has been subjected to rigorous peer review and attempts at falsification. Researchers, 
operating with different data sets, different theoretical biases, and different interpretations, 
actively try to contrast the existing view with an alternative. This critical discussion identifies 
flaws, exposes confirmation bias, and ensures that the final "progress"—a new scientific law or 
understanding—is as robust and well-vetted as possible. If all scientists simply agreed and 
never challenged a prevailing view, progress would quickly stall in an echo chamber, accepting 
incomplete or faulty knowledge as definitive truth. 

However, the categorical phrase "in any situation" makes the statement overly broad and invites 
necessary qualification. Progress in highly specialised, low-stakes, or routine implementation 
tasks often neither requires nor benefits from contrasting points of view. For instance, consider 
the construction of a standardised railway bridge. The discussion among the engineers is based 
on shared, established principles of physics and materials science. The goal is efficiency and 
safety according to defined standards, not an ideological debate over the core method. If one 
engineer proposed building the bridge entirely out of gelatin, their point of view, though 
contrasting, would not facilitate progress; it would merely introduce delay and confusion. In such 
situations, progress is achieved through collaborative execution based on consensus, not 
creative contrast. Here, divergence is counterproductive, suggesting that discussion among 
experts with a shared technical view is sufficient for operational progress. 



 

Despite these necessary qualifications, the fundamental truth of the statement holds when 
applied to complex social, political, or ethical issues, where progress itself is a contested term. 
When nations draft legislation, reform healthcare, or debate environmental policy, the definition 
of what constitutes a "better" future is not universally accepted. Progress in these arenas, the 
Civil Rights Movement, for example, or the establishment of a lasting democratic 
framework—requires discussion between fundamentally contrasting ideologies. This tension 
between conservative, liberal, or regional priorities forces the final solution to be a synthesized 
compromise, one that has been pressure-tested against a variety of stakeholder concerns. 
Without this vigorous debate, any purported "progress" would be brittle, serving only a narrow 
interest group and ultimately collapsing when met with resistance from excluded viewpoints. 
The friction of disagreement ensures the resulting policy is more broadly legitimate and 
therefore more sustainable. 

In conclusion, while narrow, technical, or purely implementational progress can proceed 
efficiently on the basis of consensus, the statement is overwhelmingly accurate regarding any 
form of progress that alters a fundamental understanding or changes the structure of a 
community. The friction of contrasting viewpoints acts as a necessary intellectual catalyst, 
ensuring that a solution is not just easy, but comprehensively considered, rigorously tested, and 
broadly applicable. The discussion of contrasting views is therefore not a mere ingredient, but 
the indispensable engine of meaningful, long-term human advancement. 

 


