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Foreword
Quality and harm are related, but they are not the same thing.

Something can have a quality problem without causing harm. A service may not achieve what is required.
Infrastructure may not perform as required. Information may be inaccurate. These are quality problems, but
harm does not necessarily follow.

At the same time, some quality problems can create conditions through which harm becomes possible.
This article examines that relationship.

The starting point is simple. When a quality requirement is not achieved, the first finding concerns quality. The
next question is whether the resulting condition can provide a path toward injury, damage, or loss.

Harm does not need to have already occurred for this question to matter.
This leads to the central proposition examined in this article:

Every invariant Quality Factor and Quality Indicator possesses both a Quality nature and a latent
Harm-related nature.

This is called the Dual-Nature Postulate.

The Quality nature concerns the role of the Factor or Indicator in determining whether the service, infrastructure,
or other object being examined achieves what is required.

The latent Harm-related nature concerns the potential for non-achievement to contribute to a condition through
which Harm can become realized.

This does not mean that every quality deficiency causes Harm.

A deficiency may remain only a quality problem. In another situation, however, it may contribute to a Harm-
capable condition and a pathway toward physical injury, psychological harm, property damage, environmental
damage, economic loss, or another form of injury, damage, or loss.

The latent Harm potential does not originate in the particular context. It belongs to the invariant Quality Factor or
Quality Indicator within its applicable Core. Context reveals how that potential can be expressed.

The proposition was first examined through human support services and was then tested independently through
energy infrastructure. These applications involve different Quality Objects and independently developed Core
frameworks.

Within the applications examined, the Dual-Nature Postulate is working as proposed. This does not establish
universal proof. The Postulate remains open to further testing, limitation, refinement, or revision.

This Article presents the Dual-Nature Postulate and the central Quality—Harm relationship in concise form. More
detailed examination of Harm pathways, Risk and Safety, and the supporting AMSI and |Ql tests is addressed in
other articles in the Quality and Harm set.

The purpose here is straightforward:

to explain how a quality problem can become Harm-relevant while preserving the fundamental
distinction between Quality and Harm.

1 Scope
This Foundational Article examines the relationship between Quality and Harm.

It considers how failure to achieve a Quality requirement can produce a condition through which Harm may
become possible, while preserving the distinction between a Quality deficiency and Harm itself.

The Article examines the Dual-Nature Postulate:

Every invariant Quality Factor and Quality Indicator possesses both a Quality nature and a latent
Harm-related nature.

The Article explains how latent Harm potential related to Quality Factors and Quality Indicators can become
visible in a particular context and how it can lead to a possible path to Harm.

It does not assume that every Quality deficiency creates a Harm pathway or that every Harm pathway results in
realized Harm.
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The Postulate is examined through human support services and independently through energy infrastructure.
These applications provide materially different Quality Objects and independently developed Core frameworks
through which the proposed relationship can be tested.

This Article establishes and explains the Dual-Nature Postulate in concise form. Detailed treatment of Harm
pathways, Risk and Safety, the Reference Layer, and the supporting AMSI and 1Ql testing is reserved for other
articles in the Quality and Harm set.

The Article does not establish technical limits, acceptance criteria, regulatory requirements, or requirements for
any particular service, infrastructure system, industry, or jurisdiction.

2 Quality and Harm

2.1 Quality as the Starting Point

The analysis begins with Quality.

When something does not achieve what is required, the first question is a Quality question:
Was the required outcome achieved?

For example, required assistance may not be provided. Information may be inaccurate. A physical component
may not maintain a required condition. A required action may not occur.

Each situation can first be examined as a Quality condition.
Only then does the second question arise:
Can this condition provide a path through which Harm can become realized?
Keeping these questions separate is important.
Failure to achieve a Quality requirement does not by itself establish Harm.

At the same time, the absence of realized Harm does not establish that the Quality condition has no relationship
to Harm.

Quality therefore provides the starting point. The possible relationship to Harm is examined from the Quality
condition that has actually been identified.

2.2 What Harm Means
Harm is familiar in ordinary language, but its boundaries can differ among fields and purposes.
For this Article, WQI uses the following provisional working definition:

Harm — Injury, damage, or loss affecting a person, property, environment, or another defined subject or
interest.

Harm can therefore take different forms.

Depending on the context, it may be physical, psychological, social, economic, environmental, reputational,
employment-related, privacy-related, or another form of injury, damage, or loss.

This definition is intentionally broad, but it is not unlimited.
An undesirable condition, inconvenience, or failure to achieve a Quality requirement is not automatically Harm.

For Harm to be identified, it must be possible to identify what was injured, damaged, or lost and who or what
was affected.

This boundary is important because the purpose of this Article is to examine the relationship between Quality
and Harm without treating them as the same thing.

2.3 Quality Non-Achievement Is Not Harm
Failure to achieve a Quality requirement and Harm are not the same thing.

A service may be incomplete. Information may be inaccurate. A process may not produce the required result.
Infrastructure may operate outside a required condition.

Each can represent a Quality deficiency without injury, damage, or loss having occurred.
The relationship therefore cannot be expressed as:
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Quality non-achievement = Harm.

Instead, non-achievement first produces or contributes to a resulting Quality condition.
That condition can then be examined for its relationship to Harm.

The basic sequence is:

Quality requirement not achieved

— resulting Quality condition

— possible path toward Harm

— Harm may or may not become realized.

This distinction preserves the independent meaning of Quality while allowing Harm-related conditions to be
identified before Harm occurs.

2.4 Why Absence of Harm Does Not Mean Absence of Harm Potential
Harm does not need to occur for a Quality condition to be Harm-relevant.

A Quality requirement may not be achieved, yet no injury, damage, or loss occurs. This does not by itself show
that the resulting condition had no potential relationship to Harm.

The condition may provide a possible path toward Harm, but the circumstances necessary for Harm to become
realized may not occur.

The distinction is therefore important:
absence of realized Harm does not necessarily mean absence of Harm potential.
At the same time, Harm potential should not be assumed merely because a Quality deficiency exists.

The relationship must be demonstrated through the resulting Quality condition and a credible connection to
possible injury, damage, or loss.

This allows Quality—Harm analysis to identify meaningful Harm potential without treating every Quality deficiency
as Harm.

3 How Quality Can Become Harm-Relevant

3.1 Quality Requirements and Resulting Conditions

A Quality requirement establishes what is expected to be achieved.

When the requirement is achieved, the required Quality outcome is supported.

When it is not achieved, the important next step is to identify the resulting Quality condition.

The resulting condition describes what actually exists because the required outcome was not achieved.

For example, required information may be missing, a required function may not be available, or a required
protective condition may not be maintained.

The resulting condition matters because it provides the connection between Quality non-achievement and
possible Harm.

The analysis therefore does not move directly from:

Quality requirement not achieved
— Harm.

Instead, it begins with:

Quality requirement not achieved
— resulting Quality condition.

The resulting Quality condition can then be examined to determine whether it has a credible relationship to
possible injury, damage, or loss.

This step prevents Harm from being assumed merely because a Quality requirement was not achieved.
3.2 Harm-Capable Conditions
Not every resulting Quality condition is Harm-capable.
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A Quality deficiency may exist without creating a credible path toward injury, damage, or loss.

Where such a connection can be demonstrated, the resulting condition can be identified as a Harm-capable
condition.

For this Article:

Harm-capable condition — A resulting Quality condition capable, under identifiable circumstances, of
supporting a credible pathway through which injury, damage, or loss can become realized.

The distinction is important.
A Harm-capable condition is not Harm itself. It is also not a prediction that Harm will occur.

It identifies an existing Quality condition for which a credible connection to possible injury, damage, or loss can
be demonstrated.

The sequence can therefore be extended:

Quality requirement not achieved
— resulting Quality condition
— Harm-capable condition, where demonstrated.

If no credible Harm connection is demonstrated, the finding remains a Quality deficiency without a demonstrated
Harm pathway.

If the connection cannot yet be determined, the uncertainty should remain explicit rather than being treated as
either Harm or absence of Harm.

3.3 Harm Pathways

A Harm-capable condition establishes that a resulting Quality condition can have a credible relationship to Harm.
The next question is how that Harm could occur.

For this Article:

Harm pathway — An evidence-supported sequence or connection through which a Harm-capable
condition can lead to injury, damage, or loss affecting an identifiable subject or interest.

A Harm pathway therefore connects the Quality condition to the possible Harm.

The pathway may be direct or may involve intermediate conditions, actions, failures, changes, or interfaces.
Its existence should not be assumed.

The analysis should identify:

¢ the Harm-capable condition;

¢ the credible connection through which Harm could occur;

o the person, property, environment, or other subject or interest that could be affected; and
e the possible injury, damage, or loss.

The sequence can therefore be extended:

Quality requirement not achieved

— resulting Quality condition

— Harm-capable condition, where demonstrated
— credible Harm pathway, where demonstrated
— possible injury, damage, or loss.

Identifying a Harm pathway still does not mean that Harm will occur.

It establishes the connection through which Harm can become possible. Whether Harm becomes realized
depends on the circumstances necessary for that pathway to proceed.

3.4 Realized Harm

A Harm pathway identifies how a Harm-capable condition can lead to injury, damage, or loss. It does not
establish that Harm will occur.

For Harm to become realized, the circumstances necessary for the pathway to proceed must occur.
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For this Article:

Conditions of materialization — The circumstances necessary for an existing Harm pathway to proceed
to realized Harm.

They are different from the conditions that make a Quality condition Harm-capable or establish the Harm
pathway itself.

These conditions depend on the particular pathway and context.

Their presence does not create the latent Harm potential or the Harm pathway. They determine whether an
existing pathway proceeds to actual injury, damage, or loss.

The sequence can therefore be completed:

Quality requirement not achieved

— resulting Quality condition

— Harm-capable condition, where demonstrated
— credible Harm pathway, where demonstrated
— affected subject or interest

— possible injury, damage, or loss

— conditions of materialization

— realized Harm, where those conditions occur.

This sequence preserves an important distinction.
A Quality deficiency can exist without a demonstrated Harm pathway.
A Harm pathway can exist without Harm becoming realized.

Realized Harm occurs only when the pathway proceeds under the conditions necessary for injury, damage, or
loss to occur.

This distinction allows Quality, Harm potential, and realized Harm to remain connected without treating them as
the same condition.

4 The Dual-Nature Postulate
4.1 The Postulate
The relationship developed in the preceding sections leads to the central proposition of this Article:

Every invariant Quality Factor and Quality Indicator possesses both a Quality nature and a latent
Harm-related nature.

This is the Dual-Nature Postulate.
The two natures are related, but they are not the same.

The Quality nature concerns the role of the Factor or Indicator in determining whether the service, infrastructure,
or other object being examined achieves what is required.

The latent Harm-related nature concerns the potential for non-achievement to contribute to a condition through
which Harm can become realized.

The word latent is important.
It does not mean that Harm already exists or that Harm will necessarily occur.

It means that the potential relationship to Harm is present within the invariant Factor or Indicator, while its
particular expression becomes visible through application to an actual Quality Object and context.

Context therefore does not create the latent Harm potential.

Context reveals how that potential can be expressed through a particular Quality Outcome Criterion, resulting
Quality condition, Harm-capable condition, and Harm pathway.

The Postulate does not collapse Quality into Harm.

It proposes that the same fundamental elements used to determine Quality can also reveal how Quality non-
achievement may become Harm-relevant.
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4.2 Quality Nature

The first nature of a Quality Factor or Quality Indicator is its Quality nature.

A Quality Factor identifies a fundamental aspect of Quality that must be considered within the applicable Core.
A Quality Indicator identifies more specifically what must be examined within that Factor.

Their Quality nature exists independently of whether Harm is being examined.

When applied to a Quality Object, the Factors and Indicators support the establishment of applicable Quality
Outcome Criteria and the determination of whether those required outcomes are achieved.

This role is important to the Dual-Nature Postulate.
A Factor or Indicator is not included in the applicable Core because a Harm pathway can be constructed from it.
Its Quality function must exist independently.

Only after that Quality function is established can its second nature — the latent Harm-related nature — be
examined.

This preserves the methodological order:

Quality nature

— Quality application

— resulting Quality condition

— examination of possible Harm relevance.

The Harm analysis therefore begins from an independently established element of Quality rather than creating a
Quality requirement in order to explain Harm.

4.3 Latent Harm-Related Nature

The second nature of a Quality Factor or Quality Indicator is its latent Harm-related nature.

It means that non-achievement can contribute to a condition through which Harm can become realized.
This does not mean that every non-achievement produces Harm.

The resulting Quality condition may remain only a Quality deficiency. It may also become Harm-capable if a
credible Harm pathway can be demonstrated.

The Harm-related nature is called latent because its particular expression may not be visible until the Factor or
Indicator is applied to an actual Quality Object and context.

The underlying potential, however, does not originate in that context.
It is possessed by the invariant Quality Factor or Quality Indicator within its applicable Core.
Context reveals the particular form that the latent Harm potential can take.

That expression may differ substantially from one application to another. The affected subject or interest,
possible form of Harm, pathway, and conditions of materialization may all change.

The proposed latent Harm-related nature remains with the invariant Factor or Indicator within the scope of its
Core.

This distinction between what is invariant and what is contextual is central to the Dual-Nature Postulate.

4.4 What Remains Invariant and What Changes With Context

The Dual-Nature Postulate depends on a clear distinction between what remains invariant and what changes
with context.

Within an applicable Core, the Quality Factors and Quality Indicators are invariant.
Under the Postulate, each possesses:

e a Quality nature; and
e alatent Harm-related nature.
These do not originate in a particular application.

What changes with context is how those two natures are expressed.
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A particular Quality Object and context establish the conditions under which the invariant Factor or Indicator is
applied. Contextual Quality Outcome Criteria specify the required outcomes for that application.

If a required outcome is not achieved, the resulting Quality condition is also contextual.

The possible Harm-capable condition, Harm pathway, affected subject or interest, form of possible Harm, and
conditions of materialization are therefore examined within that context.

The relationship can be summarized as:
Invariant within the applicable Core:

Quality Factor or Quality Indicator
— Quality nature
— latent Harm-related nature.

Contextual:

Quality Outcome Criterion

— resulting Quality condition

— Harm-capable condition, where demonstrated
— Harm pathway, where demonstrated

— possible Harm

— conditions of materialization.

Context therefore reveals the particular expression of latent Harm potential. It does not create that potential.

This distinction allows the same invariant Factor or Indicator to apply across different Quality Objects or contexts
without requiring the resulting Quality conditions or possible forms of Harm to be the same.

5 The Quality—-Harm Sequence
5.1 From Quality Factor to Quality Condition
The Quality—Harm sequence begins with the applicable Core.

An invariant Quality Factor identifies a fundamental aspect of Quality. Its Quality Indicators provide more specific
bases for determining whether required Quality outcomes are achieved.

For a particular Quality Object and context, the applicable Quality Outcome Criterion establishes the required
outcome.

Evidence is then used to determine whether that outcome has been achieved.
The sequence begins:

Quality Factor

— Quality Indicator

— contextual Quality Outcome Criterion
— Evidence

— Evidence-supported finding

— resulting Quality condition.

If the required outcome is achieved, the finding supports achievement of the applicable Quality Outcome
Criterion.

If it is not achieved, the resulting Quality condition identifies what actually exists.
That condition becomes the starting point for examining possible Harm relevance.
The analysis does not assume that non-achievement is Harm-capable.

It first establishes the Quality condition. Only then does it ask whether that condition can support a credible
pathway toward injury, damage, or loss.

This order keeps the Harm analysis grounded in the Quality Determination rather than beginning with an
assumed Harm conclusion.

5.2 From Quality Condition to Possible Harm

Once a resulting Quality condition has been identified, its possible relationship to Harm can be examined.
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The first question is whether the condition is Harm-capable.

If a credible Harm connection can be demonstrated, the analysis then identifies the pathway through which the
condition could lead to injury, damage, or loss.

The sequence therefore continues:

resulting Quality condition

— Harm-capable condition, where demonstrated
— credible Harm pathway, where demonstrated
— affected subject or interest

— possible injury, damage, or loss.

The pathway may be direct or may involve intermediate conditions, actions, failures, changes, or interfaces.
Each material connection should be supported rather than assumed.

Where a credible pathway is demonstrated, the analysis then considers the conditions necessary for that
pathway to proceed to realized Harm.

The complete progression is:

resulting Quality condition

— Harm-capable condition

— Harm pathway

— possible Harm

— conditions of materialization

— realized Harm, where those conditions occur.

This progression allows Harm relevance to be identified before Harm occurs without treating possible Harm as
realized Harm.

It also preserves Traceability from the possible Harm back to the Quality condition from which the analysis
began.

5.3 Why Harm Does Not Automatically Follow
The Quality—Harm sequence does not mean that every Quality deficiency leads to Harm.
Several different findings are possible.

A Quality requirement may not be achieved, but the resulting condition may have no demonstrated Harm
pathway.

A resulting condition may be Harm-capable, but the pathway may remain uncertain.

A credible Harm pathway may be demonstrated, but the conditions necessary for Harm to become realized may
not occur.

Only where the pathway proceeds under the necessary conditions does realized Harm follow.
The sequence therefore contains important boundaries:

Quality non-achievement
# automatically a Harm-capable condition.

Harm-capable condition
# automatically realized Harm.

Harm pathway
# prediction that Harm will occur.

These distinctions are essential to the Dual-Nature Postulate.
The Postulate concerns latent Harm potential. It does not claim that every non-achievement produces Harm.
Quality and Harm therefore remain distinct throughout the analysis.

Quality Determination establishes the Quality condition. Quality—Harm analysis examines whether that condition
can support a credible pathway to Harm. Realized Harm occurs only if that pathway proceeds under the
necessary conditions.
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This is why Quality can reveal Harm potential without making Harm an automatic consequence of Quality non-
achievement.

6 Testing the Proposition

6.1 Testing Through Support Services

The Dual-Nature Postulate was first examined through human support services using the Support Service
Quality Initiative (AMSI).

The testing used the invariant Quality Factors and Quality Indicators of AMSI SSC1 — Support Service Core
Standard and examined their application through Personal Care Assistance and Vocational Rehabilitation Job
Coaching.

The Factors and Indicators already had independently established Quality functions. The test asked whether
their non-achievement could also produce conditions through which Harm could become possible.

Across the applications examined, the tested Factors and Indicators retained their Quality nature while also
showing contextual expressions of latent Harm-related nature.

Not every Quality deficiency produced a Harm pathway. Where a credible pathway could be demonstrated,
however, the relationship followed the Quality—Harm sequence developed in this Article.

Within the support-service applications examined, the Dual-Nature Postulate worked as proposed.
Detailed AMSI testing is presented separately in Quality and Harm: Testing the Dual-Nature Postulate.
6.2 Testing Through Energy Infrastructure

The Dual-Nature Postulate was then tested independently through energy infrastructure using the Infrastructure
Quality Initiative (1Ql).

The testing used the invariant Quality Factors and Quality Indicators of the IQI Infrastructure Standard — Core
and their application to different energy Infrastructure Quality Objects.

The 1QI Core was developed independently of the AMSI support-service Core. Its Factors and Indicators
therefore provide a separate test of the Postulate rather than an extension of the AMSI test.

The analysis examined five natural-gas Infrastructure Quality Objects: onshore production zones, main
pipelines, local distribution networks, underground gas storage, and liquefied natural gas infrastructure.

As in the support-service test, the Factors and Indicators already had independently established Quality
functions. The question was whether their non-achievement could also produce conditions through which Harm
could become possible.

Across the applications examined, the tested Factors and Indicators retained their Quality nature while also
showing contextual expressions of latent Harm-related nature.

Within the energy-infrastructure applications examined, the Dual-Nature Postulate worked as proposed.

Detailed 1Ql and cross-platform testing is presented separately in Quality and Harm: Testing the Dual-Nature
Postulate.

6.3 What the Tests Show

The support-service and energy-infrastructure tests examine very different Quality Objects through
independently developed Core frameworks.

The Factors and Indicators are not the same across the two fields, and no one-to-one correspondence between
them is required.

What is common is the relationship being tested.
In both fields, the tested Factors and Indicators had independently established Quality functions.

In particular Quality Objects and contexts, their non-achievement could also produce resulting Quality conditions
through which credible Harm pathways could be identified.

The tests therefore support the distinction at the center of the Dual-Nature Postulate:

the Quality nature and latent Harm-related nature belong to the invariant Quality Factor or Quality Indicator
within its applicable Core;
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the particular expression of latent Harm potential is contextual.

The tests also show why the Postulate does not mean that every Quality deficiency causes Harm. Some
deficiencies remain Quality problems without a demonstrated Harm pathway. Others can become Harm-relevant
under particular conditions.

Within the applications examined through AMSI and |Ql, the Dual-Nature Postulate is working as proposed.
This is supporting evidence, not universal proof.

The Postulate remains open to testing through additional Quality Objects, contexts, and independently
developed Quality frameworks.

Detailed examination of the AMSI, IQl, and cross-platform tests is reserved for Quality and Harm: Testing the
Dual-Nature Postulate.

7 Limits and Further Research
The Dual-Nature Postulate is a testable proposition.

The current findings support it across the support-service and energy-infrastructure applications examined in this
research, but they do not establish universal validity.

Further testing should examine additional Quality Objects and contexts within existing Cores and independently
developed Quality frameworks in other fields.

Such testing should be capable of challenging the Postulate, not merely confirming it.

The Postulate would face a significant challenge if an invariant Quality Factor or Quality Indicator retained a
valid Quality function but repeatedly failed, across materially different applications within its applicable Core, to
reveal a credible latent relationship to Harm.

Before treating such a result as evidence against the Postulate, the analysis should examine whether the
contextual Quality Outcome Criteria or Evidence are incomplete, whether a credible pathway has not yet been
identified, or whether the tested contexts are insufficient to reveal the proposed latent potential.

If these explanations do not account for the repeated result, the Postulate would require reconsideration.

The Postulate would also require reconsideration if latent Harm potential were shown to arise only from context
rather than being possessed by the invariant Factor or Indicator.

Testing may therefore support, limit, refine, or falsify the Postulate.

The boundaries of Harm also require continued research. Different fields recognize different forms of injury,
damage, and loss, and not every adverse consequence should automatically be classified as Harm.

Further research should also examine the relationship between Quality and Harm in additional fields whose
Quality Objects and Core frameworks differ substantially from those already tested.

The central distinction should remain unchanged during that research:

context may reveal the particular expression of latent Harm potential, but it should not be used to invent a Harm
pathway merely to preserve the Postulate.

The value of the Dual-Nature Postulate will depend on whether it continues to work when tested through
materially different applications and independently developed Quality frameworks.

8 Conclusion

Quality and Harm are related, but they are not the same.

A Quality requirement can be achieved or not achieved without Harm necessarily occurring. When non-
achievement produces a resulting Quality condition, that condition can be examined to determine whether it is
Harm-capable and whether a credible Harm pathway exists.

This Article proposes the Dual-Nature Postulate:

Every invariant Quality Factor and Quality Indicator possesses both a Quality nature and a latent
Harm-related nature.

The Quality nature concerns the role of the Factor or Indicator in determining whether the service, infrastructure,
or other object being examined achieves what is required.
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The latent Harm-related nature concerns the potential for non-achievement to contribute to a condition through
which Harm can become realized.

This latent Harm potential does not originate in context. It is possessed by the invariant Quality Factor or Quality
Indicator within its applicable Core.

Context reveals its particular expression.
The resulting relationship can be summarized as:

Quality Factor

— Quality Indicator

— contextual Quality Outcome Criterion

— Evidence

— Evidence-supported finding

— resulting Quality condition

— Harm-capable condition, where demonstrated
— credible Harm pathway, where demonstrated
— affected subject or interest

— possible injury, damage, or loss

— conditions of materialization

— realized Harm, where those conditions occur.

This sequence does not make Harm an automatic consequence of Quality non-achievement. A Quality
deficiency may remain only a Quality deficiency. A Harm pathway may exist without Harm becoming realized.

The Postulate was examined through human support services and independently through energy infrastructure.
Within the applications examined, it is working as proposed.

These findings support the Postulate but do not establish universal proof. It remains open to further testing,
limitation, refinement, or revision.

The central proposition is therefore both simple and testable:

the same invariant Factors and Indicators used to determine Quality may also reveal latent pathways through
which Quality non-achievement can become Harm-relevant.

Quality and Harm remain distinct. The Dual-Nature Postulate explains the proposed connection between them.
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Dual-Nature Postulate, latent Harm-related nature, Harm-capable conditions, Harm pathways, conditions of
materialization, and their relationships within the Whole Quality methodology. They do not replace applicable
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