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Abstract 
The paper introduces the idea of the preschool as a site of resistance to a normalized ‘quality’ discourse. In looking at some events described by a Norwegian barnehage lærer,  the power of one particular child and the decisions and thoughts of her teacher-carer begin to come through. Identity is seen to function within institutions. Here a ‘quality’ discourse must include cultural and social recognition, self-representation of all preschoolers, appropriate action and ways of being. The paper and the plenary in which the paper  is embedded trouble the dominant discourse of ‘quality’ and the normalised Norwegian adjective of ‘good’ (Den gode barnehagen). As such it introduces the rationale and the concepts underlying our shared plenary. The 'quality' discourse currently matters very much in early childhood education, its professional practices  and its institutions. This is not only because much well funded research is being conducted around it. It is also because the institutions and the professionals are being made accountable in ways that might not be desirable. As an effect of this what happens with children in pedagogical and caring institutions could change for the worse. We see Foucault theory as useful here in untangling some positive (but not positivist) complexities regarding resistance and power. After Lather (2001b), the paper points to positivities in the Foucauldian sense of the ‘mode of  being of things’. Following this, normalization as a political practice about ‘quality’ comes under critique and deconstruction. In theory a normalized quality discourse may be understood as the empirical entities that inhabit positivities and the productions of ‘the order of foundations’ . This then links doing reconceptualized research, doing reconceptualized theory and doing reconceptualized practice. The Foucault concepts that we take up in this plenary are power, resistance and normalization. To do so we focus on local sites and events. We are not claiming to be experts. This is research and development we are doing in our fritid  [see acknowledgment 2]. We simply want to open up new ‘quality’ debates. 
Introduction

It is not easy to write a paper for this conference. For one thing we presenters are positioned, for about 20 minutes plus question time, as being between various colleagues here in Norway and various colleagues in nations outside it. Secondly, we have chosen to speak about ‘quality’, whatever that may be, and to try to link this to some useful ideas from Foucault, so that ‘what is happening’ in Norway might available for your scrutiny. All of this is problematic, however, as no happening can ever be seen, understood or even heard without questioning who are the see-ers, the understanders and the hearers. Once we deny the claim to being able to see, hear and understand ‘what happens’, or know what is wanted as happenings, then we are left on the icey ground of not being the experts, even though we have had this plenary accepted by the program committee, and realize that someone must stand up here and represent Norway. 

This is a preamble to saying that we are not experts on ‘quality’. In my case this has been a word I have avoided until I was asked by Australians two years ago to speak about it at a national early childhood conference held in the State of  Victoria (Rhedding-Jones, 2004). Why avoid the word? My guess is that we take up the terms and words that are currently what is closest to our hearts, to our desires for the future of the profession, to what we see as politically urgent, to the new reading we find theoretically interesting. ‘Quality’ had all the overtones of the management, economic rationalism, measurements and categories that I as a postpositivist researcher was working against. Being contrary though, it seemed at the time of submitting the conference proposals that doing ‘quality’ might be a useful idea. From a context of reconceptualizing therefore, we offer this plenary as something we hope will drive a number of agendas: of spotlighting Norwegian practice and policy about ‘quality’; of making use of some examples of  Norwegian ‘quality’ discourses to trouble the identities of early childhood institutions outside as well as inside Scandinavia; to make public something of our own identities as researchers and practitioners, theorists and policy analysts concerned about ‘quality’; to weave all of this together with some Foucault effects and quotes, so that what we point to what we might be positive about rather than ‘teacher-bashing’, which is a danger in taking up the ideas of Foucault. Foucault 1977, for example, is about disciplining and punishing, which makes it easy for people who work in teacher education and not actually with children, to be critical negatively. We would like to work towards a more supportive critical practice, theory and research methodology.
Here, my uses of the words ‘positive’ and ‘positivist’ might need some explaining. I am assuming that what is positive is what is not negative, at least most of the time. So I am trying to avoid the word ‘good’ (and its unsaid opposite of ‘bad’). However, what is ‘always already’ there (Irigaray, 1985, p. 363) is the impossibility of getting away from value judgments, especially if the topic is ‘quality’. By ‘positivist’ I mean the ways of doing research that is about certainty and correctness, about what can be stated with proof, about what comes from traditional models of research based on the ‘hard’ sciences (Rhedding-Jones, 2003), about what makes the researcher an expert, about what produces bullet point results, about what avoids subjective complexities and agonies (Pitt and Britzman, 2003), and about what has faith in language to say it all. So I am wanting to not be ‘positivist’; and I am also not wanting to be too negative. What I am currently adopting, as a postpositivist approach, involves rejecting the positivist as an epistemology, while taking up some ‘positives’ within the ‘posts’. Later in the paper I will say something of  Foucault and his notion of ‘positivities’ as it is taken up by Lather (2001b) to move ontology away from foundations. The uses of these three terms (positivist, positive, positivity) are complex and difficult, especially as English is understood outside its national linguistic borders. 
To start looking at ‘quality’ like this, and to bring in the concepts of resistance, power and normalization as a political practice, I want to focus on two examples from practice. When I was in a pre-school day care centre in Australia recently I was sitting in the shade outside next to a four year old boy busy making tiny puppets.  Most of  the other children were rushing around wearing almost nothing but sun-block cream and climbing and sliding into deep water troughs. After a long silence he informed me a propos nothing in particular that he was soon going back to Bangladesh. His parents had decided it was time he began to learn more things, so he will live with his grandparents for a year before he comes back to Australia to start school. I told him I had been to Bangladesh and we talked about it for a while. This little episode has stayed in my head (not only in my computer files). Should I have asked him what he thought? Was the Australian preschool, with what seemed a wonderfully progressive and caring pedagogy, failing him in some way? Who am I to critique the Bangladeshi middle-class formalism left over from the days of  Old Bengal and British colonialism? How did this four year old and I at that moment resist the play and social competence qualities dominating the water games of the others? In what ways will his forthcoming preschool experiences in Bangladesh empower him as a bilingual and bicultural transnational? How will this then compare with my own efforts (Rhedding-Jones et al, 2002) to do three weeks’ work in Bangladesh as an  international consultant?  

The second example from practice that I will present is not of my own experience. It is the written-down experience of a preschool day care teacher in Norway. Kristin Marie Brandtzæg (Brandtzæg, 2003, p. 86-87) has called the article she published in Barnehagefolk  (a national journal I translate as Preschool People) by the name of one particular child. Suverene Zeinab is a new arrival at the barnehage. She troubles not only Brandtzæg’s identity as the teacher-carer, but the monocultural identities of anyone who reads Brandtzæg’s article. Where here is ‘quality’ for this child? As an effect of their implicit questioning of what is normalized,  five year old Zeinab and her teacher-carer could change the national concept of what ‘quality’ is, because this national journal gets read in every preschool. The word ‘quality’ is not in there in the writing though; nor is the name of Foucault. This writing is deliberately written to be read by practitioners, not to pass a degree or please an international referee. Yet powerfully, both ‘quality’ and Foucault theory underlie the skilled simplicity of  Brandtzæg’s writing. In Norway, a popular and professional journal that people actually read and talk about, and act on, can be published without big words but with much knowledge. 
Further into this paper, for the purposes of this conference audience, are my translations of  quotations from Brandtzæg’s article. Rather than erase the national language, I double up to present both Norwegian and English. The critical issues as I see them regard who resists what; how something positive (not negative) can come from everyday experience to inform reconceptualized ‘qualities’; why postpositivist research such as this essay (into questioning a concept and applying a set of theories to what people say and do) might be a useful way to take research itself forward, as the postpositive troubles the identity of not only researchers but the research product as academic text.  

As a start to reconceptualizing ‘quality’ with Foucault and others, my paper briefly introduces some theoretical ideas, and puts the words of one particular teacher-carer (barnehage lærer) beside the words of  Foucault. In this way I will try to deal briefly with Foucault’s theories regarding representation, resistance, power relations, institutions, and objectivizing the subject. Identity is here seen to function within institutions. We agree that a ‘quality’ discourse must include cultural and social recognition, self-representation of all pre-schoolers, appropriate actions and ways of being. Our papers, presentations and performances thus trouble dominant discourses of ‘quality’ and the normalized adjective of ‘good’. My paper introduces the rationale and the concepts underlying our plenary.  It is intended as an introduction to the three following and related presentations by my colleagues: Pål Dingstad (writing with Mette Vaagan Slåtten), Nina Rossholt and Annbjørg Håøy. 
Together we have sweated for some months now over what we will say and show, how some Foucault ideas might be usefully taken up, and how the Norwegian barnehager og småskoler as institutions are troubled by today’s ‘quality’ discourses and policies. Framed within this reconceptualizing conference we are wanting to simultaneously praise, make known and critically challenge the national policies and practices. Expecting that non-Norwegians may idealize these from a distance we take some responsibility here. Also we hope that the Wednesday morning planned visits to some local sites of practice will extend understandings and empathy for what we believe are highly positive (not positivist) practices here in Norway. Although the issues here are local (Norwegian) issues they are also global, as are the week’s themes of identities being troubled and early childhood education being reconceptualized as new practices, new theories, and new research. As rhizomatic outcomes, these erupt unexpectedly in strange places, as constructs of difference. [1] 
Quality as a concept
As Dahlberg, Moss and Pence (1999, p. 1-2) pointed out five years ago, the ‘dominant language of early childhood generates its own questions. How do we measure quality? What are the most cost effective programs? What standards do we need?’ They say the term ‘dominant’ denotes ‘ideas and practices, discourses and constructions which carry particular power and influence in governing thinking and action. It does not mean unanimously agreed and accepted.’ (p. 18) Like Dahlberg, Moss and Pence (1999, p. 3) we have a ‘shared sense of unease with the concept of quality, and a shared interest in better understanding the ‘problem with quality’. Quality then is not something to be achieved but something to be questioned. Further, it is understood as an effect of the conditions of the particular nation contextualizing its overt practices, its rhetorical policies and its implicit theories. With this in mind, I as a foreigner am trying to write about, around and for what is happening with quality in Norway: about what people seem to be thinking and doing and wanting. By doing so I point to the concept of quality as a critical issue in 2004. 
As a concept, quality has been assumed to be objectively knowable, something real. For managerial rationalists the opposites of this – the subjective, the unknowable, the mistrust of reality – are hardly an option. Yet we who work with experience of young children are not managerial rationalists. Why then does a managerial rationalism so often determine where we stand regarding a concept? Are we not feeling, wondering, uncertain beings aware that there are many ways of doing things, and knowing that nothing stays the same as it was before, or will be the same in another place? How can this kind of consciousness, that is part of our personal professional history and also our growing awareness of the differences between the local and the global, meet the requests for standards, set recipes and uniformity? Even the request for preschool personnel to write copious descriptions of what they think their own particular preschool’s quality is, is an attempt to fix into words a set meaning, an example of the belief in the importance of text as truth. Where is the space for what might be able to be thought? Or for what is happening which cannot be said? Further, how can quality’s singularity be replaced with multiplicities of qualities never ending, unknown and un-sayable? What of taking the relativism out of quality and eliminating comparisons, avoiding rankings, ratings and hierarchical orderings? What of not pronouncing judgment, of refusing the positioning of quality expert or even knower of quality? 
As Dahlberg, Moss and Pence have said: ‘What seems to underlie the “problem with quality” is a sense and an unease that what has been approached as an essentially technical issue of expert knowledge and measurement may, in fact, be a philosophical issue of value and dispute. Rather than discovering the truth, and with it certainty, we encounter multiple perspectives and ambivalence. … The question now is where to go.’ (1999, p. 6) They then propose going ‘beyond quality’. I propose now coming back to it, as a conceptual problem that has not gone away. 

So despite Dahlberg, Moss and Pence’s work to shift the emphasis to a discourse of ‘meaning-making’, by deconstruction of the origins of the dominant discourse of quality and by then analysing its applications, the problem five years later persists. In other words, if the arguments regarding the philosophical shifts of postmodernity (1999, p. 87-120) are reaching only a few, then maybe we should change tactics and work with what could be called postmodern practices, where such theories are put into action though not necessarily into words. I see the current and newly emerging moves in the practices of the Norwegian day care centres as an example of this. Such moves, or changing practices, include a critical multiculturalism, a greater blurring of the borders between the relationship categories of who is a child and who is an adult, a willingness to deny the positioning of pedagogical leader as the one-who-knows, a questioning of the constant emphasis on the heterosexual. 
I shall name in a minute what is beginning to happen in Norwegian early childhood education  regarding the putting into practice of what I would call ‘post’ ideas (postcolonial theory, post-positivism, feminist poststructuralism, queer theory and other theoretical, methodological and ontological manifestations and effects of postmodernity). These are seen by reconceptualizers here as desirable for Norwegian practice and theory: repositioning the Saami people as Indigenous; radically critiquing the effects of the dominant discourse of Whiteness and the marginalization of  those not White; locating the effects of gendered constructs through every practice, such as pedagogy, care and curriculum disciplines; and questioning the unacknowledged essentialism of the dominant language and religion. These may be said to be new qualities for education and care. Each of them requests new forms of representation and new voices in the day care centres and in early schooling, in the teacher education(s), the higher degree coursework and the research practices and theories for these. 
As qualities then, what I have just now described involves the on-going verbal forms of repositioning, critiquing, finding and questioning. (‘ing’ in English denotes continuing, not the fixed position of a noun) Here the qualities to be reconceptualized (by repositioning, critiquing, finding and questioning) are Indigeneity, Whiteness, gender, languages and religions. Following this the local discussion of these qualities of education and care would be practical. This though, could hardly follow normalized ways of pronouncing and announcing quality (Dahlberg, Moss and Pence, 1999, p. 97). Here criteria since the early 1980s were developed and applied to ‘enable the evaluation of the standards or performance of early childhood institutions’. These criteria can be classified as structure or ‘input’ such as organisational dimensions; process or behaviour and interactions; and outcome as in children’s performance or development. Critiquing this, Dahlberg, Moss and Pence say that as in other fields outside it, quality in early childhood education has been driven by method rather than philosophy: ‘the “how” rather than the “why” prioritized.’ (p. 97) The movement five years later, at least in Norway (DMMH 2004; Jacobsen, 2002; Valvatna and Sandvik, 2002), is as Dahlberg, Moss and Pence suggest ‘seeing important and productive questions – about children, childhood or early childhood institutions – and offering some answers, however partial and uncertain’. 
I would take matters further, however,  by critiquing the modernist concepts of ‘meaning’ and ‘understanding’ (Davies, 2004; Derrida, 1978; Lather, 2001a; Rhedding-Jones, 1995; 1996;  Spivak, 1976; 1985). So I would not be ‘adopting the discourse of meaning making, rather than quality’ (p. 114), because I see meaning itself as problematic, and language as suspect. Rather than debate this here and take matters more into the level of  theory (Can ‘quality’ as an issue to be taken over by ‘the concept of meaning making’?) I would point to practice as a way of reconceptualizing ‘quality’. This in any case is what many  teacher-carers themselves appear to be doing. To use a large word, this could be said to be an ontology of quality: the metaphysics of the nature of  being instead of the search for ‘meaning’ that always ‘lies’ in language. Here I am using the ambiguity of ‘lie’ in English to let readers see at the same time the untruth of  language and the desire for linguistic containment of meaning (Kristeva, 1980; 1989). 
Besides these problematics of language in relation to ‘meaning making’, there is another reason for re-working quality and not ignoring it. This second reason is that it has not gone away. ‘Meaning-making’ has not replaced ‘quality’ or got us beyond it  (Jacobsen, 2002); we still have to deal with matters of quality. As with development psychology and its strangle-hold on pedagogy (at least in some national discourses of early childhood education) I think we need to work sometimes with  a concept (or a discipline) and not always work against it. Similarly I suggest that we not ignore the concepts, disciplines, approaches to social science and bureaucratic statements that seem far removed from our own positionings. Rather than fight or argue I would work towards a bringing together of what is currently categorised or bordered. In practice and in theory then this would be a resistance of  ‘othering’. Here  developmental psychology would not be ‘other’ to disciplines and epistemological approaches ‘outside’ it; and ‘quality’ as an ignored concept ‘other’ to reconceptualizers would be put on our agenda. In any case this is what appears to be happening in practice with the children in some of the Norwegian barnehager og småskoler. 
Quality, ontology (the metaphysics of  being) and difficulty
In this section I try to deal with the above through practical examples. The quotes are from the published writing of  the teacher-carer and pedagogical leader at Wøyen barnehage, Bærum (Brandtzæg, 2003, pp. 86-87, in my translation). 
…Suverene Zeinhab. Det er  det den nye jenta heter. Navnet i seg selv er så fremmed at det tar noen dager før jeg klarer å husker det uten å anstrenge med. Zeinab har gått i barnehage før og kan alt om barnehagelivet. Hun setter seg på sandkassekanten og stirrer ut over sitt nye univers. Zeinab er som en dronning der hun sitter. … Suverene Zeinab. This is what the new girl is called. The name in itself is so foreign that it takes some days before I am able to remember it without a big effort. Zeinab has been to a day care centre before and she can do everything that’s done here. She sits herself down in the sandpit and stirs together her new universe. Zeinab sits as if she is the queen. 

‘Jeg lurer på hvilket språk jeg skal lære meg I denne barnehagen’, seir hun. Jeg blir forundret, og Zeinab forklarer. Hun kan somalisk fra før, og i den forrige barnehagen lærte hun seg norsk. Jeg forstår, og foreslår engelsk. Det er et språk vi bruker mye både i barnehagen og ellers i livet (dessuten er engelsk det eneste språket jeg behersker utenom norsk …). Det må bli engelsk. Zeinab er uenig. Engelsk kan hun lærer fra TV, seir hun, så det får bli noe annet. “I wonder what language I’ll learn in this day care centre”, she says. I’m astonished. Zeinab explains. She has learned Somalian earlier, and in the other day care centre she learned Norwegian. I get the point and I suggest English. That’s a language we use a lot, both in the day care centre and elsewhere (anyway English is the only language I know besides Norwegian). It will have to be English. Zeinab is not in agreement. She can learn English from the TV she says, so it will have to be something else. 
What can be read from these small fragments of events from a site of  early childhood education and care? Here is not only what Zeinab is saying and doing but what the teacher-carer as critically reflective writer is saying, thinking and feeling. In exposing herself to her readers Brandtzæg makes public the uneasy positioning of the adult who acknowledges her deficencies and those of the system. Here is the power of a child and the humility of an adult: a reversal of what we might have learned professionalism should be. 
As Alice Pitt and Deborah Britzman show and say (Pitt and Britzman, 2003) there are crucial ‘qualities’ of ‘difficult knowledge’ [2] in teaching and learning. What a normalized discourse of ‘quality’ risks is making the concepts of quality too simplistic. If we are to easily name, describe, categorize and evaluate ‘quality’, then what we leave out may very well be what matters most. So beginning a research project for example, as Pitt and Britzman have done, by asking people about what sorts of knowledge and experience are difficult in teaching and learning, is one way of revaluing and reconceptualizing the difficult, the complex, the unnameable, the close to the heart, the inadequate, the failures. In doing so and challenging or reversing the notion of ‘quality’ the point is to find the difficult qualities that count. Why is it then that Brandtzæg’s relation to this particular four year old is such a telling narration? I think it is because within it are new concepts, new qualities we find difficult to face. 
As critically reflective ways for practitioners (eg Brandtzæg with Suverene Zeinab) and researchers (eg Pitt and Britzman with the 50 people they interviewed in depth) to begin to reconceptualize quality, the methodological imperative is to find ‘the times’ when qualities of difficulty mattered. In the research case the interviewed participants were asked to think about ‘times when you tried … ‘, ‘times when you questioned …’, ‘times when you created …’ etc. In the practice case, the teacher-carer herself finds the times when her own  knowledge and that of one particular child is problematic for the usually accepted notions of ‘Norwegian’ quality in preschooling. In each case it is the representation of quality and the dilemma of identifying it that is the art of these questioning writers. It follows then that the crisis of representation is what new notions of quality are up against. How do we represent teaching and learning? How do we represent quality and to whom? What is the problem with representing an individual encounter with pedagogy, as a pointer to another quality? 
Almost six year old Zeinab has her own ideas on change, resistance and power. Some time after the first episode she and Kristin Brandtzæg are sitting together in the sandpit with the very youngest children around them. Brandtzæg writes that she has tried time and time again to stop these very young children from eating the sand; but to no avail. Zeinab has a solution. “Når jeg blir stor skal jeg bli oppfinner”, she  says. (When I grow up I’m going to be an inventer.) “Da skal jeg ha mitt eget laboratorium. Der skal jeg finne opp en sand som er spiselig. Den kan dere ha i barnehagen.” (I’m going to have my own laboratory. Then I’m going to invent some new sand that’s edible. You can all have it for the day care centres.) In Foucault’s terms this may be seen as resistance of normalized childhood. 
Because this is a conference dealing with combinations of practice, policy, research and teaching, I will try to locate these ideas within a more theoretical framing. In selecting Foucault as a central theorist for our plenary we have made ourselves read and talk about how Norwegian practice and policy might link to our readings of some of his ideas. At the same time, in my paper I am working with ‘quality’ in relation to ‘difficult knowledge’. As Pitt and Britzman say (2003, p. 756) ‘For pedagogical theorists , “difficult knowledge” also signifies the problem of learning from social breakdowns in ways that might open teachers and students to their present ethical obligations.’ When new ethical obligations enter the arena of the quality debate, then what has been previously normalised as of ‘quality’ no longer holds. 
From a site that resists the normalization of quality, the preschool adult and child exemplified question, through what they say and what they want, the discourses of supposed ‘good practice’ (Brandtzæg, 2003). Although the terms of the quality debate, and indeed of theorized pedagogy are absent from the published text, this does not mean the concepts are absent. Rather, this is a highly skilled piece of writing aimed at getting complex political messages across to audiences not wanting big words and many pages to plough through. In deciding to write to the other day care centre teachers, by publishing in Barnehagefolk, Brandtzæg takes up I think some Foucault perspectives regarding the quality debate. Many of the teacher-carer readers must also have experienced the arrival of a newcomer to the preschool with en still mamma som skjuler sag bak slør (p. 86) (with a silent mother concealing herself behind the veil). In describing the differences and in presenting Zeinab’s competence Brantdzæg goes against a pedagogy that looks for linguistic faults in those learning another language, goes against the normalized practices where integration functions as assimilation and all with other ethnic background try to be as much as possible like the dominant culture. Zeinab wears pretty dresses with pearls to preschool, happily eats the  bread-less lunch provided by her mother. The identity troubled here is that of her teacher, as the representative of an institution with a mandate to care and educate in the historically constructed ways of the national culture. By refusing to objectivize Zeinab, as happens with standardized tests, notions of teacher-carers as experts about learning and play, and the acceptance of normalized ‘quality’, Brandtzæg reconceptualizes quality as subjective, fluid and unexpected. Making quality these things, however, also makes it difficult (Pitt and Britzman, 2003). This is why rationalists, report writers and and fast surveyers are tempted to take the easy way out. 
I have so far been using some Foucault terms without explanation or quotation. I will now try to make these clearer, so that this will also link to the papers following mine which we have developed together. We are trying  to use Foucault in ways that positively regard the practices of selected professionals and selected institutions. By doing so we hope to help reconceptualize quality, a term we might prefer to live without, but which appears to be here to stay (AARE News, 2004, p. 6-7; CECDE, 2004). [3]
Applying Foucault
One of  the reviewers of our proposal for this plenary wrote: 

While Foucault has been around for a long time now, and many post-Foucauldian postpositivist ideas exist in the world, there is still much reconceptualizing to be worked through in our field using Foucault’s methods of inquiry, especially in problematizing taken for granted concepts like ‘quality’ in an increasingly prescriptive global political context.

We thank the eight reviewers of our proposal, and hope we can do justice to their work and our topic by opening things up and not closing them down. What we intend is a thought provoking presentation with a useful and quite lengthy discussion time afterwards. There are Norwegians in the auditorium who know more than we do about many of the issues. We would like the end of our plenary to be open, with many people speaking. 

In ‘Politics and the study of discourse’ Foucault writes of medicine, economics and the human sciences as ‘the densest and most complex field of positivity’ (Foucault, 2000, p. 53). For this conference audience the positivity I would point to (after Lather, 2001b) is the dense and complex field of early childhood education. I shall return at the end of the paper to further discussion of this as it is currently troubled by the quality discourse. First, in this section, I briefly present some Foucault theories regarding power, resistance, representation, subjectivity, regulation, disciplinary space, disciplinary institutions and normalization. These have already been built into the paper by my applications of them in relation Brandtzæg (2003). 
What Foucault teaches us is to turn power upside down and to question local truths. Following this, ‘quality’ would be de-centred. As far as I can tell Foucault was not translated into Norwegian until 1999 (Foucault, 1999). This limited his uses in Norway to those readers wanting or having to read English. When Schaanning’s translation came out (Foucault, 1999) I was attempting to supervise my first postgraduate students in early childhood education in Norway. Tonje Kolle (Kolle, 2000) took up the silencing of Norwegian woman Åsa Gruda Skard from the discourses of early childhood pedagogy. Using Foucault, through Schaanning directly from the French, Kolle questioned the power of the fathers of the academic canon regarding childhood. Applied locally to Norway, this involved historical and discursive analyses, as resistance of normalized ‘reading lists’ for students. As Foucault theory is still not so well known in Norway, and as seasoned Foucault scholars can still read more into what he wrote, I therefore provide some categorized quotations. During presentation these are to be presented at the same time as some of the quotes from Brandtzæg, as I attempt to show what she does that puts Foucault theory into practice. Her practices as a critical teacher-carer regarding today’s multiculturalism and how ‘quality’ must be re-thought: at least that is my understanding of what she writes about her work. 
Regarding power, Foucault (1979) gets us to focus on ‘what effects of power circulate among the scientific statements’ (p. 32). In the quality documents and debates these are the funded research publications and the aspects of quality that count. In pointing out ‘relations of power’ (p. 33) Foucault helps us ‘to see historically how truth effects are produced inside discourses which are not in themselves either true of false’ (p. 36) . The quality discourse in positivist research paradigms is thus not the quality discourse elsewhere; the so-called truth statements about where quality is are thus open to question, as indeed are our own positionings regarding any claims to truth. Regarding the institutions of schooling Foucault’s power theories target ‘school disciplines, which succeeded in making children’s bodies the object of highly complex systems of manipulation and conditioning’ (p. 41). Where in the quality discourses are the bodies of the children? What are the bodies of the adults doing? How do the institutions of preschooling and school produce effects of power that become markers of ‘quality’? What qualities might the children want? 
Regarding resistance, of institutionalised relations of power, including who gets to say what quality is, Foucault (1982, p. 780) says: ‘I would like to suggest another way to go further toward a new economy of power relations, a way which is more empirical, more directly related to the present situation, and which implies more relations between theory and practice. It consists of taking the forms of resistance against different forms of power as a starting point.’ (p. 780) Following this includes listening to teachers and teacher-carers, and encouraging resistence of normalized quality discourses. Understanding where and how resistance happens becomes a part of the project, along with critical knowledge of practice. 
Regarding representation Foucault’s metaphor or example of the pipe is well known (Foucault, 1983). Here we have in mind not a pipe by ‘quality’. Reading ‘quality’ for ‘pipe’ thus produces some Foucault effects. Foucault asks: ‘two drawings of the same pipe?’ (p. 16) He then plays with or philosophizes the notion of shifting representation. From this we see that fixation of meaning is impossible. ‘Or yet a pipe and the drawing of that pipe … ‘or yet again two drawing’ each representing a different pipe’ … ‘Or yet again, a drawing representing not a pipe at all but another drawing’ … ‘do not look … for a true pipe. That is a pipe dream.’ (p.16) Pronouncing on ‘quality’ by this Foucauldian poststructuralism dis-allows the structures of categories, quality factors, quantitative results. 
Regarding subjectivity, Foucault (1982) says: ‘And nowadays, the struggle against the forms of subjection – against the submission of subjectivity – is becoming more and more important, even though the struggles against forms of domination and exploitation have not disappeared. Quite the contrary.’ (p. 782) In the case of the institutionalized children for whom ‘quality’ is an issue, their objectivizing, their surveillance, is because of the power relations. Where domination and expliotation appear, the subjectivity of  a child is taken over by adults’ observations, expert statements and remedial practices for defecits. Making a child or a marginalised person submit to practices and positionings as under-dogs denies their subjectivity by objectivizing them. 
Regarding regulation, the schools of the past have been highly problematic. It does seem that the younger the children the smaller the problem. However, with liberal right agendas coming more and more into force, this could be rapidly eroded. The current focus on literacy in Norway in early schooling, after decades of much freedom for children, currently provokes concern. Foucault warns us of  ‘a whole ensemble of regulated communications (lessons, questions and answers, orders, exhortations, coded signs of obedience, differentiation marks of the “value” of each person and of the levels of knowledge) and by the means of a whole series of power processes (enclosure, surveillance, reward and punishment, the pyramidal hierarchy.’ (Foucault, 1982, p. 787). Here the quality measures linked to the literacy measures and a ‘back to basics’ mentality would be regulation indeed. 
Regarding disciplinary space, such as that of the classroom and even the playroom of  preschool day care, Foucault (1977, p. 143) says: ‘Its aim was to … be able at each moment to supervise to conduct of each individual, to assess it, to judge it, to calculate its qualities or merits. It was a procedure, therfore, aimed at knowing, mastering and using.’ Put into the past tense like this the situation seems not so worrying. Put into the present and the future and linked to particular measures such as assessment, calculation of qualities and outsiders deciding what these qualities are, the sites and events of schooling and preschoolng are at risk.  
Regarding disciplinary institutions and normalization (Foucault, 1977) ‘The perpetual penalty that traverses all points and supervises every instantin the disciplinary institutions compares, differentiates, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In short, it normalizes.’ (p. 183) It is the danger of normalization, or nationalization, that a quality focus might cause that is problematic. Allowing each institutions to decide its own ‘quality’ that matters would appear to prevent the possible problems here. 
Following this cursory summary, what we are trying to show in this plenary, by the presentations of  teachers working professionally with children, is that the above may be transcended. There is hope for practice and for children’s institutions if particular and critical professionalism are developed and constructed. Even quality discourses, we believe, are being reconstructed . 

Pointers to new ‘quality’ 
‘Quality’ is not a new term. However, it has been positioned as something to go beyond (Dahlberg, Moss and Pence, 1999) and as a link to ‘diversity’ agendas [4] taking up the notion of ‘the good barnehage’ (DMMH, 2004). As I have been showing in this paper, critical de-scribings and de-constructings of  ‘quality’ as a discursive construct are effects of postmodern perspectives and postpositivist theories of knowledge. It is not surprising then that researchers not wanting ‘the posts’ (of poststructuralism, postcolonialism, postpositivism, postmodernity) will not be taking up such practices as critical de-scription and de-construction. Hence much of the focus on quality is positivist or interpretive hermeneutic phenomenology: such as defining quality, locating quality, assessing quality and supporting quality (CECDE, 2004) as if the concept itself is not problematic. It can be argued that postpositivist research and theory are just clever words; and that reconceptualizing (quality or anything else) is just adding more theory when what is needed is ‘better’ practice. I would suggerst that without a critical edge practice cannot go further than maintaining the status quo. Further, if we are going to erase binary splits between theory and practice, between policy and research, and between children and adults, then we have face up to what is critical. Reconceptualizing quality might help us do this. 
One way of dealing with the quality discourse is to attempt to transform it. This means not rejecting the term but using it differently. As a radical politics then, the redefining, re-framing and reconceptualizing of ‘quality’ includes drawing close attention to the outcomes and consequences of various contexts and locations. In particular, critical theorists of culture are concerned about the full range of participants, not just with the dominant culture, its national language and normalised practices. Looking at ‘quality’ through this lens will have as effects other ideas of what quality might be, and other possibilities for practice, policy and theory. The process of working towards these involves asking questions, constructing new theoretical resources, and producing critical frameworks for thinking about innovation, intervention and change. 
Using ‘and’ to put quality and  Foucault together, as we have done in our plenary, creates a semantic tension. From poststructural theory we see that this can never be resolved; it can only continue into new positionings and changing practices.  As work-in-progress our plenary represents our attempt to do research together, by sharing our theories and our focus on barnehage og småskoler  practice (preschooling and early schooling). Our central theme of ‘Quality and Foucault’ has given us a common theorist and a set of political/pedagogical practices to investigate. Not exclusivly considering Foucault, we have been attempting attempt to answer such research questions as: Does the ‘quality’ discourse trouble the identities of the early childhood education institutions and the people who work and play there ? Which people are troubling the ‘quality’ discourse? What are some Foucault effects here? What might be said about power and resistance? What are the children doing and saying here? Who is reconceptualizing what? Is there a national identity in all of this? Where are spaces for difference? In all of this what we troubling are the identities of the institutions of  Norwegian early childhood education, barnehager og småskoler in Norway. We do so in the interests of greater social and sociocultural justice for children, of transforming ourselves and our work, and of reconceptualizing the field of learning and the professions and institutions of caring and teaching.

Instead of ‘using’ Foucault to produce negative and destructive positions we have tried to point to children and adults having ideas and practices of their own about what ‘quality’ is. This may be read as resistance of a normalized ‘quality’ discourse. In focusing on gender, complexity and diversity we thus trouble the notion of ‘quality’ and say that the identities of different barnehager  are because of who works and plays in them. Thus they are constantly reconceptualizing themselves, through their uniquely Norwegian professional practices. What småskoler might take up from the practices of preschooling then becomes problematic, as can be seen from Annbjørg Håøy’s presentation that will follow with photos of early schooling, and from the video made by preschool teacher-carer . In some ways the differing identities of teachers in early schooling and teacher-carers in preschools (such as Annbjørg and Dag) are effects of discourses such as the currently controversial 'quality' discourse, and how these are differently applying to the two systemic levels for children over and under the age of six.
Matters of ‘quality’ in early childhood education are currently crucial not only in Norway but internationally, as policies and national ‘policing’ take over. We would argue that more needs to be known about what the profession itself and the higher education people for early childhood education are doing about this, and what they think should happen. Norwegian practice, we believe, is exemplary in this regard. Moreover, Nordic relationships between adults and children are historically unique. We thus point positively to exemplary practices in Norway, with video and photographic material (Annbjørg’s and Dag’s with the children they work and play with). The planned visits during the conference, by conference participants to preschools and schools, link to our plenary as practical experience. We are not claiming to have ‘the answers’ for how to link Foucault to the quality debate. We are simply wanting to let in other viewpoints, other practices and other concepts. In trying to reconceptualize, we have worked with the idea that all practices and policies represent and construct concepts (begreper). Sometimes it is only by becoming critical that we can see what our underlying concepts actually are. 

As ways of working towards reconceptualizing ‘quality’ we have attempted since our proposal was accepted by the program committee of this conference to:
1)  Describe local practices built on reconceptualizing principles, including work with children and adults in diverse settings of  preschooling (barnehager) and early schooling (småskoler);
 2)  Demonstrate ways in which theoretical perspectives such as critical theory and poststructuralism expand the boundaries of our work;

3) Open up debate on what is currently happening in Norway in early childhood education. 
In doing so we would like to challenge traditional assumptions about theory and research in early childhood. What is research that is useful? How might the theory of Foucault apply? By focusing on Norwegian practice we may also challenge some assumptions of traditional or normalized practice that is non-Nordic. After the presentations of our four related papers, we encourage an interactive audience. We would like to learn from your knowledge. Also, we invite other Norwegians here at this conference to join us in ‘answering’ questions and discussing the critical issues. This we hope will happen throughout the week and beyond it, not just today. 
Speculations or theoretical beginnings
The above is ‘the’ ending of  the paper, because conference papers must be completed by a set time. I would like, however,  to point to two theoretical leads I would follow next. The first comes from Patti Lather; the second from Bill Readings. Both regard Foucault. Before seeking publication for this paper I would work these in. [5] 
1. Lather (2001b, p. 1) says she uses ‘positivities in the Foucauldian sense of the “mode of  being of things” (1970:xxii) which is presented to understanding out of both established and emerging configurations, simultaneitism and mutations that constitute the general space of knowledge. Empirical entities inhabit positivities that are thoroughly imbued with finitude out of the endless erosion of time and perspective. … [Foucault’s] archeological interest is in studying the modifications of the configurations that produce both “the order of positivity” and “the order of foundations” (340) that form “the ordering codes and reflections upon order itself” (xxi). This is the positivity in which ideas appear, sciences are established, experience is reflected in philosophies, rationalities are formed, all perhaps to be dissolved sooner rather than later.’ 
2. Writing of ‘the idea of excellence’  as a ‘techno-bureaucratic notion’, Readings (1996, pp. 21- 43; 14) points out that ‘What gets taught or researched matters less than the fact that it can be excellently taught or researched’ (p. 13). Similarly, the quality discourse risks implicit adverbial forms rather than critical substance related to local specifics and contemporary agendas. Readings (1996, p. 130-132) says:
In order to permit standardization and integration under a common index of value, administrations push for the introduction of standardized, multiple-response questions across the board that will allow the calculation of a quotient of customer satisfaction, preferably modeled on the customer survey. Arguing against the use of such standardized forms does not mean resisting the question of evaluation, merely the refusal to believe that the question of quality in education is susceptible to statistical calculation. The point here is to refuse to equate accountability with accounting. … No judgment is final; there is always another link in the chain. Questions of value are systematically incapable of closure. …what is required is a simulaneous recognition that the question of evaluation is finally both unanswerable and essential. 
Although the above regards the university, it also applies to the current situation in the schools and preschools. Here the dangers are that (1) the quantitative announces the quality counts; (2) that quality is linked to a excellence; and (3) that a measure of quality is the achievement of  normalization. A reconceptualization of quality would take into account ‘questions of what quality and pertinence might be, who are the judges of  a relevant [early education and care] … and by what authority they become those judges.’ (Readings, 1996, p. 32) In the case of Norway this questioning appears to be beginning. Here the Ministry of Children and Family Affairs says ‘quality’ must be at the local level, although the notion of quality is implicitly national and collective. As the quality ultimatum comes form the national parliament ot its ministerial department and then to barnehager of småskoler there is an inescapably hierarchical bureaucracy informing its practices. Instead of criticizing the institutions of education and care whose identities are challenged by the quality discourse, we would look rather at how people and documents say what they say (after Foucault). A useful strategy here is not to analyse but to record. This follows Foucault’s refusal of  ‘the analyis of “actual experience”, whether from the perspective of phenomenology, positivism, or eschatology (eg., Marxism)’ (Lather, 2001b, p. 1). Instead, Foucault’s archaeological interest is in what produces ‘the order of positivity’ and ‘the order of foundations’. As Foucault is using positivity as the ‘mode of being of things’, this applied to ‘quality’ as problematised in this paper relates to the nature of knowledge, the positioning of a knower and the acknowledgment of what matters for whom. So as an effect of studying Foucault we have to deconstruct the terms around which an analysis of quality is organised. Situating gender, race and class, then, as Foucauldian positivities allows us to analyse their ordering codes and indeed order itself. It is order that the quality discourse is currently organising. Reconceptualizing it then involves questioning order. Bringing ontology into this, as what deals with the nature of being, would with Foucault shift from a focus on foundations (what are the foundations of quality?) to a focus on positivities and de-centered subjects (what is this thing called quality and who are the shifting subjects of it?)
Establishing yet another regime of truth, by centering Foucault as all-knowing expert, is not our intention. In this paper I have tried to not only present but also interrupt a Foucauldian focus with theories and theoretically-based  practices from Davies, Derrida, Irigaray, Kristeva, Lather, Pitt and Britzman, and Readings.  Further, the ramifications of the quality discourse go beyond the practices of pedagogy and care to what counts as ‘quality’ research for them. 
Notes

 [1] According to the Australian Concise Oxford Dictionary (1987, p. 951) a  rhizome is a ‘prostrate or subterranean rootlike stem emitting both roots and shoots’. Following Deleuze and Guattari (1983), Lather (1993; p. 680) has pointed out that the rhizome is the model for postmodern knowledge, rather than the modernist and Chomskyan model of the tree of structural linguistics. Lather says ‘Rhizomes produce paradoxical objects. …Rhizomatics are about the move from hierarchies to networks and the complexity of problematics … As a metaphor, rhizomes work against the constraints of authority, regularity, and commonsense, and open thought up to creative constructions.’ (p. 680)

[2] Pitt and Britzman (2003, p. 757 say ‘Because knowledge is lost and found in … psychical dynamics, they leave traces in narratives about knowledge. We are calling these traces “difficult knowledge”. We consider constructions of difficulties in teaching and learning from the vantage of psychoanalytic writing …’ Here my own earlier research (Rhedding-Jones, 2000) which regards the psychoanalytic and early schooling is an attempt to present ‘difficult knowledge’ as such. If the psychoanalytic were to come into the quality debate at the preschool level then some of its effects might include the presentation of new kinds of narratives and the representations of new subject identities, such as Brandtzæg demonstrates. For nationally driven agendas, however, this would be practically impossible. Hence the quality debate is trapped by its own enormity and the need for administrators or educational managers to say it all in a few words or charts. Again, this comes down to a crisis of representation and for whom. 

[3] In the Australian Association for Research in Education’s news (AARE, 2004, p. 6) we read that the Faculty of Education is host to Deakin University’s Quality Learning research priority area. ‘Members of the QLRPA are working to (re)define the concept of Quality as it relates to various education and learning contexts. …As such the kinds of questions raised, and the theoretical resources put forward, are intended to facilitate the critique and transformation of educational environments and to produce robust critical frameworks for thinking about innovation, intervention and change.’ Descriptions of five key projects awarded research grants follow. Here then is a resistance of ‘quality’ as usual and an insertion of reconceptualizing. In contrast, the information about the International Conference organised by the Centre for Early Childhood Development and Education (CECDE, 2004), to be held in Dublin, says ‘the theme we have chosen is Quality in early Childhood Education. Children have a right to have their needs met by high quality services and we expect a lively exchange of diverse views and interpretations of quality around the globe.’ Of the three keynote speakers two are men described as Senior Scientist on the provision of quality learning environments for young children, having worked on the National Quality Initiative.  

[4] At the national conference (Trondheim, 2004) regarding Den gode barnehagen. Kvalitet og magfold Norge rundt (The Good Day Care Centre: quality and diversity throughout Norway) there were approximately 600 participants and 24 parallel sessions. Keynote speakers were four men followed by one woman. Apart from invited men from England and  Denmark the names of the parallel speakers appear to represent a culturally normalised Norwegian-ness. The same critiques can also be made of our own plenary presentation. Who is not White? Why is there only one man? 

[5] Yet Lather (2000) publishing in Denmark, says according to her Danish editor’s introduction about scientific theory, “Let’s get lost.” (p. 16) What Lather says is that she works ‘toward a learning that can tolerate its own failure of  knowledge and the detour of not understanding.’ (p. 17) Following this then perhaps my paper might be permitted to represent ‘the performances of practices of not knowing’ (Lather, 2000, p. 17). 
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Abstract for the Plenary 50 (words for inclusion in conference program)
A 'quality' discourse currently troubles ECE, its professionals and its institutions. We see Foucault theory as useful here in untangling some positive (but not positivist) complexities regarding resistance and power. Normalization as a political practice thus comes under critique and deconstruction. Videos of barnehager og småskoler show some Norwegian events and sites. 
Power

‘what effects of power circulate among the scientific statements’ (p. 32) 

‘relations of power’ (p. 33)

‘to see historically how truth effects are produced inside discourses which are not in themselves either true of false’ (p. 36) 

‘school disciplines, which succeeded in making children’s bodies the object of highly complex systems of manipulation and conditioning’ (p. 41)

Foucault, M. (1979) Truth and power. Interview with Alessandro Fontano and Pasquale Pasquino. In M. Morris and P. Patton (eds) Michel Foucault: Power, truth, strategy. Sydney: Feral Publications. pp. 29-48.

Representation

‘two drawings of the same pipe?’ (p. 16)
‘Or yet a pipe and the drawing of that pipe (p. 16) 
‘or yet again two drawing’ each representing a different pipe’ (p. 16) 

‘Or yet again, a drawing representing not a pipe at all but another drawing’ (p. 16) 

‘do not look … for a true pipe. That is a pipe dream.’ (p.16) 

Foucault, M. (1983) This is not a pipe. (Ceci, n’est pas une pipe) (M. Harknes trans. and ed.) Berkeley, Los Angeles and London: University of California Press. 
Resistance

‘I would like to suggest another way to go further toward a new economy of power relations, a way which is more empirical, more directly related to the present situation, and which implies more relations between theory and practice. It consists of taking the forms of resistance against different forms of power as a starting point.’ (p. 780) 
Foucault, M. (1982) The subject and power, Critical Inquiry, 8: 777-795.
Subjectivity
‘And nowadays, the struggle against the forms of subjection – against the submission of subjectivity – is becoming more and more important, even though the struggles against forms of domination and exploitation have not disappeared. Quite the contrary.’

 (p. 782)

Foucault, M. (1982) The subject and power, Critical Inquiry, 8: 777-795.
Regulation
‘a whole ensemble of regulated communications (lessons, questions and answers, orders, exhortations, coded signs of obedience, differentiation marks of the “value” of each person and of the levels of knowledge) and by the means of a whole series of power processes (enclosure, surveillance, reward and punishment, the pyramidal hierarchy.’ (p. 787)

Foucault, M. (1982) The subject and power, Critical Inquiry, 8: 777-795.

Disciplinary space

‘Its aim was to … be able at each moment to supervise to conduct of each individual, to assess it, to judge it, to calculate its qualities or merits. It was a procedure, therefore, aimed at knowing, mastering and using.’ (p. 143)

Foucault, M. (1977) Discipline and Punish: the birth of the prison. (trans. A. Sheridan) London, New York, Ringwood Australia, Toronto Canada, Auckland New Zealand: Penguin Books. 

Disciplinary institutions and normalization

‘The perpetual penalty that traverses all points and supervises every instant in the disciplinary institutions compares, differentiates, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In short, it normalizes.’ (p. 183) 

Foucault, M. (1977) Discipline and Punish: the birth of the prison. (trans. A. Sheridan) London, New York, Ringwood Australia, Toronto Canada, Auckland New Zealand: Penguin Books. 
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