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Letter to the Reviewer

Dear Reviewer,
On behalf of all authors, I would like to sincerely thank you for your careful reading of our manuscript and your highly valuable and constructive feedback. Your comments have greatly helped us to improve the precision, clarity, and overall quality of the paper. We very much appreciate the time and expertise you have invested in this review process.
We have revised the manuscript accordingly and provide both a tracked-changes version and a clean version for your convenience. In the response letter, we detail how we addressed each of your comments and indicate the respective changes in the manuscript.
Thank you again for your thoughtful engagement and your important contribution to strengthening our work.
With kind regards and appreciation.

Reviewer 2
	Few further issues that need to be addressed:
"In German-speaking countries, the study "Wie gut sind unsere Kindergärten"("How good are our kindergartens?"; Tietze et al., 1998), was conducted with the participation of Austria and the Nationale Untersuchung zur Bildung, Betreuung und Erziehung in der frühen Kindheit (NUBBEK; National Study on Early Childhood, Education, and Care; Tietze et al., 2013). The study concluded that, on average, childcare facilities are of rather mediocre quality.": Please do not mix two studies when reporting findings. First, report findings of Tietze et al. 1998, then report findings of Tietze et al. 2013.

	Thank you for this helpful comment. We have revised the section accordingly and now report the findings of Tietze et al. (1998) and Tietze et al. (2013) separately, clearly noting that both studies were conducted in Germany. See page 3:
In Germany, the study Wie gut sind unsere Kindergärten? (Tietze et al., 1998; “How good are our kindergartens?”) examined the quality of early childhood education and care. The findings indicated that childcare facilities were, on average, of rather mediocre quality. Over a decade later, the Nationale Untersuchung zur Bildung, Betreuung und Erziehung in der frühen Kindheit (NUBBEK, or the National Study on Early Childhood Education and Care; Tietze et al., 2013) reached similar conclusions, once again highlighting the mediocre standard of childcare facilities in Germany.

	Please add information about the limited validity of the GrazIAS as a further limitation.
	Thank you very much for your helpful suggestion. We have substantially revised the section on the GrazIAS. In the revised version, we now (1) present empirical evidence for its validity (convergent validity, internal consistency, construct validity, and current limitations regarding predictive validity) and (2) clearly distinguish this from the description of its practical orientation for quality development (see p. 12-13).
However, predictive validity with respect to children’s competence development has not yet been demonstrated, which constitutes a central limitation. Nevertheless, findings from Austria and Germany show that the GrazIAS can identify qualitative differences in everyday educational practice and highlight specific areas for improvement (Flöter et al., 2024; Xia, 2025). Beyond its scientific application, GrazIAS 0–6 has also been adapted for quality development in practice. The subscales were operationalized through specific characteristics to provide ECE professionals with a clearer overview of quality dimensions and processes (Petritsch et al., 2019). These characteristics (see Table 1) were further elaborated in scientific publications, illustrated with video examples, and disseminated as open educational resources for the professional community (Walter-Laager et al., 2018). 



Reviewer 3
	"Generally, educational quality is measured according to children's developmental needs during the first six years of life". - I am still unclear how this is measured as in Australia our quality system assesses quality areas to determine quality so again for an international audience I am unclear how it is measured against developmental needs, it makes more sense to me that it is associated with improved developmental needs but not measured.
	Thank you for this valuable comment. We agree that our initial wording was misleading. We have revised the sentence to clarify that educational quality is not directly measured against children’s developmental needs but rather conceptualized in relation to them and assessed through structural and process quality indicators

	p.3, line 12 ECEE should it be ECEC?
	Thank you, yes, we have changed that.

	p. 3, line 46 ono should be on
	Thank you, yes, we have changed that.

	p. 4 . "How quality in ECEC settings is assessed on the ground is related to the definition of good quality and the focus of a given piece of research (Siraj-Blatchford & Wong, 1999)." - unsure what you mean here when referring to "a given piece of research"?
	Thank you for pointing this out. An error occurred in the revision process – the phrase “of good quality and the focus of a given piece of research” was unintentionally deleted. We have corrected this in the revised version of the manuscript.



Text eingeben		Seite 2/2
image1.png




