Reviewer 1

Comment 1:The abstract adheres to the standard conventions of academic writing but does not
provide relevant research background.

Response: We have added the research background at the beginning of the abstract, briefly
describing the prevalence of anxiety and depression during pregnancy and their potential impact
on neonatal health, and clarifying the purpose of the study.

Comment 2: The research background section is described in a single paragraph, lacking logical
flow and support from references. The initial information should establish the background and
significance, elaborating on the maternal psychological and emotional context and briefly
explaining the clinical significance of the Apgar score and birth weight. Furthermore, it should
highlight the importance of maternal mental health during pregnancy. Additionally, it should
include relevant core content explaining why maternal anxiety and depression might affect
newborns. It should explicitly state that although some studies exist, the results remain
controversial.

Response: We have comprehensively revised the introduction section: 1) Restructured it with
improved logical flow and added key references to support statements; 2) Added detailed
explanations of the clinical significance of Apgar scores and birth weight; 3) Included a dedicated
paragraph explaining the potential mechanisms linking maternal psychological distress to neonatal
outcomes through neuroendocrine and immune-inflammatory pathways; 4) Explicitly
acknowledged the existing controversies in this research area; 5) Highlighted the clinical
importance of maternal mental health during pregnancy.

Comment 3: In "2.1 Comparison of Clinical Data Between the Two Groups of Neonates," the
results are explained in conjunction with Table 1, but the comparison of significant differences
between the adverse outcome group and the normal group is not clearly described.

Response: We have revised the text in section 2.1 to clearly and systematically describe each
statistically significant difference (P<0.05) between the adverse outcome group and the normal
group, making the comparative results more explicit and easier to follow.

Comment 4: The language of the manuscript lacks authenticity, and the language proficiency
needs improvement.

Response: We have conducted comprehensive professional language editing of the entire
manuscript, correcting grammatical errors, improving sentence structure, and enhancing overall

clarity and readability through native speaker review.

Reviewer 2

Comment 1: This study is essentially a case-control study, but this was not explicitly stated in the
article.

Response: We have now explicitly stated the study design in the "Materials and Methods" section.
The opening sentence has been revised to: "This study adopted a case-control design..."

Comment 2: Combining outcomes with different etiologies, such as low birth weight and
neonatal asphyxia, for unified discussion may introduce bias.



Response: We acknowledge this valid point and have added a limitation statement in the
"Discussion" section: "It should be noted that our definition of 'adverse neonatal outcome' was a
composite endpoint encompassing both low birth weight and low Apgar scores. While both are
clinically significant, they may have distinct pathophysiological pathways."

Comment 3: The sample size of the adverse outcome group, with only 30 patients, is somewhat
insufficient.

Response: We have addressed this limitation in the revised manuscript: "Furthermore, the
relatively small sample size in the adverse outcome group (n=30) may limit the statistical power
and generalizability of some findings."

Comment 4: Please clarify whether the psychological assessments for anxiety, depression, and
stress were conducted during the third trimester, second trimester, or upon admission.

Response: We have clarified this point in the "Methods" section: "Psychological assessments
were administered during a routine prenatal check-up in the third trimester (gestational weeks
28-37)."

Comment 5: The English section of the paper contains numerous grammatical issues, which
significantly detract from its professionalism and readability.
Response: The manuscript has undergone thorough professional English language editing by a

native speaker to correct grammatical errors and improve overall clarity.

Comment 6: Please verify whether the expression "First-time mothers" is accurate.
Response: We have replaced "First-time mothers" throughout the manuscript with the more

precise clinical term "primiparous women."

Comment 7: The sentence "The underlying mechanism is hypothesized as follows:" is acceptable,
but the subsequent paragraph is lengthy and could be divided into smaller sections.

Response: We have restructured the indicated paragraph in the "Discussion" section, dividing it
into two shorter paragraphs to improve readability.

Comment 8: Please verify whether the expression "Preason” is correct.
Response: This typographical error has been corrected to "Pearson" throughout the text and in all
relevant figure captions.



