We would like to sincerely thank the reviewer for the careful reading of our manuscript and the constructive comments. We have revised the manuscript accordingly, and all suggested changes have been incorporated. The revisions have helped improve the clarity and scientific rigor of the manuscript. Our detailed responses are presented below. 
Response to Reviewer 1 
Comment 1 – Article Title 
Given the qualitative and context-specific nature of the study, it is recommended that the country in which the research was conducted be explicitly stated in the title. This would improve transparency and help international readers better understand the cultural and social context of the findings. 
Response: Thank you for this valuable suggestion. We agree that specifying the country where the study was conducted improves transparency and helps international readers better understand the sociocultural context of the findings. Therefore, the country name has been added to the title. Changes in the manuscript: The title has been revised to: “Azari Women's Experiences and Perceptions of Encountering Unplanned Pregnancy: A Qualitative Study.”
Comment 2 – Methodology and interviews with midwives and gynecologists Reviewer 
In the methods section, it is stated that interviews were conducted with midwives and gynecologist to clarify ambiguities; however, no quotations or data attributed to these participants are presented in the findings section. Moreover, given that the primary aim of the study is to explore women’s experiences and perceptions, the inclusion of interviews with midwives and physicians requires a stronger and clearer methodological justification. 
Response: Thank you for this insightful comment. After carefully reconsidering this issue, we recognized that the inclusion of interviews with midwives and the gynecologist might create ambiguity regarding the primary focus of the study, which was to explore women’s experiences and perceptions of unplanned pregnancy. Additionally, these interviews did not contribute additional data that substantially informed the interpretation of women’s experiences. Therefore, to maintain methodological clarity and ensure that the analysis remains fully focused on women’s lived experiences, the interviews with the midwives and the gynecologist have been removed from the manuscript. 
Changes in the manuscript: All references to interviews with midwives and the gynecologist have been removed from the Methods and Results sections, and the total number of participants has been revised accordingly.

Comment 3 – Speculative statements in the discussion without empirical support:
At the end of the second paragraph of the discussion section, differences in individual and cultural factors are mentioned. Presenting such interpretations without being directly grounded in specific study findings may weaken the scientific rigor of the manuscript. This section would benefit from closer alignment with the study’s findings or being presented with greater caution.
Response: Thank you for this valuable comment. We agree that interpretations in the discussion should be closely aligned with the study findings. Therefore, the relevant sentence has been revised to better reflect the emotional reactions reported by participants, such as shock, disbelief, and emotional distress following the discovery of an unplanned pregnancy. The statement has also been rephrased to present the interpretation more cautiously. 
Changes in the manuscript: The sentence at the end of the second paragraph of the discussion section has been revised accordingly.
Comment 4 – Introduction of new concepts in the discussion not reflected in the findings:
In the third paragraph of the discussion, the concept of “responsibility for pregnancy” is introduced, despite the absence of this theme in the findings section. In addition, reference number 34 appears unclear and not directly relevant to the discussion. Revising this section to ensure better consistency between findings, discussion, and references is recommended.
Response: Thank you for your valuable comment. We have revised the third paragraph of the discussion to remove the concept of “responsibility for pregnancy,” which was not directly supported by participants’ narratives. The discussion now focuses solely on threats and concerns directly reported by women following unplanned pregnancies. Reference 34 has been replaced with a relevant study that empirically supports the identified threats and concerns experienced by women in similar socio-cultural contexts.
Changes in the manuscript: Paragraph revised to include only concepts supported by participants’ experiences.
Concept of “responsibility for pregnancy” removed.
Reference 34 replaced to ensure alignment with the revised discussion.
Comment 5 – Comparison of findings with previous studies:
The comparison of the study findings with previous research requires reconsideration. For example, comparing the results of this study with research conducted on unmarried adolescent women (references 13, 15, and 36) does not seem appropriate, as substantial differences in demographic characteristics and socio-cultural contexts are likely to result in expected differences in findings. It is recommended that:
· more recent studies be prioritized; and
· studies conducted in cultural and social contexts closer to that of Iran be used to provide a more meaningful and contextually relevant discussion.
Response: Thank you for your insightful comment. We have revised the discussion to ensure that comparisons with previous studies are contextually appropriate. Specifically, we have removed comparisons with research conducted on unmarried adolescent women, as these populations differ substantially in demographic and socio-cultural characteristics. Instead, we have included more recent studies conducted in cultural and social contexts similar to Iran, which provide meaningful and relevant comparisons regarding women’s experiences of unplanned pregnancy.
These studies support our findings that unplanned pregnancy within vulnerable social and economic contexts can be a highly stressful and threatening experience. 
Changes in the manuscript: Removed inappropriate comparisons with unmarried adolescent populations. Revised discussion paragraphs to align with the findings and these contextually relevant studies.

Response to Reviewer 2
Comment 1 – Abstract
Please revise the sentence:
“This study aimed to women's experiences…” → consider revising to:
“This study aimed to explore women's experiences…”
A brief language polishing of the abstract would further enhance clarity.
Response: Thank you for your valuable comment. We have revised the sentence in the abstract from “This study aimed to women's experiences…” to “This study aimed to explore Iranian Azari women’s experiences …” to improve grammatical accuracy and clarity. Additionally, we have conducted a brief language polishing of the abstract to enhance overall readability and precision. 
Changes in the manuscript: Revised the sentence as suggested. Minor language polishing throughout the abstract. 
Comment 2 – Methods 
The methodological description is generally clear.
It may be helpful to add one short clarifying sentence regarding data saturation (as saturation was reached at interview 15 but 17 interviews were conducted).
A brief statement acknowledging researcher reflexivity (e.g., the interviewer’s professional background) would further strengthen methodological transparency.
Response: Thank you for your insightful comment. We have clarified the methodological details regarding data saturation and researcher reflexivity in the Methods section. 
Changes in the manuscript: Clarified number of interviews and data saturation. Explained rationale for supplementary telephone interviews. Added statement on researcher reflexivity and professional background.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Comment 3 – Results 
The themes are logically organized and supported by illustrative quotations.
In the section discussing “facilitators of continuation,” a slight clarification distinguishing personal acceptance from continuation influenced by legal constraints would enhance conceptual precision. No structural changes are required.
Response: We appreciate your observation. In the section discussing “facilitators of continuation,” we clarified the distinction between women’s personal acceptance of pregnancy and continuation influenced by legal constraints, ensuring conceptual precision.
Changes in the manuscript: Clarified conceptual distinction between personal acceptance and legally influenced continuation. 
Comment 4 – Discussion and Limitations 
Discussion and Limitations
The discussion is appropriately aligned with the findings.
In the Strengths section, consider replacing “generalized” with “transferable”, as this terminology is more consistent with qualitative research conventions.
Response: Thank you for your constructive comment. In the Strengths section, we replaced “generalized” with “transferable” to better align with qualitative research conventions. 
Changes in the manuscript: Replaced “generalized” with “transferable” in the Strengths section.
 Comment 5 – Minor Editorial Points 
Minor grammatical and stylistic polishing is recommended throughout the manuscript.
In Figure 1, revise “facing with an unplanned pregnancy” to “facing an unplanned pregnancy.”
Response: We have carefully reviewed the manuscript and implemented minor grammatical and stylistic polishing throughout. In Figure 1, the text “facing with an unplanned pregnancy” has been revised to “facing an unplanned pregnancy” for clarity. 
Changes in the manuscript: Minor language and stylistic edits throughout the manuscript. Corrected Figure 1 caption as suggested.
