Response to Reviewer 2 Comments

Thank you for reading our manuscript carefully and giving useful comments. According to your comments and suggestion, we have revised the manuscript as described below.
The other reviewer suggested that we take another round of English editing, so we asked a native English speaker to re-edit our manuscript thoroughly. In the manuscript, our revisions are indicated in red text, while the emendations by a native English speaker are indicated in blue. We do not show each correction here, because a number of small changes were made. We believe that the quality of English is improved than before.


First, please add previous studies on the relationship between social capital and subjective wellbeing.

Response: Thank you for your suggestion. We have added a sentence to introduce a previous study of this relationship in section 1. Introduction. The added sentence is below:

[Added sentences] (p.2, line 60-63)
For example, using cross-national data from the World Values Survey and the large-scale surveys in the US and Canada, Helliwell and Putnam found that civic engagement, trust, and social ties were positively associated with subjective well-being [12].
(12.	Helliwell, J.F.; Putnam, R.D. The Social Context of Well-Being. Philos Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 2004, 359, 1435-1446.)


Second, at the individual level, It is necessary to explain whether it is reasonable to set five persons as the criteria for judging the large and small of neighbors in contact to 5 people. The number of small group members is too small. This affects the analysis results.

Response: Thank you for your comment. The criterion we used is based on previous studies, and consequently, residents could be classified into two groups at a reasonable proportion even in small population areas. We have revised sentences in section 2.3. Social Capital Measurement to add this information.
As you indicated, the number of “small” group members is rather small. Therefore, we conducted the sensitivity analysis in which the number of neighbors in contact was assessed using the original five items. As Table 3 shows, an association between the number of neighbors in contact at the individual level and the decline in happiness was observed when the number of neighbors was less than five, so we decided that this criterion was reasonable.

[Original] 
In Koumi, the study population of each town area varied from 12 to 126 people. We considered the first two responses (less than five) as the “small” number and the rest as the “large” number of neighbors in contact (two categories) so that people in the smallest town area could be divided into two categories. This classification is similar to that of previous studies [24,26].

[Revised sentences] (p.4, line 171-175)
For the analysis, the number of neighbors in contact was classified into two categories: “small” and “large.” We defined “small” as less than five based on previous studies [26,28] In Koumi, the research population of each town area varied from 12 to 126 people. As a consequence of classification by the set criteria, residents could be classified into two groups at a reasonable proportion even in small population areas (Table A1).



Third, various variables are presented in table1. A regression analysis should be added for comparison between Time1 and Time2 while controlling for “demographic” variables and social capital as the independent variables and setting subjective wellbeing as the dependent variable.

Response: Thank you for your remarks. As you pointed out, the variables in table 1 were adjusted for in the main analysis. The details of the analysis models are described in section 2.5. Statistical Analysis. The relative risks of main exposures are shown in Table 2, but those of covariates were omitted for sake of space. In the original manuscript, we used the term “RR (relative risk)” in Table 2, but changed it to “adjusted RR” for clarity.
