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BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   
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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Professor Gloria R. Leon 
University of Minnesota  
Minneapolis, Minnesota, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 02-Aug-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This study assessing trajectories of psychological distress in victims 
of the Fukushima nuclear disaster was carefully conducted, and the 
findings are of scientific and practical interest. The study has a 
number of strengths: the measure used to assess psychological 
distress is validated in Japanese, and the rationale for the particular 
trajectory modeling analyses used is well justified. While the 
response rate declines somewhat over time, there is still a large N 
that participated in the study over three consecutive annual 
evaluations, enabling the investigators to be relatively firm in the 
conclusions drawn from the analyses. The findings related to 
concerns about the long-term effects of radiation exposure add to 
the literature documenting the deleterious psychological impact of 
health uncertainty in a situation in which this is a realistic concern.  

 

REVIEWER Kerstin Bergh Johannesson 
Dep of neuroscience/psychiatry, Uppsala University  
Sweden 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Aug-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The study is interesting, clear and nicely written. However, there are 
a few minor points to be acknowledged, mainly related to proof-
reading.  
Page 2, line 35: Strengths and limitations of the study are not 
explained, but rather the results of the study.  
Introduction, p.3, line 20 - 21. Preferably, the points that are claimed 
should be backed up with references related to trajectories after 
disasters. I would have liked the authors to elaborate a little more 
around this.  
Assessment: Are there any measurements of the internal 
consistency of the chosen instruments? Chronbach alpha?  
Results: Page 6, line 6. The second sentence seems to lack a word: 
" ... than 80%".  
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Page 7, line 55: unclear sentence, also here a word seems to be 
lacking: "...and for the F..."  
Discussion: My impression is that the discussion part could be a bit 
more elaborated.  
Page 12, line 8: This study involves thosands of respondents, and is 
consequently quite impressive. My concern is how significant is one 
case report for the results even if it is an illustrative example?  
The section concerning suicide rates could be rewritten so it links 
more smoothly into the topic of the article. As it is written the reader 
is facing new data, which is a little distracting. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Responses to the comments of Reviewer #1  

 

Comments: This study assessing trajectories of psychological distress in victims of the Fukushima 

nuclear disaster was carefully conducted, and the findings are of scientific and practical interest. The 

study has a number of strengths: the measure used to assess psychological distress is validated in 

Japanese, and the rationale for the particular trajectory modeling analyses used is well justified. While 

the response rate declines somewhat over time, there is still a large N that participated in the study 

over three consecutive annual evaluations, enabling the investigators to be relatively firm in the 

conclusions drawn from the analyses. The findings related to concerns about the long-term effects of 

radiation exposure add to the literature documenting the deleterious psychological impact of health 

uncertainty in a situation in which this is a realistic concern.  

 

Response: We appreciate your comprehensive and encouraging comments. In order to clarify the 

strengths of our study, we added a paragraph on the strengths of our study by reference to your 

comments in the discussion section. We also rewrite “Strengths and limitations of the study” section 

after the abstract.  

 

 

Responses to the comments of Reviewer #2  

 

The study is interesting, clear and nicely written. However, there are a few minor points to be 

acknowledged, mainly related to proof-reading.  

 

Response: Thank you for your intensive reading and thoughtful comments.  

 

1. Page 2, line 35: Strengths and limitations of the study are not explained, but rather the results of 

the study.  

 

Response: We agree with your comment. We totally rewrote this section.  

 

 

2. Introduction, p.3, line 20 - 21. Preferably, the points that are claimed should be backed up with 

references related to trajectories after disasters. I would have liked the authors to elaborate a little 

more around this.  

 

Response: We agree with your comment. We deleted a sentence of “For instance, some may realize 

a reduction in distress over time, while others may experience an increase or no change.”, and added 

a description on the longitudinal studies after disasters in the second paragraph.  

 

3. Assessment: Are there any measurements of the internal consistency of the chosen instruments? 
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Chronbach alpha?  

 

Response: There are references on the measurements of the internal consistency of the Japanese 

version of K6, CAGE, and LSNS-6. We added Chronbach alpha for each assessment tools in the 

assessment section.  

 

4. Results: Page 6, line 6. The second sentence seems to lack a word: " ... than 80%".  

Page 7, line 55: unclear sentence, also here a word seems to be lacking: "...and for the F..."  

 

Response: Thank you for your comment. These were technical errors occurred during the submission 

process, because our WORD manuscript did not have these lacks (“More than 80%”, and “and for the 

LSNS-6, F…”). Actually, we do not know how to solve these occasional errors. These errors seemed 

to occur if the main body of the manuscript would mix with the tables, so we decided to insert page 

breaks between the main body and the tables. We hope that it will go well.  

 

5. Discussion: My impression is that the discussion part could be a bit more elaborated.  

 

Response: We agree with your comment. We reconfirmed the structure of the discussion session and 

added a paragraph on the strength of the study and on future studies. In addition, in the first 

paragraph of the discussion, we added some words in response to the increase of the introduction 

section and we also added a reference which showed an opposite direction of our speculation about 

the paralleled trajectories in our study. Moreover, we added a description on the post-disaster housing 

instability, because it also showed the relationship with psychological distress.  

 

6. Page 12, line 8: This study involves thousands of respondents, and is consequently quite 

impressive. My concern is how significant is one case report for the results even if it is an illustrative 

example?  

 

Response: We agree with your comment. We deleted a part of a case example. In addition, at the 

beginning of the paragraph, we added “In comparison with other studies after the GEJE”, and indexed 

the paragraph.  

 

7. The section concerning suicide rates could be rewritten so it links more smoothly into the topic of 

the article. As it is written the reader is facing new data, which is a little distracting.  

 

Response: We agree with your comment. We deleted the paragraph, and instead of this, we added 

words at the last of the third paragraph of the discussion section, as “, which are recognized the major 

public concerns in Fukushima”.  on M
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