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ABSTRACT
Objective: Japan’s 2011 Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Power Plant incident required the evacuation of over a
million people, creating a large displaced population
with potentially increased vulnerability in terms of
chronic health conditions. We assessed the long-term
impact of evacuation on diabetes, hyperlipidaemia and
hypertension.
Participants: We considered participants in annual
public health check-ups from 2008 to 2014,
administrated by Minamisoma City and Soma City,
located about 10–50 km from the Fukushima nuclear
plant.
Methods: Disease risks, measured in terms of pre-
incident and post-incident relative risks, were examined
and compared between evacuees and non-evacuees/
temporary-evacuees. We also constructed logistic
regression models to assess the impact of evacuation
on the disease risks adjusted for covariates.
Results: Data from a total of 6406 individuals aged
40–74 years who participated in the check-ups both at
baseline (2008–2010) and in one or more post-
incident years were analysed. Regardless of evacuation,
significant post-incident increases in risk were
observed for diabetes and hyperlipidaemia (relative
risk: 1.27–1.60 and 1.12–1.30, respectively, depending
on evacuation status and post-incident year). After
adjustment for covariates, the increase in
hyperlipidaemia was significantly greater among
evacuees than among non-evacuees/temporary-
evacuees (OR 1.18, 95% CI 1.06 to 1.32, p<0.01).
Conclusions: The singularity of this study is that
evacuation following the Fukushima disaster was found
to be associated with a small increase in long-term
hyperlipidaemia risk in adults. Our findings help
identify discussion points on disaster planning,
including preparedness, response and recovery
measures, applicable to future disasters requiring mass
evacuation.

INTRODUCTION
Radiation exposure is a public health issue,
associated with long-term risks of disorders
including, for example, eye cataracts and
tumours. Following Japan’s Fukushima

Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant incident, trig-
gered by the Great East Japan Earthquake
and subsequent tsunami on 11 March 2011,1

health threats have arisen in the radiation-
contaminated areas, and cumulative dose
from external and internal radiation expos-
ure is the major public concern.1–5 Contrary
to the concern, as Tsubokura et al and
Hayano et al6–15 acknowledged in their con-
tinuing series of studies and assessments of
levels of radiation exposure due to the
Fukushima incident, the levels of dose attrib-
uted to the incident have been low owing to
the weathering process and the success of
contaminated food control. The United
Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects
of Atomic Radiation and the WHO have con-
cluded that the predicted risk of lifetime
cancer is very low in the general public,
except for the most exposed infants and chil-
dren in the Fukushima Prefecture, in whom
thyroid cancer cases exceeding the norm are
estimated by model calculations, although
they are difficult to verify in practice due to
the low normal rates of thyroid cancer, even
a large relative increase represents a small
absolute increase in cases.16 17

Strengths and limitations of this study

▪ This is the first study to assess the long-term
impact of evacuation on diabetes, hyperlipid-
aemia and hypertension following Japan’s 2011
Fukushima nuclear incident.

▪ Public health check-up data for 2008–2014 from
the most affected areas, 10–50 km from the
Fukushima nuclear power plant, were evaluated.

▪ Area-level radiation concentrations, a potential
confounder for the evacuation effect on chronic
health, was taken into account.

▪ Health check-ups were provided only to the self-
employed and on a voluntary basis, potentially
biasing the results and limiting our ability to
generalise to the wider population.
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Despite the likely low risk of radiation-related health
consequences, the health effects of the Fukushima inci-
dent are not limited to those due to radiation exposure.
A major disaster often requires evacuation of a large
population, which exerts a powerful influence on indi-
vidual vulnerability to psychological stress and creates
changes in socioeconomic status (eg, employment and
income), thus impacting on people’s health.18–21 the
Fukushima incident is no exception. Soon after the inci-
dent, following a series of government evacuation
instructions, over 80 000 people from the area surround-
ing the Fukushima nuclear power plant were forced to
relocate within the Fukushima Prefecture, or move out
of this Prefecture, with some moving hundreds of kilo-
metres away from the plant; some moved several times.22

Of those who were made to evacuate, more than 70 000
are still subject to a range of evacuation measures as of 5
September 2015, following slight lifts of the instruc-
tions.23 Yasumura et al24 and Nomura et al25 reported
threefold increase in mortality among evacuated nursing
home residents up to 1 year following the incident.
Elevated values of metabolic markers, including body
mass index (BMI), blood pressure, glucose metabolism,
lipid metabolism and liver function, were also demon-
strated in evacuees, by Satoh et al26 and Tsubokura
et al,27 1 year after the incident, suggesting worsening
chronic health conditions. Yabe et al28 showed that,
2 years after the incident, the proportion of adult evac-
uees who scored above the K6 psychological distress
index cut-off point (≥13) for general mental health, was
four to five times higher than that of the pre-incident
general population in Japan.
Understanding the evacuation risk is the basis of disas-

ter risk reduction policy and action, and many studies of
past emergency/disaster events have articulated the
importance of safe evacuation.29 In this context, there is
scope to take lessons from our Fukushima experience,
not only with respect to radiation protection aspects, but
also the impacts of evacuation. Four years after the
Fukushima incident, the acute phase (ie, days to
months) health impacts of evacuation have been well
evaluated, including by the investigation commission
appointed by the National Diet of Japan authority.30

However, the long-term health consequences, that is,
those occurring years after the incident and evacuation,
have not been well documented. These long-term
impacts are hard to establish because of the scarcity of
information on the present health status of affected resi-
dents, which is due to expensive research/survey costs
and difficulty in tracking individuals over time.31 32

In Japan, municipal public health centres provide
annual free health check-ups for self-employed residents
aged 40–74 years. We evaluated the data from these
public health check-ups in the most affected areas of the
Fukushima Prefecture in the 4 years following the
Fukushima nuclear incident. The research objective of
the present study was to assess the impact of evacuation
on chronic health. We aimed to (1) gain a stronger

understanding of the influence of evacuation on long-
term health in order to inform the design and delivery
of measures to manage health risks after the Fukushima
incident and (2) identify discussion points on disaster
planning for future disasters requiring evacuation and/
or involving displaced populations.

METHODS
Design, settings and participants
The study sites are Minamisoma City, located in 10–
40 km from the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant,
and Soma City, located to the north of Minamisoma,
and 35–50 km from the Nuclear Power Plant, where we
have been supporting clinical care and research since
the incident. Note that Japan has three levels of govern-
ment: national, prefectural and municipal. The nation is
divided into 47 prefectures. Each prefecture consists of
numerous municipalities, and there are three types of
municipalities in Japan: cities, towns and villages. On 12
March 2011, a 20 km radius from the nuclear plant was
denoted by the central government as a restricted area
with compulsory evacuation.30 Minamisoma therefore strad-
dles the initial compulsory evacuation restriction zone
(where about 17 000 people had lived, representing
24.7% of the total population of Minamisoma),33 while
Soma was entirely outside this zone. The pre-incident
populations (as of February 2011) of Minamisoma and
Soma were 71 494 and 38 054, respectively.33 34 On 22
April 2011, the compulsory evacuation zone was
expanded slightly to the northwest based on the mea-
sured dispersion of highly radioactive fallout (figure 1),
and on 16 April 2012, this compulsory evacuation zone
was reclassified into three zones in line with air dose
rates (figure 1): (1) difficult-to-return zone; (2)
no-residence zone and (3) zone being prepared for
lifting of the evacuation order. With frequent small
changes, these evacuation instructions are still in effect
today. The geographical scope of these 2012 instructions
and the locations of Minamisoma and Soma, relative to
the nuclear power plant, are shown in figure 1.
We employed data from public health check-ups,

administrated by the Minamisoma and Soma city offices,
from 2008 to 2014, and compared post-incident data
(2011–2014) with pre-incident ‘baseline’ data (2008–
2010). The public health check-up is available only for
those aged 40–74 years, and covered by National Health
Insurance, which is designed for people who are not eli-
gible for any employment-based health insurance pro-
grammes (ie, the self-employed, such as farmers,
fishermen, etc), and is performed annually at the desig-
nated community centres and medical institutions
during June–October. A health check-up notification is
sent to each household every year, based on the city’s
family registry. The check-up information is also dissemi-
nated using each city’s public relations magazine. The
check-up comprises a physical examination, blood
sample test, and self-report medical history and lifestyle
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survey. The analysed data set included age and gender;
clinical characteristics and blood test results from the
physical examination; and family disease history, surgical
history, treatment history and lifestyle information from
the self-report survey. Details are shown in table 1 and
online supplementary table S1. In addition, we consid-
ered district-level radiation levels (see below section, ‘Air
dose rates’).
As outcome measures of this study, we considered dia-

betes, hyperlipidaemia and hypertension. To define each
outcome, we used the clinical guidelines for disease diag-
nosis or self-reported medication use: glycated haemoglo-
bin (HbA1c) of ≥6.5% or use of antihyperglycaemic
agents for diabetes; low-density lipoprotein cholesterol
(LDL-C) of ≥140 mg/dL or use of antihyperlipidaemic
agents for hyperlipidaemia; and systolic blood pressure of
≥140 mmHg, diastolic blood pressure of ≥90 mmHg, or
use of antihypertensive agents, for hypertension.35–37 We
considered only those who participated in the check-ups
both at baseline and in one or more target years. Note
that not every individual had a check-up every year. For
individuals who took the check-ups several times in a year,
data from the first check-up in the year were considered.

Air dose rates
Data were collected from the official website of Ministry
of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology
(MEXT). After the nuclear incident, MEXT has irregu-
larly conducted airborne monitoring within an 80 km

radius of the nuclear power plant. The monitoring is
performed at 300 m above the ground and the track
width is about 1.85 km. The recorded value is the
average of the measured values within circles with a
diameter of approximately 600 m at ground level. The
data contain the air dose rates (μSv/h) at a height of
1 m above the ground measured in terms of the ambient
dose equivalent (H*10),38 which includes the natural
radiation background from the earth’s crust, such as
from rocks and soil; and the latitude and longitude coor-
dinates of their monitoring points. All monitored results
are open to the public and available online.39

We considered the results of the third MEXT monitor-
ing performed between 31 May and 2 July 2011; fifth
monitoring between 22 and 28 June 2012; seventh moni-
toring between 27 August to 28 September 2013; and
ninth between 1 September and 7 November 2014, for
the radiation levels of 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014,
respectively.39 The district-level radiation level was then
calculated by averaging the values at each monitoring
point within a district by year, and this district average
value was then assigned to each participant in each year,
based on district of residence at baseline.

Data analysis
Subgroup classification
We classified the participants into two subgroups by
evacuation status: evacuees and non-evacuees/
temporary-evacuees. Based on the pre-incident

Figure 1 Geographical location of Minamisoma City and Soma City. The red circles show the geographical distribution of the

health check-up participants in 2010, where the circles are proportional to the number of participants living in each district. The

compulsory evacuation zone is divided into the (1) difficult-to-return zone (in green), where the annual dose of radiation is

expected to be 50 mSv or more and people are not allowed to return home until at least March 2017; (2) no-residence zone (in

yellow), where the annual dose is expected to be 20–50 mSv and people can temporarily return home to the area, but staying

overnight is prohibited and (3) zone being prepared for lifting of the evacuation order (in blue), where the annual dose is

expected to be <20 mSv and people can temporarily return home to the area, but staying overnight is prohibited.
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Table 1 Comparisons of subject characteristics between evacuees and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees

Baseline (2008–2010) 2011 2012 2013 2014

Evacuees

Non-evacuees/

temporary-

evacuees Evacuees

Non-evacuees/

temporary-

evacuees Evacuees

Non-evacuees/

temporary-

evacuees Evacuees

Non-evacuees/

temporary-

evacuees Evacuees

Non-evacuees/

temporary-

evacuees

City of residence (N)

Minamisoma 960 2818 216 832 627 1925 657 2055 617 1990

Soma 0 2628 0 2038 0 1961 0 1625 0 1601

Total 960 5446 216 2870 627 3886 657 3680 617 3591

Demographic characteristics

Age in years (mean, SD) 62.0 (6.6) 62.4 (7.1) 64.9 (6.3) 64.8 (7.3) 65.3 (6.4) 65.3 (6.9) 65.5 (6.5) 65.7 (6.6) 66.0 (6.3) 66.3 (6.3)

Gender (N, %)

Male 404 (41.9) 2203 (40.5) 95 (44.0) 1169 (40.7) 267 (42.6) 1578 (40.6) 281 (42.8) 1459 (39.7) 254 (41.2) 1375 (38.3)

Female 556 (58.1) 3243 (59.5) 121 (56.0) 1701 (59.3) 360 (57.4) 2308 (59.4) 376 (57.2) 2221 (60.4) 363 (58.8) 2216 (61.7)

Clinical characteristics (mean, SD)

BMI (kg/m2) 23.6 (3.2) 23.5 (3.3) 24.0 (3.4) 23.6 (3.3) 24.2 (3.3)*** 23.6 (3.4)*** 24.0 (3.3)** 23.6 (3.4)** 23.7 (3.4)* 23.4 (3.4)*

Systolic blood pressure

(mm Hg)

130.5 (16.1) 130.7 (16.3) 130.0 (14.6) 131.7 (16.0) 128.9 (15.5)* 130.7 (16.2)* 128.0 (14.6) 128.7 (15.2) 126.5 (14.1)** 128.4 (14.8)**

Diastolic blood pressure

(mm Hg)

77.5 (9.5) 77.5 (9.7) 78.0 (11.3) 79.0 (10.2) 76.7 (10.2) 76.9 (10.3) 76.3 (9.2) 75.7 (9.8) 74.6 (9.3) 75.1 (9.6)

HbA1c (%) 5.5 (0.6) 5.5 (0.6) 5.4 (0.5) 5.5 (0.6) 5.6 (0.5) 5.6 (0.6) 5.7 (0.6) 5.7 (0.6) 5.6 (0.6) 5.6 (0.6)

HDL-C (mg/dL) 61.4 (14.4) 61.4 (14.8) 59.8 (14.5) 60.9 (14.7) 56.2 (13.2)*** 58.8 (14.3)*** 57.9 (13.9)** 59.6 (14.3)** 58.1 (13.8)*** 60.3 (14.8)***

LDL-C (mg/dL) 124.9 (30.0) 125.4 (31.0) 126.5 (30.9) 124.4 (31.1) 120.0 (31.1) 122.2 (31.0) 123.5 (30.5) 124.8 (31.0) 121.0 (29.7)** 124.8 (31.2)**

ALT/GPT (IU/L) 22.0 (13.3) 22.7 (18.5) 23.3 (16.5) 24.7 (17.7) 24.2 (16.4) 23.4 (18.2) 23.0 (16.6) 22.1 (19.3) 22.8 (16.4) 22.1 (14.6)

AST/GOT (IU/L) 24.8 (11.5) 25.1 (11.9) 24.8 (8.7) 26.4 (15.0) 26.4 (13.9) 25.7 (12.2) 25.1 (12.2) 24.9 (15.6) 24.6 (10.9) 24.8 (14.7)

γ-GTP (IU/L) 34.0 (40.9) 37.4 (51.4) 35.8 (42.4) 39.3 (56.7) 38.6 (43.8) 36.6 (44.9) 36.8 (51.2) 36.4 (56.4) 34.5 (63.7) 35.8 (55.2)

Urine protein

(N, % of positive)

16 (1.7) 115 (2.1) 3 (1.4) 58 (2.0) 6 (1.0) 64 (1.7) 13 (2.0) 59 (1.6) 8 (1.3) 68 (1.9)

Urine occult blood

(N, % of positive)

55 (5.7) 319 (5.9) 20 (9.3) 209 (7.6) 17 (2.7)* 184 (4.8)* 30 (4.6) 185 (5.1) 30 (4.9) 163 (4.6)

Urine glucose

(N, % of positive)

19 (2.0) 130 (2.4) 2 (0.9) 60 (2.1) 8 (1.3) 89 (2.3) 10 (1.5) 74 (2.0) 14 (2.3) 68 (1.9)

Medical characteristics of interests (N, %)

Presence of diseases

Diabetes 74 (7.7) 415 (7.7) 20 (9.3) 226 (8.0) 64 (10.2) 368 (9.5) 86 (13.1) 423 (11.6) 84 (13.6) 399 (11.2)

Hyperlipidaemia 430 (44.8) 2390 (44.3) 109 (50.5) 1290 (45.2) 336 (53.6)** 1815 (46.8)** 394 (60.0)*** 1877 (51.2)*** 341 (55.3) 1874 (52.6)

Hypertension 437 (45.5) 2463 (45.3) 112 (51.9) 1506 (52.6) 333 (53.1) 2020 (52.1) 366 (55.7)* 1888 (51.3)* 297 (48.1) 1758 (49.2)

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 for evacuees versus non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees: Un-paired t test for continuous outcomes and χ2 test for categorical outcomes.
ALT, alanine aminotransferase; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; BMI, body mass index; GOT, glutamic oxaloacetic transaminase; GPT, glutamic pyruvic transaminase; HbA1c, glycated
haemoglobin; HDL-C, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; LDL-C, low-density lipoprotein cholesterol.
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district-level address, those who were living in the dis-
tricts denoted compulsory evacuation after the incident
(ie, all the evacuation areas highlighted in figure 1)
were defined as evacuees. Participants who were living
outside the compulsory evacuation zones were defined
as non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees (including volun-
tary temporary evacuees). Note that because evacuees
usually do not declare their change of address to the
city office after their evacuations, the address recorded
in the city resident registers collected from the post-
incident health check-ups indicated not the evacuation
site, but pre-incident dwelling site. This means that
post-incident addresses of the evacuees were not
identified.

Comparison of clinical characteristics between evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees
To examine the impact of evacuation on chronic health,
we compared clinical characteristics between evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees by year. In add-
ition, the pre-incident and post-incident relative risk
(RR) of diabetes, hyperlipidaemia and hypertension
were calculated with adjustment for age by evacuation
status and year, in order to compare change of the
disease prevalence after the incident, between evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees. Baseline risk was
defined as the average disease prevalence from 2008 to
2010. If an individual took a health check-up more than
once in these 3 years, their most recent data were used
in calculating the baseline.

Regression analysis
We conducted regression analyses to assess the impact of
evacuation, adjusted for covariates. The regression models
were constructed separately for diabetes, hyperlipidaemia
and hypertension, using post-incident data (2012–2014).
Note that because the health check-up of 2011 was per-
formed only months after the incident, many unobserved
factors (eg, environmental/socioeconomic factors) that
potentially influence disease risk might exist in 2011 data,
and/or variables included in the regression models might
have different functions in 2011 than in other years.
Hence, to prevent possible bias on regression coefficients,
we excluded 2011 from the analysis. Since every partici-
pant had more than two check-ups during the study
periods, the regression models included a random effect
at individual level to control for the fact that the same indi-
vidual’s data were correlated.
We compared disease risk in evacuees versus

non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees, using logistic regres-
sion. The radiation level at the residential areas may be
a significant factor confounding the evacuation effect
because it may have strong relationship with psycho-
logical stress/anxiety, known to be associated with
chronic health conditions.40 41 However, because the
post-incident addresses of the evacuees were not identi-
fied, it was impossible to adjust for post-evacuation radi-
ation level. Therefore, to better understand the effect of

radiation levels on disease risk, we modelled the associa-
tions between the disease risks and radiation levels in
non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees. Note that in this ana-
lysis, we included district as a random effect to take into
account geographical similarities/differences in the
response values for the regressions.
Variables initially entered into the regression models

were chosen based on the univariate analyses.
Additional model selection was performed using
backward-stepwise method with p-to-remove of >0.05.42

Backward-stepwise regression starts with all the candidate
variables in the model and removes the least significant
variables until all the remaining variables are statistically
significant. The partial F-test was used to verify for the
entry and removal of variables from the model. Variables
that were known or suspected risk factors (eg, family
history) were incorporated into the final model regard-
less of their statistical significance.
Geospatial processing of data was conducted using

ArcGIS V.10.2 and all statistical analyses were performed
using STATA/MP V.13.

RESULTS
Characteristics of study participants
A total of 11 279 individuals participated in the check-ups
between 2011 and 2014. After excluding those who did
not take a check-up before the incident (n=4873), we
were left with 6406 individuals with pre-incident and post-
incident data. There was a significant difference in
gender distribution between included and excluded indi-
viduals (59.3% vs 55.6% female, p<0.001). The included
individuals were more likely to have hypertension in
2011, 2012 and 2013, than excluded individuals (52.5%
vs 46.1% in 2011, p<0.01; 52.2% vs 46.8% in 2012,
p<0.001; 52.0% vs 49.0% in 2013, p<0.05), while post-
incident prevalence of diabetes and hyperlipidaemia did
not differ between excluded and included individuals.

Comparison of clinical characteristics between evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees
Demographic and clinical characteristics are shown in
table 1 by evacuation status. Variables did not differ
between evacuees and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees
at baseline, nor did they differ in 2011. However, in 2012 to
2014, BMI and high-density lipoprotein cholesterol
(HDL-C) were significantly higher and lower, respectively,
in evacuees than in non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees.
Differences in self-report medical history and lifestyle
survey by evacuation status are shown in online supplemen-
tary table S1. Although there were no significant differ-
ences between evacuees and non-evacuees/
temporary-evacuees in treatment history at baseline and in
2011, a significant difference was identified in treatment
for hyperlipidaemia after 2012, with evacuees significantly
more likely to receive outpatient treatment than were
non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees. In addition, differences
in lifestyles between evacuees and non-evacuees/
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temporary-evacuees were noted. From 2011, evacuees were
significantly more likely to have gained or lost more than
3 kg of their weight over the previous year. From 2012,
evacuees were also less likely to feel refreshed after a
night’s sleep. In addition, the non-evacuees/
temporary-evacuees tended to walk faster than evacuees,
both after 2011 and in the baseline year, possibly indicating
that the higher BMI after 2012 in evacuees could be some-
what confounded by this walk speed difference.

Age-adjusted RR of diabetes, hypertension and
hyperlipidaemia
Table 2 shows the age-adjusted pre-incident and post-
incident RR of each outcome. For diabetes, evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees both had signifi-
cantly higher risk in 2013 and 2014 than at baseline.
These RRs did not significantly differ between evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees in any year. For
hyperlipidaemia, in evacuees, risk was significantly
higher in 2012, 2013 and 2014, compared to at baseline.
In non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees, risks were signifi-
cantly higher in 2013 and 2014. The RR of hyperlipid-
aemia by evacuation status was significantly different in
2012 (p<0.05) and in 2013 (p<0.01), showing the
increased risk in hyperlipidaemia was significantly
greater among evacuees than among non-evacuees/
temporary-evacuees. For hypertension, the RR was bor-
derline significant in 2013 for evacuees, and significantly
reduced in 2014 for non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees.
The difference of the RR of hypertension between evac-
uees and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees was not sig-
nificant in any year.

Regression analyses
Impact of evacuation after adjustment for covariates
The estimated impact of evacuation on disease risk is
shown in table 3. For diabetes, there was no significant
difference in risk between evacuees and non-evacuees/

temporary-evacuees post-incident after adjustment for
covariates. We identified a small but significant effect of
evacuation on hyperlipidaemia risk (OR 1.18, 95% CI
1.06 to 1.32, p<0.01). This result is consistent with that
shown in table 2, suggesting that the evacuation effect
on hyperlipidaemia risk was not entirely accounted for
by potentially confounding covariates. In other words,
the evacuation effect persisted after adjustment for
potential confounders. An interaction term of ‘evacu-
ation’ and ‘year’ variables was examined in the regres-
sion model to test for the different evacuation impacts
by year, but no interaction was observed (data not
shown), suggesting that effect of evacuation was similar
in 2012, 2013 and 2014. For hypertension and diabetes,
no significant difference in risk between evacuees and
non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees was identified.
In addition to evacuation, we identified several other cov-

ariates associated with disease risk (table 3). For example,
the older age group (65–74 years) was significantly more
likely to experience an increase in disease risks post-
incident than the younger age group (40–64 years).
Females had twice the risk of hyperlipidaemia as males,
while the post-incident risks of diabetes and hypertension
were higher in males than in females by about 2 and 1.5
times, respectively. As many previous studies have acknowl-
edged,43–45 family history of disease was significantly highly
associated with disease risk for each outcome. Tobacco use
and alcohol consumption were also found to be associated
with disease risks, although not always in the expected dir-
ection, making these results difficult to interpret.
Interestingly, hypertension was significantly associated with
eating speed; those with slow eating speed were less likely
to have hypertension (OR 0.72, 95% CI 0.63 to 0.84,
p<0.001).

Impact of radiation level as a proxy of stress/anxiety level
Figure 2 shows the distribution of district-level radiation
concentrations for non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees by

Table 2 Age-adjusted pre-incident and post-incident relative risk of the diseases (versus baseline (2008–2010))

Evacuees

Non-evacuees/

temporary-evacuees

p Value of the

difference in row

Diabetes

2011 1.12 (0.70 to 1.79) 0.94 (0.81 to 1.10) 0.5

2012 1.21 (0.88 to 1.67) 1.11 (0.97 to 1.27) 0.6

2013 1.55 (1.15 to 2.09)** 1.33 (1.17 to 1.52)*** 0.3

2014 1.60 (1.18 to 2.16)** 1.27 (1.11 to 1.45)*** 0.1

Hyperlipidaemia

2011 1.10 (0.94 to 1.27) 1.00 (0.95 to 1.05) 0.3

2012 1.16 (1.05 to 1.29)** 1.03 (0.98 to 1.08) <0.05

2013 1.30 (1.18 to 1.43)*** 1.12 (1.07 to 1.17)*** <0.01

2014 1.20 (1.08 to 1.32)** 1.14 (1.09 to 1.20)** 0.6

Hypertension

2011 1.05 (0.91 to 1.21) 1.05 (1.01 to 1.10) 1.0

2012 1.04 (0.94 to 1.14) 1.03 (0.99 to 1.07) 1.0

2013 1.10 (1.00 to 1.21)* 1.01 (0.97 to 1.05) 0.1

2014 0.94 (0.85 to 1.05) 0.95 (0.91 to 0.99)* 0.8

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 for given year versus baseline (2008–2010), adjusted for age.
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Table 3 Random-effects regression model: OR (95% CI)

Variable Diabetes† Hyperlipidaemia‡ Hypertension§

Demographic characteristics

Evacuation status

Non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees 1.00 1.00 1.00

Evacuees 1.14 (0.96 to 1.35) 1.18 (1.06 to 1.32)** 0.97 (0.86 to 1.09)

Year

2012 1.00 1.00 1.00

2013 1.27 (1.10 to 1.47)** 1.09 (0.99 to 1.19) 0.95 (0.86 to 1.04)

2014 1.23 (1.06 to 1.43)** 1.19 (1.08 to 1.30)*** 0.80 (0.73 to 0.88)***

City

Minamisoma 1.00 1.00 1.00

Soma 1.08 (0.95 to 1.23) 0.86 (0.79 to 0.93)*** 1.00 (0.92 to 1.09)

Age in years

(40–65) 1.00 1.00 1.00

(65–74) 1.29 (1.12 to 1.48)*** 1.13 (1.04 to 1.22)** 2.47 (2.27 to 2.69)***

Gender

Male 1.00 1.00 1.00

Female 0.43 (0.37 to 0.49)*** 1.91 (1.75 to 2.10)*** 0.71 (0.65 to 0.79)***

Clinical characteristics

BMI 1.13 (1.11 to 1.15)*** 1.07 (1.06 to 1.09)*** 1.18 (1.17 to 1.2)***

HbA1c (%) – 1.61 (1.48 to 1.75)*** –

γ-GTP (IU/L) – – 1.00 (1.00 to 1.00)***

Urine protein

Negative/trace 1.00 – 1.00

Positive 2.96 (2.16 to 4.05)*** – 2.21 (1.56 to 3.13)***

Medical records

Use of medicines

Diabetes

No – 1.00 1.00

Yes – 0.91 (0.77 to 1.07) 1.45 (1.24 to 1.69)***

Hyperlipidaemia

No 1.00 – 1.00

Yes 2.15 (1.89 to 2.45)*** – 1.49 (1.36 to 1.63)***

Hypertension

No 1.00 1.00 –

Yes 1.49 (1.31 to 1.69)*** 1.07 (0.99 to 1.16) –

Family disease history

No 1.00 1.00 1.00

Yes 3.49 (3.08 to 3.96)*** 4.45 (3.35 to 5.89)*** 3.12 (2.87 to 3.38)***

Lifestyle

Tobacco use

No 1.00 1.00 1.00

Yes 1.26 (1.06 to 1.51)* 0.95 (0.84 to 1.08) 0.74 (0.65 to 0.84)***

Alcohol consumption

None/rarely 1.00 1.00 1.00

Sometimes 0.81 (0.69 to 0.96)* 0.94 (0.85 to 1.03) 1.09 (0.99 to 1.21)

Every day 0.68 (0.57 to 0.80)*** 0.56 (0.50 to 0.62)*** 1.72 (1.53 to 1.94)***

Low intensity exercise (Q3)¶

No 1.00 – –

Yes 1.27 (1.12 to 1.43)*** – –

Eating speed (Q10)††

Normal – – 1.00

Fast – – 0.90 (0.82 to 0.99)*

Slow – – 0.72 (0.63 to 0.84)***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, adjusted for covariates.
†Surgical history of oesophagus/stomach was also adjusted (data not shown).
‡Surgical history of oesophagus/stomach and treatment history of heart disease, kidney disease, liver disease and blood disease were also
adjusted (data not shown).
§Treatment history of heart disease was also adjusted (data not shown).
¶Q3: Do you walk for at least 1 h every day or have equivalent physical activities in your daily life?
††Q10: How fast do you eat compared to others?
BMI, body mass index; GPT, glutamic pyruvic transaminase; HbA1c, glycated haemoglobin.
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disease status. After adjustment for covariates, among
non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees, no significant asso-
ciations between diseases risk and radiation levels were
observed post-incident for any of the outcomes (data
not shown). We conducted sensitivity analyses by con-
structing models using radiation levels in a categorical
form (quantiles), rather than as a continuous variable,
and results were similar. These results indicate that level
of radiation exposure did not affect disease risk for
these chronic diseases. Note that, according to WHO’s
dose estimation, the annual effective doses in the first
year following the incident were 3–5 mSv in the general
population of the Fukushima Prefecture, excluding most
affected areas (ie, Namie Town and Iitate Village, 30 km
northwest of the plant). These doses are too low to
increase the radiation-induced health risks, as men-
tioned earlier.16 Associations of other covariates with the
disease risks in this subset of the population were similar
to those estimated using the whole study population
(data not shown).

DISCUSSION
Adequate control of diabetes, hyperlipidaemia and
hypertension is vital to reduce the risk of developing
serious complications, such as heart disease, stroke and
kidney failure. In the aftermath of a disaster, and follow-
ing evacuation, control of these chronic conditions is
very challenging as a result of decreased access to
medical care due to change of personal doctor or
regular clinic/hospital, reduced physical exercise and
dietary change at evacuation sites.46 47 Change in socio-
economic circumstances, such as in income and/or
employment, and chronic stress, are also known to have
a negative impact on control of chronic health condi-
tions.48 In addition, the Fukushima incident posed

specific radiation disaster-specific issues. Anxiety about
radiation exposure caused a great deal of stress and
reduced outdoor activity levels, resulting in reduced
physical exercise and reluctance to access medical
care.49 Avoidance of particular foodstuffs prone to radio-
active contamination also led to dietary changes.12 For
these reasons, in the case of the Fukushima incident,
post-incident evacuation and radiation levels might be
major underlying factors that affect chronic health
control.
In this study we found that, in the 4-year follow-up of

individuals in Fukushima Prefecture, there have been
significant increases of prevalence of diabetes and hyper-
lipidaemia both in evacuees and in non-evacuees/
temporary-evacuees, in comparison with baseline years
(RR of 1.27–1.60 for diabetes and 1.12–1.30 for hyperlip-
idaemia). Evacuees had a small but significantly higher
risk of hyperlipidaemia than non-evacuees/temporary-
evacuees. Despite high levels of public concern, radi-
ation levels were not associated with these disease risks.
Although many previous studies reported postdisaster

increases in hypertension prevalence, adequate control
of hypertension should be achievable after a disaster, as
day-to-day self-blood pressure monitoring is possible
using a home blood pressure monitor.50 In contrast, dia-
betes and hyperlipidaemia are more difficult to control
after a disaster; almost all available blood glucose and
cholesterol monitoring require invasive procedures, self-
monitoring is less accepted by patients, resulting in
reduced patient compliance in diabetes and hyperlipid-
aemia monitoring and treatment.51 Previous studies
have reported associations between experiences of life-
threatening disaster and reduced chronic health
control.41 The findings of our study show that, regardless
of evacuation, there was significantly increased risk of
diabetes and hyperlipidaemia more than 3 years after

Figure 2 Box plots for the distribution of radiation levels at non-evacuees’/temporary-evacuees’ residences by disease status.

The bar represents the median radiation air dose rate, the box shows the 25th and 75th centiles, whiskers are 1.5 times the IQR,

and outliers and extreme outlets are shown by dots and asterisks, respectively.
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the incident. This persistent impact on chronic health
indicates the necessity of paying particular attention to
the mid-term to long-term effects of a disaster on dia-
betes and hyperlipidaemia.
The fact that evacuees had higher risk of hyperlipid-

aemia but no significant difference in diabetes risk than
no-evacuees/temporary-evacuees post-incident may
reflect public and clinicians' substantial concern about
diabetes. This heightened concern over diabetes, even
in the post-evacuation environment (characterised by
reduced physical exercise, dietary change and reduced
access to medical care as well as socioeconomic
changes), may have resulted in diabetes risk in evacuees
being successfully managed at a similar level as in
non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees. This was not the case
for hyperlipidaemia, and these findings suggest that all
parties involved in local healthcare should pay more
attention to hyperlipidaemia control, with a particular
focus on evacuees. Here, our intention is not to over-
emphasise the health risks from evacuation, but to high-
light that there is scope for reducing evacuation-related
health impacts by strengthening local health system dis-
aster resilience. For instance, promoting disease-specific
and target-specific measures at community or popula-
tion level, and/or healthy lifestyle activities at individual
level (eg, weight control, sleep behaviour and balanced
diet), which we identified as differing between evacuees
and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees post-incident
(see online supplementary table S1).
In our study sites, city offices and municipal hospitals

began offering external and internal radiation exposure
screening programmes for free to city residents, a few
months after the incident, using personal radiation dosi-
meters and whole-body counting machines.10 We found
no significant associations between disease risks and
radiation levels post-incident for any of the diseases,
which may indicate that the public’s understanding of
the potential radiation risk had been fostered and
public anxiety about radiation exposure might not have
been strong enough to influence disease risk. In fact,
low-risk dietary and lifestyle behaviours were well exam-
ined in our study sites.12 Although residents’ dietary pat-
terns might have been changed immediately following
the incident with a potential move to increased meat
consumption due to concern over the radio-
contamination of soil (vegetables/fruits) and seawater
(fishery products),52 this change was likely temporary.
As of the end of 2013, it was known that all foodstuffs,
except for mushrooms and mountain vegetables, were at
a low risk of radiation contamination and under no gov-
ernmental shipment restrictions.12

Limitations
This study has several limitations. First, because the def-
inition of ‘evacuees’ in this study was those who were
living in the districts denoted compulsory evacuation
zones, the ‘evacuees’ did not include voluntary tempor-
ary evacuees who were living outside the evacuation

zones. Although, in Minamisoma, the proportion of
people who were forced to evacuate was about 27% of
the total population,33 according to the city office, the
population declined to about 10% right after the inci-
dent, indicating that approximately 60% of people
might have voluntarily evacuated. However, because they
were temporary evacuations and the population has
rebounded to more than 70% of the pre-incident level
so far,53 we assumed that many of the voluntary evacuees
returned soon or months/years after the evacuations,
though we lack reliable data to evaluate this. Therefore,
we are differentiating the effect of mandatory evacuation
from non-evacuees/temporary-evacuation. Second, the
health check-ups were undertaken on a voluntary basis,
and only offered to the self-employed, potentially
biasing the results and limiting our ability to generalise
to the wider population. Third, the study population
comprised only those self-employed and aged 40–
74 years, and did not consider the late-stage elderly over
75 years. Also, those who evacuated so far from
Minamisoma and Soma or adjacent areas that they were
not able to take the cities’ health check-ups were not
included in the study. Satoh et al26 reported that evac-
uees had about 1.4 times higher diabetes risk than
non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees 1 year after the
Fukushima incident, after adjustment for covariates. This
finding was contrary to the result of our study, which
suggested no significant difference in diabetes risk
between evacuees and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees
post-incident. However, it must be noted that the study
population the report by Satoh et al26 included people
aged more than 75 years, and up to 90 years (although
the authors adjusted for age in their analyses), and some
who experienced long-distance evacuations beyond
Fukushima Prefecture. Given this, we should bear in
mind that evacuation may engender differential vulner-
ability for elderly people in terms of chronic health con-
ditions, depending on the distance of evacuation.
Fourth, it should be noted that evacuation sites include
several housing styles, such as shelters, temporary
housing, neighbours’/relatives’ house, or new houses.
As of July 2015, according to the official website of
Minamisoma City, among the evacuees, 30% were
staying at neighbours’/relatives’ houses, 34% were living
in temporary housing and the remaining 36% had
obtained their own new houses.53 However, we were not
able to consider these differences in evacuation experi-
ence in our analysis. Because different housing situa-
tions may create social stratification, which, in turn,
engender differential exposure to post-evacuation
health-compromising conditions, further investigation is
necessary to clarify those housing styles that are more
relevant to chronic health issues. Finally, our study sites
suffered not only from the Fukushima nuclear incident,
but also the tsunami that ravaged the seacoast areas of
the cities right before the incident. Although the dataset
of Soma did not include the data of tsunami victims,
that of Minamisoma contained tsunami victims’ data
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because of the different data set management/process-
ing by the city offices. Since it was impossible to identify
the tsunami victims of Minamisoma in the data set col-
lected, our study was not able to adjust for the health
impacts of the tsunami. However, given that the percent-
age of the tsunami victims in the total population of
Minamisoma was only 1% (n=790, including missing
persons),54 the statistical influence of this limitation on
the analysis results is likely to be very small or marginal.

CONCLUSIONS
The singularity of this study is that the evacuation follow-
ing the Fukushima incident was found to be statistically
significantly associated with a small increased risk of
hyperlipidaemia in the long term (ie, years) among
people aged 40–74 years. No evacuation effect on dia-
betes or hypertension was observed, however, diabetes
risk was increased in the whole study population (evac-
uees and non-evacuees) 2–3 years post-incident. Our
findings could be used to guide actions taken before
and during disaster events where mass evacuation takes
place in order to manage the postdisaster evacuation-
related health risks.
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Supplementary Table 1 Results of self-report medial history and lifestyle survey 

  Baseline (2008-2010) 2011 2012 2013 2014 

 

Evacuees Non-

/temporary-

evacuees 

Evacuees Non-

/temporary-

evacuees 

Evacuees Non-/temporary-

evacuees 

Evacuees Non-

/temporary-

evacuees 

Evacuees Non-/temporary-

evacuees 

Part 1: Medical history          
 

Surgical history (N, %)          
 

Esophagus/stomach 12 (1.3) 111 (2.0) 4 (1.9) 62 (2.2) 9 (1.4) 85 (2.2) 6 (0.9) 74 (2.0) 10 (1.6) 75 (2.1) 

Duodenum 2 (0.2) 24 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 16 (0.6) 1 (0.2) 16 (0.4) 1 (0.2) 17 (0.5) 3 (0.5) 17 (0.5) 

Intestines 11 (1.2) 102 (1.9) 2 (0.9) 59 (2.1) 9 (1.4) 53 (1.4) 11 (1.7) 54 (1.5) 13 (2.1) 60 (1.7) 

Chest 11 (1.2) 79 (1.5) 3 (1.4) 46 (1.6) 7 (1.1) 59 (1.5) 13 (2.0) 58 (1.6) 5 (0.8) 32 (0.9) 

Family disease history (N, %)   
        

Heart disease 163 (17.0) 903 (16.6) 37 (17.1) 499 (17.4) 119 (19.0) 683 (17.6) 120 (18.3) 694 (18.9) 120 (19.5) 682 (19.0) 

Cerebrovascular disease 120 (12.5) 788 (14.5) 30 (13.9) 432 (15.1) 88 (14.0) 614 (15.8) 107 (16.3) 570 (15.5) 95 (15.4) 574 (16.0) 

Hypertension 342 (35.6) 1,954 (35.9) 77 (35.7) 1057 (36.8) 254 (40.5) 1,424 (36.6) 258 (39.3) 1,433 (38.9) 226 (36.6) 1,368 (38.1) 

Diabetes 150 (15.6) 964 (17.7) 24 (11.1)* 495 (17.3)* 120 (19.1) 703 (18.1) 102 (15.5)* 710 (19.3)* 102 (16.5) 716 (19.9) 

Hyperlipidaemia 18 (1.9) 107 (2.0) 4 (1.9) 72 (2.5) 17 (2.7) 99 (2.6) 28 (4.3) 109 (3.0) 22 (3.6) 93 (2.6) 

Treatment history (N, %)   
        

High blood pressure   
        

None 635 (66.2) 3,665 (67.3) 125 (57.9) 1,748 (62.6) 348 (55.5) 2,194 (58.3) 343 (52.2) 2,088 (56.7) 337 (54.6) 1,966 (55.8) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 285 (29.7) 1,596 (29.3) 85 (39.4) 968 (34.7) 256 (40.8) 1,419 (37.7) 286 (43.5) 1,473 (40.0) 258 (41.8) 1,417 (40.2) 

Recovered/Left untreated 40 (4.2) 183 (3.4) 6 (2.8) 76 (2.7) 23 (3.7) 148 (3.9) 28 (4.3) 119 (3.2) 22 (3.6) 139 (4.0) 

Crebrovascular disease   
        

None 929 (96.8) 5,297 (97.3) 213 (98.6) 2,702 (96.8) 601 (95.9) 3,631 (96.5) 630 (95.9) 3,549 (96.4) 592 (96) 3,389 (96.3) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 19 (2.0) 97 (1.8) 3 (1.4) 67 (2.4) 18 (2.9) 90 (2.4) 19 (2.9) 98 (2.7) 18 (2.9) 95 (2.7) 

Recovered/Left untreated 12 (1.3) 50 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 23 (0.8) 8 (1.3) 40 (1.1) 8 (1.2) 33 (0.9) 7 (1.1) 37 (1.1) 

Cardiovascular disease   
        

None 920 (95.8) 5,158 (94.8) 209 (96.8) 2,631 (94.3) 579 (92.3) 3,532 (93.9) 617 (93.9) 3,467 (94.3) 581 (94.3) 3,317 (94.2) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 34 (3.5) 227 (4.2) 7 (3.2) 128 (4.6) 41 (6.5) 191 (5.1) 32 (4.9) 183 (5.0) 31 (5.0) 181 (5.1) 

Recovered/Left untreated 6 (0.6) 59 (1.1) 0 (0.0) 32 (1.2) 7 (1.1) 37 (1.0) 8 (1.2) 28 (0.8) 4 (0.7) 23 (0.7) 

Eye disease   
        

None 790 (82.3) 4,376 (80.4) 167 (77.3) 2,141 (76.7) 468 (74.8) 2,849 (75.7) 487 (74.1) 2,760 (75) 465 (75.4) 2,578 (73.2) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 115 (12.0) 763 (14.72 36 (16.7) 489 (17.5) 112 (17.9) 663 (17.6) 123 (18.7) 702 (19.1) 118 (19.1) 692 (19.6) 

Recovered/Left untreated 55 (5.7) 305 (5.6) 13 (6.0) 162 (5.8) 46 (7.4) 250 (6.7) 47 (7.2) 218 (5.9) 34 (5.5) 253 (7.2) 

Anemia   
        

None 893 (93.0) 5,149 (94.6) 209 (96.8) 2,646 (94.8) 599 (95.5) 3,549 (94.4) 628 (95.6) 3,519 (95.6) 580 (94.2) 3,350 (95.1) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 6 (0.6) 30 (0.6) 1 (0.5) 18 (0.6) 8 (1.3) 30 (0.8) 5 (0.8) 28 (0.8) 9 (1.5) 36 (1.0) 

Recovered/Left untreated 61 (6.4) 265 (4.9) 6 (2.8) 127 (4.6) 20 (3.2) 180 (4.8) 24 (3.7) 133 (3.6) 27 (4.4) 136 (3.9) 

Diabetes mellitus   
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None 878 (91.5) 5,039 (92.5) 196 (90.7) 2,577 (92.3) 559 (89.3) 3416 (90.8) 585 (89.2) 3,322 (90.3) 541 (87.7) 3,146 (89.4) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 71 (7.4) 337 (6.2) 19 (8.8) 191 (6.8) 60 (9.6) 294 (7.8) 67 (10.2) 318 (8.6) 72 (11.7) 344 (9.8) 

Recovered/Left untreated 11 (1.2) 69 (1.3) 1 (0.5) 24 (0.9) 7 (1.1) 51 (1.4) 4 (0.6) 39 (1.1) 4 (0.7) 31 (0.9) 

Hyperlipidaemia   
        

None 
659 (68.7) 3,869(71.1) 

137 (63.4) 1,882 (67.4) 344 (55.0)*** 2,377 (63.2)*** 357 (54.3)*** 
2,290 

(62.3)*** 
325 (52.7)*** 2,142 (60.8)*** 

Receiving outpatient treatment 
199 (20.7) 982 (18.) 

48 (22.2) 609 (21.8) 209 (33.4)*** 977 (26.0)*** 239 (36.4)*** 
1,009 

(27.4)*** 
227 (36.8)*** 1,032 (29.3)*** 

Recovered/Left untreated 102 (10.6) 593 (10.9) 31 (14.4) 300 (10.8) 73 (11.7)*** 407 (10.8)*** 61 (9.3)*** 380 (10.3)*** 65 (10.5)*** 347 (9.9)*** 

Kidney disease   
        

None 944 (98.3) 5,287 (97.1) 211 (97.7) 2,706 (96.9) 612 (97.6) 3,632 (96.7) 636 (96.8) 3,547 (96.4) 599 (97.2) 3,395 (96.4) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 2 (0.2) 47 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 24 (0.9) 6 (1.0) 47 (1.3) 6 (0.9) 44 (1.2) 8 (1.3) 48 (1.4) 

Recovered/Left untreated 14 (1.5) 109 (2.0) 5 (2.3) 62 (2.2) 9 (1.4) 78 (2.1) 15 (2.3) 88 (2.4) 9 (1.5) 78 (2.2) 

Respiratory disease   
        

None 932 (97.1) 5,255 (96.5) 204 (94.4) 2,688 (96.3) 602 (96) 3,606 (95.9) 628 (95.6) 3,536 (96.1) 600 (97.2) 3,365 (95.5) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 11 (1.2) 94 (1.7) 9 (4.2) 51 (1.8) 14 (2.2) 100 (2.7) 17 (2.6) 86 (2.3) 7 (1.1) 91 (2.6) 

Recovered/Left untreated 17 (1.8) 97 (1.8) 3 (1.4) 53 (1.9) 11 (1.8) 56 (1.5) 12 (1.8) 57 (1.6) 10 (1.6) 67 (1.9) 

Gastrointestinal diseases   
        

None 846 (88.1) 4,693 (86.3) 189 (87.5) 2,369 (84.9) 551 (87.9)* 3,189 (84.8)* 577 (87.8) 3,112 (84.6) 541 (87.7) 30,06 (85.4) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 39 (4.1) 279 (5.1) 15 (6.9) 184 (6.6) 23 (3.7)* 231 (6.1)* 38 (5.8) 236 (6.4) 28 (4.5) 206 (5.9) 

Recovered/Left untreated 75 (7.8) 469 (8.6) 12 (5.6) 239 (8.6) 53 (8.5)* 340 (9.0)* 42 (6.4) 332 (9.0) 48 (7.8) 310 (8.8) 

Colorectal disease   
        

None 894 (93.1) 5,073 (93.2) 204 (94.4) 2,577 (92.4) 577 (92) 3,448 (91.7) 593 (90.3) 3,366 (91.5) 561 (91.1) 3,174 (90.1) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 11 (1.2) 49 (0.9) 2 (0.9) 30 (1.1) 7 (1.1) 46 (1.2) 12 (1.8) 51 (1.4) 8 (1.3) 55 (1.6) 

Recovered/Left untreated 55 (5.7) 321 (5.9) 10 (4.6) 182 (6.5) 43 (6.9) 266 (7.1) 52 (7.9) 263 (7.2) 47 (7.6) 292 (8.3) 

Liver disease   
        

None 939 (97.8) 5,284 (97.1) 211 (97.7) 2,717 (97.3) 606 (96.7) 3,649 (97.1) 643 (97.9) 3,579 (97.3) 598 (96.9) 3,412 (96.9) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 13 (1.4) 66 (1.2) 3 (1.4) 30 (1.1) 8 (1.3) 62 (1.7) 7 (1.1) 56 (1.5) 6 (1.0) 54 (1.5) 

Recovered/Left untreated 8 (0.8) 93 (1.7) 2 (0.9) 45 (1.6) 13 (2.1) 48 (1.3) 7 (1.1) 45 (1.2) 13 (2.1) 55 (1.6) 

Gout    
        

None 918 (95.6) 5,237 (96.2) 210 (97.2) 2,672 (95.7) 601 (95.9) 3,598 (95.7) 621 (94.5) 3,506 (95.3) 576 (93.5) 3,352 (95.2) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 19 (2.0) 135 (2.5) 5 (2.3) 87 (3.1) 14 (2.2) 119 (3.2) 26 (4.0) 121 (3.3) 26 (4.2) 122 (3.5) 

Recovered/Left untreated 23 (2.4) 72 (1.3) 1 (0.5) 32 (1.2) 12 (1.9) 43 (1.1) 10 (1.5) 52 (1.4) 14 (2.3) 48 (1.4) 

Blood disease   
        

None 959 (99.9) 5,422 (99.6) 216 (100) 2,778 (99.5) 622 (99.2) 3,744 (99.6) 656 (99.9) 3,657 (99.4) 615 (99.7) 3,497 (99.3) 

Receiving outpatient treatment 1 (0.1) 12 (0.2) 0 (0.0) 9 (0.3) 3 (0.5) 14 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 18 (0.5) 0 (0.0) 17 (0.5) 

Recovered/Left untreated 0 (0.0) 8 (0.2) 0 (0.0) 5 (0.2) 2 (0.3) 3 (0.1) 1 (0.2) 4 (0.1) 2 (0.3) 7 (0.2) 

Part 2: Lifestyle related          
 

Personal habits (N, %)          
 

Alcohol          
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None or rarely 530 (55.2) 3,105 (57.0) 124 (57.4) 1,628 (58.3) 355 (56.6) 2,128 (56.6) 370 (56.3) 2,111 (57.4) 362 (58.7) 2,084 (58.1) 

Sometimes 195 (20.3) 1,092 (20.1) 38 (17.6) 516 (18.5) 113 (18.0) 777 (20.7) 133 (20.2) 751 (20.4) 105 (17.0) 712 (19.8) 

Everyday 235 (24.5) 1,248 (22.9) 54 (25.0) 649 (23.2) 159 (25.4) 858 (22.8) 154 (23.4) 818 (22.2) 150 (24.3) 793 (22.1) 

Smoking 129 (13.4) 864 (15.9) 27 (12.5) 361 (12.9) 67 (10.7) 475 (12.6) 59 (9.0)** 466 (12.7)** 54 (8.8)* 418 (11.7)* 

Lifestyle (N, % of YES) †   
        

High weight gain (Q1)1 351 (36.6) 1,967 (36.2) 81 (37.7) 998 (35.8) 267 (42.6)** 1,387 (36.9)** 268 (40.9)* 1,349 (36.7)* 251 (40.8)* 1,274 (35.5)* 

Moderate intensity exercise (Q2)2 286 (29.8)** 1,868 (34.4)** 85 (39.5) 932 (33.5) 209 (33.3) 1,385 (36.8) 243 (37.1) 1,388 (37.8) 228 (37.0) 1,404 (39.2) 

Low intensity exercise (Q3)3 357 (37.2) 2,033 (37.4) 78 (36.3) 963 (34.6) 224 (35.7) 1,286 (34.2) 229 (34.9) 1,335 (36.3) 204 (33.1) 1,301 (36.3) 

Walk speed (Q4)4 353 (36.8)*** 2,357 

(43.4)*** 
76 (35.4)* 1,203 (43.2)* 209 (33.4)*** 1,602 (42.6)*** 209 (33.4)** 1,602 (42.6)** 209 (33.4)* 1,602 (42.6)* 

Small weight gain/loss (Q5)5 183 (19.1) 1,175 (21.6) 64 (29.8)* 646 (23.2)* 229 (36.5)*** 943 (25.1)*** 184 (28.1)** 855 (23.3)** 158 (25.7)* 780 (21.8)* 

Good sleep (Q6)6 738 (76.9) 4,185 (77.1) 148 (68.8) 2,030 (72.9) 423 (67.6)** 2,785 (74.0)** 425 (64.8)*** 2,645 (72)*** 402 (65.3)*** 2,611 (72.8)*** 

Late evening meal (Q7)7 230 (24.0)** 1,060 (19.5)** 41 (19.2) 488 (17.5) 133 (21.3) 711 (18.9) 126 (19.2) 614 (16.7) 112 (18.2) 594 (16.6) 

Midnight snack (Q8)8 113 (11.8) 585 (10.8) 24 (11.2) 273 (9.8) 46 (7.4) 304 (8.1) 42 (6.4) 288 (7.8) 41 (6.7) 283 (7.9) 

Breakfast skip (Q9)9 51 (5.3) 322 (5.9) 2 (0.9)* 125 (4.5)* 24 (3.8) 181 (4.8) 29 (4.4) 199 (5.4) 32 (5.2) 195 (5.4) 

Eating speed (Q10)10   
        

Normal 660 (68.8) 3,571 (65.8) 140 (65.1) 1,807 (64.9) 423 (67.5) 2,484 (66) 434 (66.2) 2,411 (65.7) 403 (65.4) 2,360 (65.8) 

Fast 232 (24.2) 1,399 (25.8) 57 (26.5) 744 (26.7) 143 (22.8) 929 (24.7) 174 (26.5) 968 (26.4) 164 (26.6) 938 (26.2) 

Slow 68 (7.1) 461 (8.5) 18 (8.4) 234 (8.4) 61 (9.7) 350 (9.3) 48 (7.3) 293 (8.0) 49 (8.0) 289 (8.1) 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 for evacuees versus non-/temporary-evacuees: Un-paired t-test for continuous outcomes, chi-square test for categorical outcomes 

1
 Q1: Have you gained ≥10 kg since you were 20 years old? 

2
 Q2: Have you been exercising at least 2 days per week, at least 30 minutes each at an intensity that causes a slight sweat, for at least 1 year? 

3
 Q3: Do you walk for at least 1 hour everyday or have equivalent physical activities in your daily life? 

4
 Q4: Do you walk faster than people of your age and sex? 

5
 Q5: Have you had a weight gain or loss of ≥3 kg over the last year? 

6
 Q6: Do you feel refreshed after a night’s sleep? 

7
 Q7: Do you have an evening meal within 2 hours before bedtime 3 days or more per week? 

8
 Q8: Do you eat after the evening meal (have a fourth meal) 3 days or more per week? 

9
 Q9: Do you skip breakfast 3 days or more per week? 

10
 Q10: How fast do you eat compared to others?  


	Postnuclear disaster evacuation and chronic health in adults in Fukushima, Japan: a long-term retrospective analysis
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Design, settings and participants
	Air dose rates
	Data analysis
	Subgroup classification

	Comparison of clinical characteristics between evacuees and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees
	Regression analysis

	Results
	Characteristics of study participants
	Comparison of clinical characteristics between evacuees and non-evacuees/temporary-evacuees
	Age-adjusted RR of diabetes, hypertension and hyperlipidaemia
	Regression analyses
	Impact of evacuation after adjustment for covariates

	Impact of radiation level as a proxy of stress/anxiety level

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	References


