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１． Anthropology of Calvary or 
Tribulation

Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction
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An e-mail on February, 28 (Tuesday), 2022
・ The war began on last Thursday in Ukraine. I was born in Ukraine, but
I immigrated to the United States at the age of seven. My close
relatives live in the south of Ukraine, where the army of Russia invaded
through. Since Thursday, I haven’t been able to do anything,
overwhelmed by the anxiety and anger. Fortunately, it seems that my
relatives are still alive, and they were able to get out of the basement
shelter and could buy breads. Luckily, my cousin was in Poland as an
immigrant worker. He is now supporting the refugees from Ukraine. It’s
really a cruel situation. I can’t believe this evil. Best, by Alex Sklyar.

⇒ The Author of Chapter 5：“Value Conflict among Voluntary Evacuee Mothers
from Fukushima: Protecting Children from Radiation, Respecting Family and Society”



American Medical Anthropologist, Physician, 
Paul FARMER Died on February 21, 2022

Paul Edward Farmer (1959-2022)
American Medical Anthropologists, physician

• The chair of the Department of Global Health and Social Medicine
at Harvard Medical School

• The co-founder of NPO “Partners In Health” (https://www.pih.org/)

• Famous work - Identifying the STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE and
SOCIAL SUFFERINGS in the field of medical anthropology.

• Books – “Pathologies of Power, 2005”
• “Haiti, after the earthquake, 2011”



9

“SOCIAL SUFFERING BY 
STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE”

The chronical illness of Japanese social structure which were built from 
modernization and economic policies are now being apparent, and 
torment the victims.
The nuclear power plant disaster can be determine “Social Suffering 
by Structural Violence”.

• He fundamentally questioned the major discourse which considers the 
person’s physical and mental illness are their own responsibilities. 

• He unveiled the pathology in the social mechanism, claiming that ‘Social 
Suffering’ is caused by structural violence. 

• Structural violence is embedded in political, economic, social, and other 
structures and manifests itself as unequal power relations, social 
injustice, inequality, disparity, and discrimination. 



苦難（Calvary ／Tribulation）
SUFFERING → “CALVARY” and “TRIBULATION”.

• CALVARY : comes from the hill “Golgotha” where Jesus Christ was
crucified. It means pain, suffering, distress, ordeal, or martyrdom.
CALVARY in here – not only as a negative experience, but the process
of developing hope and resurrection through time.

• TRIBULATION : means the suffering from persecution or oppression. In
Japanese “suffering” is usually associated with a personal pain. But
Fukushima victims’ and refugees’ experiences are socio-cultural pain,
and it is not only in personal dimension.

• Our book “Anthropology of Tribulation and Hope from Fukushima”
contains many narratives that tells CALVARY and TRIBULATION.



２． The Rhetoric in Peaceful Use of 
Nuclear Energy

Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction©Photo by Takuya TSUJIUCHI



• August 6, 1945：Atomic-bomb "little boy" (uranium bomb) 
dropped on HIROSHIMA. 

• August 9, 1945：Atomic bomb "fat man" (plutonium bomb) 
dropped on NAGASAKI.

HIROSHIMA

NAGASAKI

PRACTICAL USE OF ATOMIC BOMBS



NUCLEAR TESTS 
PROCEEDING AROUND THE WORLD

• 1949: Kazakhstan desert, Soviet 
Union 

• 1952: Pacific Montebello Islands, 
United Kingdom

• 1952: Pacific Marshall Islands, 
United States 

• 1960:  Sahara Desert, France

• 1963: “Partial Test Ban Treaty“; 
International treaties banning nuclear 
weapons testing in the atmosphere, 
in outer space, and under water are 
signed by more than 100 countries.

• 1964: Xinjiang Uygur Region, 
China

• 1974: Rajasthan desert, India

(Code Name: “Smiling Buddha”)

- conducted underground under the 
guise of "peaceful nuclear explosions. 
It means that the explosive pressure, 
blast, high heat, and shock wave of 
a nuclear explosion are used for 
peaceful purposes, such as mining 
old shale or huge civil engineering 
projects.

http://japan.nonukesasiaforum.org/japanese/slide/dat06.htm



PEACEFUL USE OF NUCLEAR ENERGY

• ＜In the world＞
• 1953: U.S. President EISENHOWER 

advocates "peaceful use of nuclear energy" 
at the UN general assembly.

• ➡ It was a U.S. national strategy aimed at 
convincing people that “nuclear energy was 
not a destructive technology” in order to 
avoid the international community's 
perception that the nuclear strategy was 
dangerous. （Japan Catholic Bishops' 
Conference,2016）

• 1954: Nuclear power plant by the Soviet 
Union begins operation.

• 1956: UK begins operation of dual-purpose 
reactors for military plutonium production 
and electricity supply.

• ＜In japan＞

• 1954: The house of representatives passed the 
nuclear energy budget.

• ➡A campaign for the peaceful use of nuclear 
energy was launched by the political, government, 
industrial, and media sectors.

• 1955: Basic Act on Atomic Energy enacted.

• 1956: Atomic Energy Commission established.

When nuclear power was first developed
“military” and “peaceful” uses of 

nuclear energy are one and the same



POTENTIAL NUCLEAR DETERRENCE
• “Japan would adopt a policy of 

not possessing nuclear weapons 
for the time being, but would 
always retain the economic and 
technological potential to 
produce nuclear weapons.” 

• Written in Outline of Japan’s 
Foreign Policy (1969) 

• Statement by Shigeru ISHIBA, chairman 
of the LDP policy research council
（2011）

• ISHIBA：I do not believe that we 
should have nuclear weapons, but I do 
believe that maintaining nuclear power 
plants is a "potential nuclear deterrent" 
in that if we wanted to build nuclear 
weapons, we could do so within a 
certain period of time. 

• Conversely, eliminating nuclear power 
plants would mean abandoning that 
potential deterrent as well.

（SAPIO、Shogakukan、October 5, 2011）

Japan retains "potential nuclear 
deterrence" in the sense that it can 

convert nuclear power plants to 
military use at any time.



Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction

３．Power of the Myth; “Safe and Reliable” 
(Anzen Anshin Shinwa)

Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction

©Photo by Takuya TSUJIUCHI



THE BASIS OF ”SAFE AND RELIABLE”  MYTH
NPO organization「ANSHIN・ANZEN Academy」（2001）

• １．The discovery of radiation is a wonderful product of science, and it 
is necessary for human progresses.

• ２．The impact of radiation to the DNA is not a concern
• ３．The moderate radioactive rays on people are beneficial to health
• ４．The infants might be vulnerable to the radiation but small amount 

is not a problem at all
• ５．Follow under correct information and do not over-fear.
• ６．The public holds exaggerated anxiety to the scientific technology. 
• ７．The anxiety will be removed by teaching the correct principal of 

nuclear power to the public. 
（written in the book of 島薗Shimazono、2013. and organized by 辻内
Tsujiuchi）

http://anshin-kagaku.news.coocan.jp/



WHAT IS “SAFE AND RELIABLE” MYTH?
• “Nuclear power plant is a safe and harmless technology, and 

the radioactive materials are managed properly. So the 
Japanese citizens including local people can safely rely on this 
energy” （TSUJIUCHI、2022）

Essence of Myth 
• “The power” is created through the secret practice, which the 

common people can not understand. 
• “The secret practices” – nuclear power plant - are performed in 

“The sacred space”, where only the “The priests” – the special 
people trained with the complex science theories and technologies -
can enter.  

• The atomic energy (Sacred power) can be destructive if used by the 
evil (atomic bomb) 、but if used properly, it can bring a huge benefit 
to human. (nuclear power plant)

ギリシャ神話より



The reproduction of “Safe and reliable” Myth 
after the Nuclear disaster

• The theory “The impact of nuclear disaster to our health is 
trivial, but the anxiety and stress of worrying its impact is 
indeed causing a negative effect to our health” (Nakagawa 
2015)

• International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) (2019) claimed that 
“The psychological stress of local people caused by the 
evacuations can be seen, but there are no major impacts to 
their body health except the possible increase of thyroid 
cancer” in an assessment on Chernobyl disaster. (Shigematsu
2006)

• United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation follows IAEA’s statement.（Nagataki 2012）

• ⇒These claims are attempts to promote the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy, but these international institution’s statement 
has a powerful authority.



Anthropologic study by Petryna (2003）
• Petryna (2013), who conducted a long term anthropologic 

research in Ukraine  the phenomenon which the scientifical 
discourse being created and reproduced by the political 
authorities as “The science of political containment”. 

• The symptom called “Radiation phobia” has been advocated in 
the international scientific society on mental health affects, and 
repeatedly used in political controls.  

• The spread of this discourse silenced the populations whose 
health can be effected by the radiation exposure, and denied 
their rights to claim the compensation.

• “I fear that the ‘radiophobiologists’ who shaped the Chernobyl 
story may already be shaping the story of who is and is not a 
true victim in Japan”（by Introduction to the 2013 edition）

This points out the danger which the suffering of people 
living in post- Fukushima disaster can be contained, and 
regarded as “no problem” and “usual”. 



“Safe and reliable” Myth 
1. The Discourse Of “Screening Effects”

• This political control can be seen in the Japanese society after Fukushima 
disaster. The public health check in Fukushima found 275 children with 
thyroid cancer (published June 2020), but the government stated that 
this is a ”screening effect”.

• The screening effect is explained as “when the people are tested widely, 
and for the first time, the percentage of finding diseases and abnormality 
in them that they were not aware of will increase” (Yamashita 2012)

• Currently, it is said that “there is no connection made between the cases 
of child thyroid cancer and Fukushima disaster”. 

• In “Fukushima Disaster, The darkness of Fukushima Health Management 
Survey” (2013), Hino made it clear how the government forcibly denied 
the connections between thyroid cancer and Fukushima disaster.   



• “There are many diagnoses of cancer that is not fatal, 
and the cases which will not be clinically diagnosed in the 
future.”（The committee of Fukushima Health 
Management Survey 2016)

• This kind of “over-diagnosis” theory has been made 
increasingly. 

• I think the infiltration of “over-diagnosis” theory involving 
the official medical society holds the great danger of 
taking the rights away from people who would like to 
receive a health check. 

• The spread of this discourse can cause the neglect of 
medical treatment and care for people who are actually 
diagnosed as “thyroid cancer”.

“Safe and reliable” Myth 
2. The Discourse Of Over-diagnosis



THE ARTICLES PROBLEMATIZING
”SAFE & RELIABLE” IN THE BOOK

• ⇒It even became a kind of taboo to talk about the radiation in 
fukushima, and the society is becoming more and more uneasy to 
live in. 

• ⇒The political, industrial, medias and publications are co-reinforcing 
the power of ‘safe and reliable’ myth, and it is creating the image of 
‘ideal citizen’ 

・Chapter 1：Takuya TSUJIUCHI “Acute on Chronic; Analysis of the Structural Violence 
into Fukushima Victims” 
・Chapter 5：Aleksandr SKLYAR “Value Conflict among Voluntary Evacuee Mothers from 
Fukushima: Protecting Children from Radiation, Respecting Family and Society”
・Chapter 6：Aya Hirata KIMURA “Exploring divergent meanings of citizenship in the 
aftermath of the Fukushima nuclear accident”
・Chapter 8：Marie Weishaupt “From Self-evacuee to Returnee: Radioprotection and Social 
Appropriateness in the Aftermath of the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Accident”



Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction

４．Forwarding Division by The Trend 
Data of Evacuees

©Photo by Takuya TSUJIUCHI
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March11th
19:03 Nuclear emergency declaration issued

March12th
05：44 Evacuation order within 10km from Daiichi 

nuclear power plant
15：36 Explosion of Unit No.1 in Plant.1
17：39 Evacuation order within 10km from Daini

nuclear power plant
18：25 Evacuation order within 20km from Daiichi 

nuclear power plant
March14th

11：01 Explosion of Unit No.1 in Plant.3
March15th

11：00 Order to stay indoors within a 20-30km 
radius from the Daiichi nuclear power plant

The Evacuation Orders were Escalating 
One after Another. March, 2011

①
Evacuation /

Discrete 
Expansion 

Period
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The area within 30km 
in IWAKI City⇒

Out of evacuation 
order

The Settings Evacuation Order Areas are Fixed on April, 22

Deliberate Evacuation 
Area

Evacuation 
Prepared 

Area

Hazard Area

Prohibition of returning home 
temporarily

①
Evacuation /

Discrete 
Expansion 

Period

The objective was to evacuate the residents.



（Gunma University：Yukio HAYAKAWA made this MAP）March, 12
Onagawa Route

March,15
Over Abukuma, 

Kanto Route

March,15
Iidate Route

March, 20
Ichinoseki Route

March, 21
Kashiwa Route

• The number of people who evacuated one after another after receiving 
information about the spread of radioactive contamination throughout 
eastern Japan increased, and families and local residents began to disperse.

①
Evacuation /

Discrete 
Expansion 

Period
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Namie

Futaba

Okuma

Tomioka

From Tohoku, Kanto, Hokuriku 
⇒  Evacuate to all over Japan or overseas

Evacuees from outside 
the evacuation zone

“Voluntary Evacuees”

Evacuees from within 
the evacuation zone
“Forced Evacuees”

Minsamisoma

Naraha

Hirono

Kawauchi

Tamura

Katsurao

Kawamata

Iitate

From 12 Municipalities in Hama-dori



NHK World Film
“FUKUSHIMA Two Years Later” 
March 2012
（The author cooperated with）

Forced Evacuees
８５,０００ people

Voluntary Evacuees 
From Fukushima
７０,０００ people

It called Maximum 
160,000 people, 
but it is not certain



• The government considered a proposal to 
strengthen the radiation level below 20 
millisieverts per year, which would allow residents 
evacuated from the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear 
Power Plant to return to their homes, to 5 
millisieverts per year or less. 

• But decided against it due to concerns that the 
number of evacuees would increase, according to 
a summary of the proceedings of the ministerial 
meeting and testimonies of those present 
obtained by the Asahi Shimbun.

（朝日新聞ASAHI May 25, 2013）
35

“FUKUSHIMA RETURN STANDARDS NOT 
STRENGTHENED FOR FEAR OF MORE EVACUEES”

①
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Discrete 
Expansion 

Period
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Reorganization of evacuation-designated areas for 
the purpose of "returning”

May, 2011 December,2011～December,2013

Hirono⇒Totally Lifted

Kawauchi⇒Partially Lifted

Tamura⇒partially Lifted

Naraha⇒Partially Lifted

Minamisoma⇒Partially Lifted

計画的避難区域
Deliberate Evacuation Area

緊急時
避難準備

区域
Evacuation 
Prepared 

Area

警戒区域 Hazard Area

Prohibition of returning home 
temporarily

避難指示解除準備区域
“Areas to which evacuation orders are ready to be lifted”[Area1] 
避難指示解除準備区域

居住制限区域
“Areas in which the residents are not permitted to live” [Area2]
居住制限区域

帰還困難区域
“Areas where it is expected that the residents have difficulties in 
returning for a long time” [Area3] 帰還困難区域

② Evacuation 
Order 

Reorganization 
Period



• As of the end of 2011, the "difficult-to-return zone" was designated as an area where the annual 
accumulated dose of radiation exposure could exceed 50 millisieverts (msv) and would not fall 
below 20 msv even after five years. Barricades have been erected on the boundaries of this area, 
and even residents inside are no longer allowed to enter without a permit.

• The second zone is a "restricted residential area" where annual accumulated doses exceed 20 msv
and where people may enter for the purpose of temporary return home or road restoration, but 
are not allowed to live.

• Third, areas where the annual accumulated dose is certain to fall below 20 msv were designated 
as "evacuation order preparation zones," and residents were urged to prepare for their return and 
make concrete preparations for their daily lives.

• It was during this period that the amount of compensation was determined according to the 
designated evacuation zones, promoting a division based on whether or not compensation was 
paid and how much.

• ⇒Chapter 2／GILL「Sudden Exile, Sudden Wealth, then Envy and Discrimination 」

② Evacuation 
Order 

Reorganization 
Period
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ther prefecture

in JA
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N

Foreign country

¥14,500,000（in 6years）

¥7,200,000（in 6years）

¥4,800,000（in 4 years）

Child ¥2,150,000
Adult ¥1,800,000

【23 cities in Fukushima】
Child & Pregnant ¥520,000

Others ¥120,000

Amount of 
compensation for 
mental suffering 
(for one person)

Figure is made by the data of Asahi Newspaper, March 2, 2015

D
ifficulties in returning 

N
ot perm

itted to live

Evacuation ready to lift

Previous em
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evacuate area

Voluntary evacuees
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Voluntary evacuees
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DISPARITIES IN COMPENSATION AMONG 
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Period



40

“Regional Fragmentation" due to 
Irrational Establishment of Return Zones 

“DETOUR”
Restricted area
from this point.
－Road Closed－

Photo ©T.TSUJIUCHI©T.TSUJIUCHI, 2014

Security Camera

② Evacuation 
Order 

Reorganization 
Period
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"Regional Fragmentation“
Demolition of houses 

in difficult-to-return zones progresses

Photo ©T.TSUJIUCHI

③Cancellation 
of Evacuation 
and Promoting 
Return Period

©T.TSUJIUCHI, 2017



③Cancellation 
of Evacuation 
and Promoting 
Return Period

• During the No.2 period, the curve line 
between in-prefecture evacuees and 
out-of-prefecture evacuees has been 
falling almost parallel to each other.

• However, the slope of the curve 
changes drastically in the period of 
No.3.

• The angle of decline is even steeper 
for those who evacuated within the 
prefecture.

• On the other hand, the number of 
evacuees from “Out-of-Prefecture 
Evacuees” has conversely decreased 
at a slower rate.

② Evacuation 
Order 

Reorganization 
Period



• The time when evacuation orders for the "evacuation order preparation zone" will 
be lifted in turn, starting in April 2014.

• The lifting of the evacuation order involved repeated negotiations between the 
government, local governments, and local residents, but the lifting went ahead 
despite the opposition of the local residents.

• Matsui (2021) points to the fact that a high percentage of elderly people are among 
those who choose to return to their homes and that many of those raising children 
remain in evacuation centers to avoid risk.

• The policy of early return under the banner of protecting the community and 
encouraging local recovery may have resulted in dividing the local residents and 
hindering long-term recovery (Matsui,2021).

• ⇒Chapter3／Yan “Closing Door”
• ⇒Chapter4／Horikawa “A Daily Predicament, Searching for Hope”
• ⇒Chapter5／Sklyar” Value Conflict among Voluntary Evacuee Mothers from 

Fukushima“
• ⇒Chapter8／Weishaupt “From Self-evacuee to Returnee”

③Cancellation of 
Evacuation and 

Promoting Return Period



④Forced termination of the nuclear 
accident/

Abandonment policy acceleration period• In March 2017, the 
termination of housing 
assistance for "out-of-area 
evacuees" was decisively 
implemented. This policy 
decision was damaging to 
the entire evacuee 
population.

• The curve for “Inside 
Prefecture evacuees ➡“ in 
the figure also dropped 
steeply over the six-month 
period from December 
2016 to June 2017.

March
2017



• In March 2019, provision of 
temporary and rented 
housing was discontinued for 
approximately 2,200 
households evacuated from 
the former evacuation zones 
of Minamisoma City, Namie
Town, Kawamata Town, 
Katsurao Village, and Iitate
Village.

• Furthermore, in March 2020, 
the provision of housing to 
2,700 households evacuated 
from the hard-to-return zone 
was discontinued.

March
2017

Marh
2019

March
2020

④Forced termination of the nuclear 
accident/

Abandonment policy acceleration period



• It is said that "Housing is a basic human right" (Hidaka 
2016), and for the victims of the nuclear power plant 
accident, the place to live, which is the foundation of life, 
was taken away from them one after another.

• ⇒Chapter7／LÖSCHKE “A Victims’ Movement against The Termination of 
Housing Support for Voluntary Evacuees”

④Forced termination of the nuclear 
accident/

Abandonment policy acceleration period



The situation where 
evacuation orders 
are being lifted

April 2014 Tamura

October 2014
Kawauchi

September 2015
Naraha

Jun 2016 Katsurao

July 2016
MinamisomaMarch 2017

Kawamata

March 2016 Iitate

March 2017 Namie

April 2017 Tonmioka

April 2019 Ookuma

March 2020 Futaba

図：2020年3月時点

Intermediate 
Storage Facility

The specified 
reconstruction and 
revitalization base



• In the "difficult-to-return zones," "The specified reconstruction and revitalization 
base" have been established, and intensive decontamination and infrastructure 
development are being promoted to facilitate "return" to the areas.

• This policy, as far as the housing policy by the government and Fukushima 
prefecture is concerned, leads to the devaluation of those who do not return.

• As Hino (2016) described with the term "Genpatsu Kimin; Nuclear 
Abandonment," the abandonment policy will be accelerated during this period.

• Anthropologist Takezawa (2022) states that “There has been a concerted 
attempt to suppress the voices of the evacuees, to silence their experiences and 
difficulties, and to manipulate their behavior by doing so.”

• Propaganda is also advancing so that the nuclear accident will be perceived as an 
event that has already ended, and the "forced termination" of the nuclear 
accident is being promoted.

④Forced termination of the nuclear 
accident/

Abandonment policy acceleration period



Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction

５．The Discourses of Current 
Division and Conflict
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FUKUSHIMA
福島県

https://www.tif.ne.jp/yamafuku/
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「FUKUSHIMA CHILDREN’S HEALTH PROJECT 」
（成元哲、2015）より

• The research on children and their parents in Nakadori area in Fukushima
• ①Those who wants to but cannot take refuge for many reasons (family, work,  

and economical reasons), and living with insecure feeling
• ②Those who evacuated from Hamadori (Evacuation zone) and taking shelter in 

Nakadori
• ③Those who did not take refuge
• ④Those who move to this area for work 
• ⑤Those who took refuge but came back with various reasons
• ⑥Those who go back and forth between their shelter and their home
• ⑦Those who took refuge and migrated to other places
• ⇒Conflicts can easily occur in the process in local communities or within the 

same apartment as each families have different perceptions and approaches to 
the radiation risks. 



People who remained in 
Fukushima

・They evacuated even 
though they didn’t have to…

・They are living with rich compensations
・It’s unfair that Fukushima people are 
treated well

・They are self-evacuating, even though 
there’s no need.
・They are being oversensitive about 
radiation exposures
・They are creating stigmas

・People of the contaminated 
and radioactive area 

People who are not related to Fukushima disasters  
Working poor・social welfare 

receivers ・pensioners
Unemployed, 
life hardship  

Victims of other 
disasters/pandemic

Evacuees

who didn’t go 
back to Fukushima

Migrated 
people

Evacuees 
of hot 
areas

People who 
came back to 

Fukushima

Still in 
shelter

Self-evacuees  

People who are 
still living in 

shelters

People who 
migrated 

・They got compensations 
and living wealthily

A Map of Divisions and Conflicts  



The purpose of mapping the discourse of 
divisions and conflicts

• To visualize the situation of divisions and conflicts in Fukushima, I organized the 
map based on typical narratives and statements I found in my fieldworks, 
interviews and descriptive surveys in Fukushima. 

• These statements mainly come from four positions; people living in Fukushima, 
evacuees, self-evacuees, and people who are not directly related to Fukushima 
disasters. 

• There is a danger to possibly reinforce and fixate each discourses which leads 
to the stigmatization and labeling.

• But in order to overcome these divisions and conflicts, it is important to clarify 
and tackle the problem with wider awareness. 

• I hope that this map helps to make an opportunity to review and reconsider 
these statements and examine if they are true.

作り出された分断と対立の模式図



・They are living with rich 
compensations. 
・Why haven’t they come back 
even after the evacuation order 
had been lifted?

・Want them to 
understand how it 
feels to lose home and 
life. Money cannot 
solve.

・The loss of home, life, families and 
hometown is too deep and 
irreplacable
・Actually not living in wealth at all 
⇒chapter 2 (Gill)
・Those who didn’t have properties in 
Fukushima, living alone, and women 
who became single after the 
evacuation ⇒Chapter 4 (Horikawa)

The Biases 
against Forced 

Evacuees 

【The reason of not going back to 
Fukushima （2022WIMA）】

・The amount of radiation is still not safe 
・No lifelines / no good living environment
・There’s no jobs
・There’s no families and friends
・To raise a child 
・Got new jobs in the destination   
・Settled in the community of destination 
・The families are disagreed
・Not enough budgets to go back
・Trauma flashbacks of Fukushima disaster



The Emergence of "Internally Displaced Persons" 
and the Need for Dialogue and Conversation

• The international society sees the refugees from Fukushima 
disaster as the biggest number of ‘Internal displaced 
peoples (IDPs)’ since the WW2.

• The emergence of many displaced people within Japan 
created conflicts and tensions between local people and 
refugees.

• The refugees are always strangers, and the reason why the 
strangers could be the source of anxiety, is because 
they’re ’strangers’. (Bauman,2017)

• “Whatever the obstacles, and however immense they might 
seem, conversation will remain the royal road to agreement 
and so to peaceful and mutually beneficial, cooperative and 
solidary coexistence.” (Bauman,2017)



・They abandoned and run away  from Fukushima
・They are not supporting the rebuild of Fukushima
・They are wealthy enough to immigrate
・Overreacting people
・They are making stigmas 

・A guilty feeling
・Why don’t they understand us?

The Biases 
against 

Voluntary 
Evacuees



Yukio HAYAKAWA（Gumma University） December 9, 2011

Over 70mSv/y
「No Residence 

Zone」

35〜70mSv/y
「Migration 

Required Area」

8.8〜35mSv/y
「Emigration 
Rights Area」

2.2〜8.8mSv/y

In Chernobyl, 
evacuation 
zones were 
defined based 
on the degree 
of soil 
contamination.



・Not ‘overreacting‘ but ‘a fair 
concern’ （Tsujiuchi 2016）
・Self-evacuee’s ’scientific 
literacy’ about the radiation is 
high（Tsujiuchi 2016）
・The discourse
of ’Stigmatizataion’ is made by 
the government and the society
⇒Chapter1 (Tsujiuchi)
⇒Chapter8 (Weishaupt)

The Biases against 
Voluntary Evacuees

・They abandoned and run away  
from Fukushima
・They are not supporting the 
rebuild of Fukushima
・They are wealthy enough to 
immigrate
・Overreacting people
・They are making stigmas 

・The radiation spread over 
the vast areas of Northern 
Japan.
・Radiation measurement by 
the citizens increased in all 
around Japan.
・They did not abandoned 
Fukushima but they decided to 
evacuate to protect their 
children and families.
・Voluntary evacuee’s feeling 
of the loss is also great 
（Tsujiuchi 2016）.
⇒Chapter5 (Sklyar)
⇒Chapter6 (Kimura)



What other people think about Fukushima victims

・They are self-evacuating, even 
though there’s no need.
・They are being oversensitive about 
radiation exposures
・They are creating stigmas

・They are living with rich 
compensations
・It’s unfair that Fukushima people 
are treated well

Working poor・
Social welfare and 
pension recievers

Unemployment, 
life hardship 

Victims of other disasters 
and Covid19 pandemic



Working poor・
Social welfare and 
pension recievers

Unemployment, 
life hardship 

The background of these thoughts

Victims of other disasters 
and Covid19 pandemic

・Opinions such as ‘Fukushima people are treated better than us’ shows the 
fragility of modern Japanese society’s social insurance – the ‘safety net’. 
・Criticism for social insurance systems and compensations started only on 2012. 
・These criticism /thoughts occur because of the unfair social structure.
・The usage of social welfare percentage in Japan is 15.3％～18%(2010)
・UK: 47～90％、Germany: 65%、Sweden: 82%、France: 92%
・Japanese social welfare systems are not covering all people who need it. 



Waseda Institute of Medical Anthropology on 
Disaster Reconstruction

Understanding How This Division and 
Conflict produced

©Photo by Takuya TSUJIUCHI

• What hardships did the "forced evacuees," "voluntary 
evacuees," "people who continued to live in Fukushima," 
and "people who returned to Fukushima" experience, 
what conflicts did they face, and how did they survive?

• We would like to weave the stories of suffering and hope 
of the nuclear accident victims in the hands of 
internationally renowned cultural anthropologists, social 
anthropologists, sociologists, and psychologists.
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