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The Effects of Knowledge and Attitude about Noise
on Hearing Conservation Behavior and Hearing Loss

Jung Wan Koo, Chung Yill Park, Chee Kyung Chung, Kang Sook Lee,
Hyeon Woo Yim, Young Gyu Phee, Soon Young Oh’, Wan Shik Ham**

Catholic Industrial Medical Center, The Catholic University of Korea
Team of Safety & Environmental Management, Halla Heavy Industries*
Headquater of Technical Consultant of Industrial Health, Pusan Area,
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This study was conducted to investigate knowledge and attitude factor related to hearing
conservation and to evaluate the effect of knowledge and attitude about noise on hearing
conservation behavior and hearing loss among workers exposed to noise. We investigated
the questionnaires of knowledge and attitude about noise and hearing conservation behav-
ior and hearing loss among 355 study subjects from March, 1998 to June, 1998.

The results were as follows;

We extracted following 5 factors from 26 questionnaire items of knowledge and attitude
about noise; knowledge of noise and concern to the control noise(factor 1), general per-
ceived susceptibility (factor 2), relative perceived susceptibility compared with
colleagues(factor 3), concern to the hearing protective devices(factor 4), concern to the
hearing and noise assessment (factor 5).

Knowledge and attitude factors affecting the hearing conservation behavior were gener-
al perceived susceptibility in the case of wearing hearing protective devices and knowledge
of noise and concern to the control noise in the case of suggestion for hearing conserva-
tion. But, in the case of intentional avoiding noise exposure, concern to the hearing pro-
tective devices was a significant factor with concern to the hearing and noise assessment.

Knowledge and attitude factors affecting hearing loss in 1 kHz were relative perceived
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susceptibility compared with colleagues and concern to the hearing protective devices, and
in 4 KHz were relative perceived susceptibility compared with colleagues and general per-

ceived susceptibility,

Key Words : Knowledge, Attitude, Hearing conservation behavior, Hearing loss
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics Workers(%)

Age

20-29 108(30. 4)

30-39 174(49.0)

40-49 73(20. 6)
Education level

Middle school 60(18. 1)

High school 264(79. 8)

College and above 7(2.1)

Working career in noisy workplace (years)

{3 55(17.7)
3~4 40(12.9
5~9 59(19.0)

10~14 79(25. 5)
15~19 64(20.6)
20~ 13( 4.2
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Table 2, Rotated factor matrix

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
Q13 0.71 0 -0.07 0.02 0.20
Q17 0.70 0.05 0.17 0.07 0.06
Q11 0.65 0.05 0.16 -0.27 0.01
Q1 0.62 0.21 -0.06 0.08 -0.03
Q21 0.61 0.14 0.05 0 0.01
QT 0.54 0.16 -0.13 0.28 0.12
Q20 0.06 0.64 0.15 0.11 -0.01
Q15 0.24 0.63 0.27 -0, 04 -0, 06
Q10 0.03 0.55 0.12 -0.02 -0.01
Q19 0.14 0.54 0.19 0.12 -0.03
Q16 0.19 0.52 0.36 0.01 -0.03
Q18 0.01 0.50 -0, 10 0.20 -0.15
Q26 -0, 02 -0.27 -0.72 -0.11 -0.05
Q3 0.05 0.15 0,71 0.08 0.11
Q9 0.16 0.37 0.51 0.18 -0.28
Q8 0.04 0.19 0.16 0.81 -0.13
Q2 0.09 0.12 0.16 0.74 -0.01
Q24 0.22 0.03 -0.09 -0.05 0.74
Q23 0.25 0.44 -0.24 -0,07 0.51

factor 1 : knowledge of noise and concern to the control noise

factor 2 : general perceived susceptibility

factor 3 ! relative perceived susceptibility compared with colleagues

factor 4 : concern to the hearing protective devices

factor 5 : concern to the hearing and noise assessment
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Table 3. Regression analysis of wearing hearing protective devices

Variable Parameter estimate Partial R® Model R? P-value
Factor 2 0.060 0.060 0.060 0. 0001
Age -0. 042 0.048 0.108 0. 0003
factor 2 : general perceived susceptibility
Table 4, Regression analysis of wearing uncomfortable hearing protective devices
Variable Parameter estimate Partial R’ Model R? P-value
Factor 2 0.067 0.058 0.058 0. 0001
factor 2 @ general perceived susceptibility
Table 5. Regression analysis of suggestion for hearing conservation
Variable Parameter estimate Partial R? Model R? P-value
Factor 1 0.085 0.164 0.164 0. 0001
factor 1 : knowledge of noise and concern to the control noise
Table 6, Regression analysis of intentional avoiding noise exposure
Variable Parameter estimate Partial R* Model R? P-value
Factor 4 0.161 0.060 0.060 0.0001
Factor 5 0.103 0.020 0.080 0. 0167
factor 4 : concern to the hearing protective devices
factor 5 : concern to the hearing and noise assessment
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Table 7, Regression analysis of hearing loss in 1 KHz

Variable Parameter estimate Partial R? Model R? P-value
Factor 3 0.444 0.016 0.016 0.0032
Factor 4 -0.333 0.008 0.024 0.0443

factor 3 : relative perceived susceptibility compared with colleagues

factor 4 : concern to the hearing protective devices

Table 8, Regression analysis of hearing loss in 4 KHz
Variable Parameter estimate Partial R? Model R? P-value
Age 0.923 0.228 0.228 0. 0001
Factor 3 1.801 0. 066 0.294 0. 0001
Factor 2 -0.531 0.012 0. 306 0.0034

factor 3 : relative perceived susceptibility compared with colleagues

factor 2 : general perceived susceptibility
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