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ABSTRACT

Purpose: To investigate perception of noise, occurrence of auditory and 
extra-auditory effects and teachers’ quality of life of elementary and 
secondary education in public schools. Methods: This study was carried 
out with 57 teachers from 15 public schools, both men and women, who 
answered to a questionnaire prepared for this occasion, questioning 
about occupational profile and hearing health. They were also submitted 
to an abbreviated version of Quality of Life-Bref Questionnaire 
(WHOQOL-Bref). Results: Among the teachers participating in this 
study, many of them had some auditory or extra-auditory effect. The 
teachers without anxiety or headache had better scores in psychological 
and environmental domains and in the general scores of quality of life 
of WHOQOL-Bref – while those without intolerance to loud sounds 
and tinnitus had better quality of life in the physical and social domains. 
Conclusion: The teachers proved that they knew the consequences of 
noise exposure, but did not consider it as an occupational hazard. Among 
the effects investigated, the presence of tinnitus, intolerance to intense 
sounds, anxiety and headache were related to worse quality of life. 

Keywords: Noise effects; Hearing; Quality of life; Public Health; 
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RESUMO

Objetivo: Investigar a percepção do ruído, a ocorrência de efeitos au-
ditivos e extra-auditivos e a qualidade de vida de professores do ensino 
fundamental e médio de escolas públicas. Métodos: Estudo realizado 
com 57 professores de 15 escolas públicas, homens e mulheres, que 
responderam a um questionário elaborado para a ocasião, com perguntas 
relacionadas ao perfil ocupacional e à saúde auditiva. Também foram 
submetidos à versão abreviada do instrumento Quality of Life-Bref 
Questionnaire (WHOQOL-Bref). Resultados: Dentre os professores 
participantes do estudo, muitos apresentaram algum efeito auditivo ou 
extra-auditivo. Os professores sem ansiedade e cefaleia tiveram melhores 
escores nos domínios psicológico, ambiental e escore geral de qualidade 
de vida do WHOQOL-Bref, enquanto aqueles sem intolerância a sons 
intensos e zumbido apresentaram melhor qualidade de vida nos domínios 
físico e social. Conclusão: Os professores demonstraram conhecer as 
consequências da exposição ao ruído, mas sem considerá-la um risco 
ocupacional. Entre os efeitos investigados, a presença de zumbido, 
intolerância a sons intensos, ansiedade e cefaleia esteve relacionada à 
pior qualidade de vida.

Descritores: Efeitos do ruído; Audição; Qualidade de vida; Saúde 
pública; Educação
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INTRODUCTION

The quality of educational environment represents a 
fundamental factor for establishment of a harmonious rela-
tion between work and health, as well as for performance of 
teaching-learning process. However, unfavorable conditions 
related to physical structure of school (such as noise level) have 
been a recurrent teachers’ complaint and considered as one of 
the main risk factors, being harmful to classroom development, 
to student learning and to communication(1). 

The noise in classroom comes from internal sources, stating 
the most frequently as furniture, conversation between students 
in classroom, corridors or courtyard and proximity to multis-
port courts; besides external sources – traffic and proximity to 
urban centers(2). 

In Brazil, the minimum conditions required for safety and 
comfort in acoustic environments are governed by law and 
technical standards, establishing the range from 40 dB to 50 
dB of noise level, in order to have acoustic comfort in educa-
tional institutions, being acceptable the level of up to 65 dB 
in environments that require concentration(3). The noise level 
in schools exceeds these limits recommended by the Brazilian 
National Standards Organization (ABNT), which, in fact, 
makes environment favorable for negative interferences on 
health and well-being, not only to students but also to teachers(2). 

The action of high noise levels in human body coming out 
with the manifestation of auditory effects (such as tinnitus and 
intolerance to loud sounds) and extra-auditory effects of general 
character (such as neurological, physiological and behavioral 
disorders), in addition to vocal changes (mentioning the hoar-
seness(4) as the main one). 

The noise as a risk factor and the effects on health of people 
involved in the scholar universe are been studied through ob-
jective and subjective evaluations(2,5,6). The noise is among the 
factors that most get statistical correlation with the symptoms 
reported by teachers(7). 

Although the objective evaluation aims at creating important 
data to compare with allowed levels of noise in different work-
places, it is extremely important to consider the information 
contained in perception of workers daily exposed to this risk 
factor(2). Reduction of work satisfaction and stress elevation also 
represent a direct impact of noise in teachers’ life, reflecting in 
restriction of everyday activities and in deterioration of their 
quality of life(1). 

There are several definitions for the term “quality of life” 
and they can include factors related to health or not. According 
to International Classification of Functioning, Disability and 
Health (ICF), quality of life is the building process of subjective 
well-being and it is measured by how people feel about their 
health condition(8).

The measuring instrument of quality of life is WHO Quality 
of Life-Bref Questionnaire (WHOQOL-Bref), which has been 
used by several studies. The questionnaire was validated by 

World Health Organization and allows the achievement of 
quality of life scores, considering physical, psychological, 
social relations and environment domains(9).

Thus, the objective of this study was to investigate the 
perception of noise, as well as the questions related to occur-
rence of auditory and extra-auditory symptoms (arising from 
continuous noise exposure) and the teachers’ quality of life of 
elementary and high school education in public schools. 

METHODS

This is a descriptive and cross-sectional study that has a 
quantitative approach. It was approved by the Ethics Committee 
(EC) of Universidade Federal de Santa Maria, under protocol 
no. 306.039.

Randomly, 15 public schools were selected in a city of Rio 
Grande do Sul state’s central region, in which interventions 
about the International Noise Awareness Day (INAD Brasil) 
were carried out in the period from April 25th to 28th, 2016. 
The invitation for taking part in the research was done to all 
teachers who were presented in gathering shifts. Those who did 
not accept to participate or did not sign the Informed Consent 
Form (ICF) were excluded. 

The teachers who are involved in the research answered 
a questionnaire prepared for this occasion, with questions 
related to profile (age, sex, weekly workload, length of time 
in the role and in the current institution) and to occurrence of 
auditory and extra-auditory symptoms. They were also sub-
mitted to an abbreviated version of WHO Quality of Life-Bref 
Questionnaire (WHOQOL-Bref), which is composed by 26 
multiple choice questions that were categorized through the 
physical, psychological, environmental and social domains. 
This questionnaire generated a quality of life score to each 
individual, evidencing their conditions in the last two weeks. 
In regard to the psychometric properties, the questionnaire did 
not establish a cut-off point; therefore, the closer to 100, the 
better is evaluated person’s quality of life(10). 

The sample was constituted by 57 teachers (both women 
and men) of elementary and high school education in public 
schools. The data were tabulated in an Excel® spreadsheet and 
statistically analyzed. In the statistical analysis, it was carried 
out a descriptive and critical analysis, the Mann-Whitney U test, 
and, to compare domains and correlation between variables, 
it was also used the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient 
through the software Statística version 9.1, considering a sig-
nificance level of 5%. 

RESULTS

The sample was composed by 50 (87.72%) women and 7 
(12.28%) men, with a median age of 45 years and 5 months 
±10.85, ranging from 24 to 70 years-old, 38 (66.67%) were 
teachers of elementary education and 19 (33.33%) of high 
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school education. The average of time teaching was 17 years 
and 6 months ±11.03, of workload was 33 hours and 30 minutes 
±9.07, of length of time in the same role was 15 years and 4 
months ±10.69 and in the current institution was 8 years and 
1 month ±6.99.

Among the teachers, 34 (59.65%) presented some type of 
auditory effect and 54 (94.47%) some type of extra-auditory 
effect (Figure 1 and Figure 2). 

When questioned about the use of individual sound device, 
14 (24.56%) teachers reported that they use it, 11 (78.57%) 
teachers use in-ear phone, 13 (92.86) use it in both ears and 
12 (85.71%) use it up to one hour per day. 

Most teachers said they knew the consequences of noise 
exposure and knew they worked in a “noisy workplace”. 
However, they did not recognize this exposition as an occupa-
tional noise (Figure 3). 

Among the teachers who composed the sample, two of 
them did not answer satisfactorily the WHOQOL-Bref. Thus, 

correlations and comparisons between variables and domains 
were analyzed in 55 teachers’ answers. The average domains 
and the quality of life score in WHOQOL-Bref showed that 
teachers have a good quality of life (Table 1). 

There was difference between some variables that were 
analyzed, including: sensibility to loud sounds and physical 
domain at WHOQOL-Bref, tinnitus and social domain, anxiety 
and headache, both related to environmental and psychological 
domains and the quality of life score (Table 2).

There was no relation between occupational data and do-
mains nor quality of life general score (Table 3). 

At the end of the procedures, the teachers received orien-
tations on hearing health in workplace, as well as referrals to 
reference services for evaluation. 

DISCUSSION

According to the analyzed data, it was possible to obtain an 

Figure 1. Percentage distribution of auditory effects presented in teachers sample (n=57)

Figure 2. Percentage distribution of extra-auditory effects presented in teachers sample (n=57)
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Table 1. Results of World Health Organization Quality of Life-Bref questionnaire

WHOQOL n Mean Minimum Maximum Standart deviation

Physical domain 55 67.57 20.80 100.00 14.41

Psychological domain 55 70.14 20.80 95.80 12.18

Social domain 55 73.94 33.30 100.00 15.39

Environment domain 55 62.46 28.10 100.00 10.97

Score of quality of life 55 68.52 25.80 91.80 10.55

Subtitle: n = number of teachers

Table 2. Comparison between WHOQOL-Bref scores obtained among the teachers who presented auditory or extra-auditory effects (yes) or did 
not present (no) 

Effects

WHOQOL-Bref

Physical Psychological Social Environment Score

Yes No p Yes No p Yes No p Yes No p Yes No p

Auditory complaint 65.25 70.80 0.36 70.96 69.02 0.43 74.22 73.55 0.79 62.1 62.24 0.82 68.25 68.90 0.57

Intolerance to loud 

sounds

62.86 70.96 0.02* 70.64 69.79 0.46 73.56 74.22 0.84 61.29 63.29 0.75 67.07 69.57 0.61

Intolerance to noise 67.41 68.14 0.92 70.24 69.79 0.80 73.26 76.38 0.50 62.37 62.77 0.92 68.31 69.27 0.66

Auricular fullness 65.50 67.69 0.67 70.83 70.11 1.00 86.13 73.23 0.11 69.80 62.03 0.35 73.03 68.26 0.46

Tinnitus 60.20 68.83 0.25 64.59 71.09 0.09 65.62 75.36 0.05* 57.44 63.31 0.19 61.96 69.64 0.08

Reduced hearing 

acuity

66.08 74.27 0.09 69.44 73.32 0.43 73.52 75.83 0.55 61.26 67.82 0.13 67.57 72.81 0.19

Extra-auditory 

complaints

67.62 66.67 0.77 69.79 76.37 0.26 74.20 69.47 0.23 62.33 64.63 0.56 68.48 69.27 0.74

Dizziness 63.77 68.22 0.49 68.74 70.39 0.84 73.96 73.94 0.71 64.86 62.05 0.50 67.81 68.64 0.68

Tiredness 66.86 72.44 0.50 69.44 74.99 0.48 74.48 70.24 0.20 61.66 67.89 0.41 68.11 71.39 0.67

Anxiety 52.17 69.46 0.07 54.85 72.02 0.01* 56.93 76.02 0.08 52.10 63.72 0.03* 54.03 70.30 0.00*

Headache 59.86 70.20 0.13 63.39 72.45 0.04* 70.83 75.00 0.76 55.59 64.80 0.01* 62.42 70.61 0.05*

*Significant values (p≤0.05) – Mann-Whitney U test 
Subtitle: n = number of teachers

Figure 3. Percentage distribution of teachers answers to questions on hearing health (n=57)
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overview about the perception of teachers on noise exposure 
in their workplaces, complaints and hearing habits, as well as 
the perception of quality of life related to the last two weeks 
before gathering. 

In regard to the sample profile, the higher occurrence of 
female sex proves what was found in previous studies with 
teachers – since their samples were composed mainly by 
female sex –, with median age from 41 to 47 years-old(11,12).
The average length of time teaching in the present study (17 
years and 6 months) was bigger than the last study (14 years 
and 10 months)(13). 

There is an extensive contribution of Speech Therapy in 
the literature related to teachers’ health, but it is related to 
vocal health)(14). However, it is common knowledge in school 
practice (as well as in scientific production on the subject) 
that, in schools, there are focuses of noise production with 
measurements ranging from 70,3 dB (12) to 80,9 dB, and 
it is even higher in public schools(15). These levels of sound 
pressure are above the recommended by standards and may 
interfere negatively on teaching-learning and labor processes 
in scholar environment(3). 

Concerning the investigated auditory effects, the tinnitus 
frequency was close to that report in the research with teachers 
of basic and elementary education, in which 20% of elementary 
education teachers reported these effects(2). The term “tinnitus” 
is related to the conscious perception of an auditory feeling in 
the absence of an external corresponding stimulus. The tinnitus 
has different etiologies, such as metabolic, circulatory, psycho-
logical or generated by trauma, infections or ear cancer, among 
others(16). A possible explanation for pathophysiological mecha-
nisms of otological causes (that is often associated to hearing 
loss) is a neuroplasticity response to sensory deprivation(17). 
The tinnitus predominance is high among workers exposed 
to occupational noise(18), which is presented as a predictive 
symptom of hearing loss(19). 

Just a few teachers reported auricular fullness. This symp-
tom was not found in literature or in studies with teachers, 
and, in general people, it is more frequently diagnosed as a 
Eustachian tube dysfunction (28.9%), followed by media oti-
tis with effusion (13.4%) and by chronic media otitis (7.2%), 

taking into consideration that a part of the patients did not 
received a definitive diagnostic(20). 

Intolerance to loud sounds or noise, consistently mentioned 
by a substantial number of teachers, is a feeling that can be 
related to occurrence of Metz recruitment in cochleopathies and 
to pathological adaptation in retrocochlear affections(21). The 
presence of complaint on annoyance caused by loud sounds 
indicates that teachers’ population must be guided to regularly 
audiological evaluations, such as the preventive action to pos-
sible auditory pathologies related to noise exposure.

In regard to extra-auditory effects, the presence of signi-
ficantly tiredness (fatigue) in the sample validates a previous 
study, in which 82.6% of teachers reported these effects – 
especially in relation to classroom with greater noise(12). The 
tiredness is a state of depletion, characterized by a drop in 
productivity and a decrease in answer to stimuli, followed by 
a mental and physical effort. Although tiredness signal the pre-
sence of several diseases (such as metabolic or psychological 
problems(22), making fragile correlations with other variables, 
tiredness can be strengthened by noise exposure. 

The dizziness and headache presented among the analyzed 
teachers had percentages close to previous results, whose 
study had same population, namely: 20% to dizziness and 
80% to headache(2). The anxiety was reported to 89.47% of 
the teachers, which was a percentage discreetly lower than 
the Freitas’ study (2005), in which 94.2% of teacher reported 
some degree of anxiety. 

Most teachers were aware that exposure to intense levels of 
sound pressure can lead to hearing loss. Nevertheless, several 
teachers did not consider the scholar noise as an occupational 
noise and ignore the correlation between auditory alterations, 
intensity of stimulus and time of exposure. This fact was ob-
served between differences in answers for the questions “are 
you exposure to a noise?” and “is your workplace noisy?”, in 
this way, disregarding its harmful character. 

According to the results obtained by scholars(2), 100% of 
teachers in their samples did not know the rules of Brazilian 
Association of Standards related for noise in scholar environ-
ment, which could be one of the factors to neglect noise in clas-
sroom. The result in the present study, associated with quoted 

Table 3. Correlation between occupational data and specific domains, and general WHOQOL-Bref score of quality of life 

Occupational data

WHOQOL-Bref

Physical Psychological Social Environment Score

r p r p r p r p r p

Age -0.04 0.75 0.08 0.56 -0.19 0.17 0.00 0.98 -0.09 0.49

Length of time teaching -0.12 0.40 0.04 0.79 -0.09 0.51 -0.11 0.43 -0.12 0.41

Daily workload -0.25 0.07 0.13 0.36 0.09 0.53 -0.03 0.82 -0.07 0.62

Length of time in the role -0.10 0.48 0.02 0.91 0.04 0.77 -0.11 0.42 -0.06 0.66

Length of time in the current place -0.15 0.29 -0.01 0.94 0.01 0.93 0.04 0.77 -0.03 0.85

Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (p≤0.05)
Subtitle: n = number of teachers



Pimentel BN, Fedosse E, Rodrigues NGS, Cruz KS, Santos Filha VAV

Audiol Commun Res. 2016;21:e17406  |  7

researches, indicates the necessity of further clarifications to 
docent class about the risks related to their work activity. 

In regard to quality of life, the average score obtained 
in WHOQOL-Bref was similar to previous studies with te-
achers(13). The social domain (personal relations and social 
support) set the best average, but, in return, the environmental 
domain was the one with the most negative impact in teachers’ 
quality of life. In this domain, issues regarding physical se-
curity, financial resources, availability and quality of access 
to health and leisure, in addition to the physical environment 
(contamination/noise/traffic/weather) are analyzed. The values 
obtained in this study ratify previous results of other researches 
about teachers’ quality of life using WHOQOL-Bref, in which 
researchers found average score higher for social domain and 
lower for environmental domain, with values closed to the ones 
in the present study(23,24). 

Regarding the comparison between auditory and extra-
-auditory effects in the WHOQOL-Bref results, teachers with 
no intolerance to loud sounds showed a higher average in 
physical domain, concerning effects related to the presence 
of pain, level of energy or tiredness, as well as sleep and rest. 
Besides the structural questions of schools(2), noise produ-
ced inside of classroom and in its surrounding becomes the 
environment improper for its application (learning), which 
may be a factor of a lower teachers’ quality of life, related to 
environmental domain. 

The teachers with tinnitus presented a lower average in so-
cial domain. The tinnitus may negatively affect daily activities 
and even higher mental activities. Furthermore, it may adversely 
impact in feelings, sleep, concentration and in carrying out pa-
tients’ social activities, leading them to isolation(25). Therefore, 
the tinnitus may aggravate or unleash the reduction of quality 
of life related to social domain. 

Teachers with complaints of anxiety and headache had 
lower average in environmental and psychological domains 
(feelings, memory, concentration, self-esteem), as well as in 
general score of quality of life. The headache is a common 
symptom with varied etiology, that can cause a big impact in 
quality of life in the affected individuals, with a substantial 
worsening during periods of crisis(26). The anxiety has been 
intensified among teachers of basic education and is related to 
unfavorable situations of work process(27). 

There was no relation between the variables of age, time of 
teaching, weekly workload, time working in the role and time 
in the current institution with the physical, psychological and 
environmental domains, as well as general score of WHOQOL-
Bref. The data were different in previous research, in which 
teachers of state’s educational system presented a lower score in 
general quality of life, being statically significant and correlated 
to a greater time teaching and a greater weekly workload(23). 

The results in the present study strengthened the impor-
tance of investigation about relations of the explored effects 
in teachers of elementary and high school education, with 

instruments to evaluate quality of life, as well as the casual 
link between them. 

It stands out as a study limitation the absence of a noise 
levels evaluation in schools of the participated teachers, in 
order to compare results with reality, besides holding a hearing 
evaluation to detect possible alterations. 

CONCLUSION

The investigated teachers showed that they knew the con-
sequences of the noise exposure but without consider it as an 
occupational hazard. Among the investigated effects, the pre-
sence of tinnitus and the intolerance to loud sounds (auditory), 
anxiety and headache (extra-auditory) were related to a worse 
quality of life. It is extremely important to carry out new stu-
dies on teachers’ quality of life and on the strategies to soften 
possible alterations arising from occupational activities and, 
with this, improve these professionals’ quality of life.

REFERENCES

	 1. 	Servilha EAM, Justo FA. Relação entre percepção de ruído em 

sala de aula autorreferida por professores universitários e suas 

consequências sobre a voz. Distúrb Comun. 2014;26(4):769-776.

	 2. 	Ribeiro MER, Oliveira S. A percepção dos professores de uma escola 

particular de Viçosa sobre o ruído nas salas de aula. Rev Equilíbrio 

Corporal Saúde. 2010;2(1):27-45. http://dx.doi.org/10.17921/2176-

9524.2010v2n1p%25p

	 3. 	Associação Brasileira de Normas Técnicas (ABNT). NBR 

10152:1987 Versão corrigida:1992. Níveis de ruído para conforto 

acústico. Rio de Janeiro: Associação Brasileira de Normas Técnicas; 

1992.

	 4. 	Servilha EAM, Delatti, MA. Percepção de ruído no ambiente de 

trabalho e sintomas auditivos e extra-auditivos autorreferidos por 

professores universitários. J Soc Bras Fonoaudiol. 2012;24(3):233-8. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S2179-64912012000300008

	 5. 	Martins RH, Tavares EL, Lima Neto AC, Fioravanti MP. Surdez 

ocupacional em professores: um diagnóstico provável. Rev Bras 

Otorrinolaringol. 2007;73(2):239-44. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/

S0034-72992007000200015

	 6. 	Jaroszewski GC, Zeigelboim BS, Lacerda A. Ruído escolar e sua 

implicação na atividade de ditado. Rev CEFAC. 2007;9(1):122-32. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S1516-18462007000100016

	 7. 	Servilha EAM, Correia JM. Correlações entre condições do 

ambiente, organização do trabalho, sintomas vocais autorreferidos 

por professores universitários e avaliação fonoaudiológica. Distúrb 

Comun. 2014;26(3):452-462.

	 8. 	Organização Pan-Americana da Saúde. Classificação internacional 

de funcionalidade, incapacidade e saúde. São Paulo: EDUSP; 2003.

	 9. 	The World Health Organization quality of life assessment 

(WHOQOL): position paper from the World Health Organization. 

Soc Sci Med. 1995;41(10):1403-9. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0277-

9536(95)00112-K



Noise, hearing health and quality of life

Audiol Commun Res. 2016;21:e1740 7  |  7

	10. 	Fleck MPA, Fachel O, Louzada S, Xavier M, Chachamovich 

E, Vieira G et al. Desenvolvimento da versão em português 

do instrumento de avaliação de qualidade de vida da 

organização mundial da saúde (WHOQOL-100). Rev Bras 

Psiquiatr. 1999;21(1):19-28. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S1516-

44461999000100006

	11. 	Vedovato TG, Monteiro MI. Perfil sociodemográfico e condições de 

saúde e trabalho dos professores de nove escolas estaduais paulistas. 

Rev Esc Enferm USP. 2008;42(2):290-7. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/

S0080-62342008000200012

	12. 	Rabelo ATV, Guimarães ACF, Oliveira RC, Fragoso LB, Santos JN. 

Avaliação e percepção docente sobre os efeitos do nível de pressão 

sonora na sala de aula. Distúrb Comun. 2015;27(4):715-24.

	13. 	Freitas G. Estresse, ansiedade e qualidade de vida em professores: 

efeitos do relaxamento progressivo [dissertação]. Bauru: 

Universidade Estadual Paulista; 2015. p.36.

	14. 	Santana MCP, Goulart BNG, Chiari BM. Distúrbios da voz em 

docentes: revisão crítica da literatura sobre a prática da vigilância 

em saúde do trabalhador. J Soc Bras Fonoaudiol. 2012;24(3):288-95. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S2179-64912012000300016

	15. 	Campos NB, Delgado-Pinheiro EMC. Noise analysis and 

intervention in speech school environment: regular private and 

public schools. Rev CEFAC. 2014;16(1):83-90. http://dx.doi.

org/10.1590/1982-0216201414312

	16. 	Baguley  D,  McFer ran  D,  Hal l  D.  Tinn i tus .  Lance t . 

2013;382(13):1600-7. http:/ /dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-

6736(13)60142-7

	17. 	Eggermont JJ, Roberts LE. The neuroscience of tinnitus. Trends 

Neurosci. 2004;27(11):676-82. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.

tins.2004.08.010

	18. 	Boger ME, Barreto MASC. Zumbido e perda auditiva induzida por 

ruído em trabalhadores expostos ao ruído ocupacional. Rev Eletrôn 

Gestão Saúde. 2015;6(2):1321-33.

	19. 	Palmer KT, Griffin HS, Syddall HE, Davis A, Pannett B, Coggon 

D. Ocupactional exposure to noise and the attributable burden 

of hearing difficulties in Great Britains. Occup Environ Med. 

2002;59(9):634-9. http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/oem.59.9.634

	20. 	Park MS, Lee HY, Kang HM, Ryu EW, Lee SK, Yeo SG. Clinical 

manifestations of aural fullness. Yonsei Med J. 2012;53(5):985-91. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3349/ymj.2012.53.5.985

	21. 	Thomsen KA.  The  or ig in  of  impedance  audiometry. 

Acta  Oto la ryngol .  1999;119(2) :163-5 .  h t tp : / /dx .do i .

org/10.1080/00016489950181585

	22. 	Jain A, Sharma R, Choudhary PK, Yadav N, Jain G, Maanju M. 

Study of fatigue, depression, and associated factors in type 2 diabetes 

mellitus in industrial workers. Ind Psychiatry J. 2015;24(2):179-184. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4103/0972-6748.181731

	23. 	Pereira EF, Teixeira CS, Lopes AS. Qualidade de vida de professores 

de educação básica do município de Florianópolis, SC, Brasil. Ciênc 

Saúde Coletiva. 2013;18(7):1963-70. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/

S1413-81232013000700011

	24. 	Caye IT, Ulbricht L, Neves EB. Qualidade de vida no trabalho dos 

professores de matemática e português do ensino fundamental. Rev 

Univ Vale Rio Verde. 2014;12(2):974-989. http://dx.doi.org/10.5892/

ruvrd.v12i2.1809

	25. 	Esteves CC, Brandão FN, Siqueira CGA, Carvalho SAS. 

Audição, zumbido e qualidade de vida: um estudo piloto. Rev 

CEFAC. 2012;14(5):836-43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S1516-

18462011005000107

	26. 	Massena LF. Avaliação da qualidade de vida de doentes com cefaleia 

em Salvas [dissertação]. Porto: Instituto de Ciências Biomédicas 

Abel Salazar; 2013.

	27. 	Balinhas VLG, Vieira JS, Martins MFD, Garcia MMA, Eslabão L, 

Silva AF et al. Imagens da docência: um estudo sobre o processo de 

trabalho e mal-estar docente. Rev Mal-estar Subj. 2013;13(1-2):249-

70.


