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 Ample evidence suggests that being subjected to high levels of noise serves as a stressor, which, when sustained for an extended 

periodof time, may result in psychological side-effects. There are numerous studies that suggest that the amount of noise 

pollution that industrial employees are subjected to is substantially higher than that of the general population as a whole. In 

spite of the massive post-invasion increase in the country's industrial sector, there has been few or no research conducted in India 

on the topic of perception and awareness & attitude of industrial workers even though it is a widespread issue. The goal of this 

study endeavour was to fill in some of these knowledge gaps. 312 industrial employees from four distinct industrial sectors with 

different noise range were considered to find out their perspectives and levels of knowledge about industrial noise and its control 

based on demographic variables.  It was discovered that there were no significant changes in perception, awareness, or attitude 

across differnent industrial sectors for the majority of the demographic factors that were taken into consideration. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 Sound is a form of energy that is necessary for our 

survival. Because a sound produced for a specific 

purpose acquires meaning, sound interdependence is a 

fact of life. A simple definition of sound is an energy 

disturbance that travels through matter in the form of a 

wave and is perceived by living beings via their 

hearing. Sound is what we hear [1]. Sound has two 

characters: one for executing certain activities and 

another for entertaining. Symphonic sounds are 

beautiful music generated for enjoyment or leisure. A 

trumpet, door twitch, etc. are recognised noises. This 

undesired sound must be attenuated, controlled, or 

eliminated to reduce its negative effects.  

Noise is a form of atmospheric pollution [2]. Noise 

pollution occurs when an environment becomes 

excessively noisy beyond a certain threshold. In 

practice, sound and noise are synonymous, except for 

the fact that noise is an obnoxious sound. When any of 

these sources generates a quantity of sufficient 

magnitude to be detrimental to the system in which 

biological systems, including humans, live, the resulting 

effect is referred to as pollution. Pollution is a major 

global issue, and it comes in a variety of forms. Each 

type of pollution is caused by a unique set of processes, 

and their effects on our systems are equally varied. The 

World Health Organization (WHO) states that "noise 

must be identified as a significant threat to human 

wellbeing" [3]. 
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 Noise pollution in big cities is third most hazardous 

after air and water pollution. Noise has been worse and 

greater in recent years [4]. Crowded cities and towns 

with mechanized transportation, new methods of doing 

things, and new ways to have fun are polluting the air. 

Noise pollution inhibits human and animal 

physical/mental activity [5]. Noise isn't new, however. 

Since the industrial revolution [6], it's been a menace. 

Noise pollution is a slow, insidious killer, yet few 

attempts have been taken to reduce it. It's a hazard to 

human health and well-being, along with other 

contaminants. Its adverse effects may permanently 

damage the human hearing system, which is visible in 

nations where the regulation is either improper or 

non-existent for many reasons, which is damaging to 

humans in general regardless of continents or countries. 

Noise concerns must be tackled systematically and 

extensively so that environmental protection, the 

primary aspect being addressed globally, may pave the 

way for a peaceful and conducive atmosphere when 

new technological efforts strive to produce smarter and 

quieter technologies for the globe. 

The sources of noise can be categorized as Industrial 

Noise and Non-Industrial noise [7]. Different industries 

have different levels and types of noise. Non-industrial 

noise sources include traffic, aeroplanes, trains, building 

construction, and consumer items. In every industry, 

workers' engagement and devotion to their 

employment are dependent upon how their employers 

treat them. It is the management's commitment to 

establish a healthy work environment for its workers. 

The perception, understanding, and attitude of 

employees toward noise and its regulation, as well as 

the impacts of noise on their health, are crucial in 

formulating suitable policies and providing them with a 

better working environment. Hence, importance should 

be given to understand the workers perspective about 

industrial noise and its control in order to effectively 

and efficiently formulate and implement noise control 

strategies in the industrial environment. 

2. IMPACTS OF NOISE ON WORKERS 

Workplace noise pollution is a big problem. Noise is 

used in a casual way, and most people don't think of it 

as a serious threat to their lives. In some ways, this is 

true. Several researchers have shown that noise is 

problematic for people, both in homes and in industries. 

Noise's effects on the ears and other parts of the body 

must be taken seriously, and precautions must be taken 

to limit people's exposure to too much noise for their 

own safety. People who work in places with a lot of 

noise are more likely to get sick with many diseases. 

Noise is everywhere, and many industries have loud 

sounds. More than 5 million people who work in 

production in India are regularly exposed to noise levels 

that are above the legal limit of 90 decibels. This puts 

them at risk of losing their hearing. Here are some more 

things that can happen because of noise: 

 Lack of concentration [8-10] 

 Tiredness [11-13] 

 Abortion [14-16] 

 Hypertension or increased blood pressure 

[17-19] 

 Temporary or long-term deafness [20-22] 

 Digestive disorders [23-25] 

 Physiological Soreness [26-28] 

The Occupational Health and Safety Administration 

(OSHA) has placed more focus on protecting workers 

from hearing loss. Most workers who are exposed to 

noise should get an audiogram once a year. If a worker's 

hearing threshold changes by 10 decibels, they must be 

retested within 30 days. Few researchers showed 

workers satisfaction depends on noise levels, 

perception, awareness and attitude they have towards 

noise [29]. In a study in Kuwait, showed despite the fact 

that the measured noise levels were frequently and 

significantly above standard outdoor noise 

levels during the majority of the monitoring periods, a 

large proportion of the workers who were surveyed did 

not view noise as a problem and were unaware of the 

effects it had. This was especially true for laborers and 

those with low levels of education. No one wore 

earplugs or any other form of hearing protection 

throughout the entire 10-month noise measurement 

[30].  

 One of the studies in Birjand's old and new districts' 

showed the rate of noise responsiveness was measured 

as an attitudinal factor. The mean total score of 

sensitivity was 63.5 dBA. “Sensitive to noise” and 

“attitude towards noise in residence” are the highest 

and lowest scores in the noise sensitivity subscales. The 

total score of noise sensitivity did not differ between the 
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sexes in the old and new districts. “Attitude towards 

noise control” differed significantly between illiterate 

and university educated people. Also, there was a 

significant difference between noise annoyance and job. 

There was a significant one way difference between 

annoyance degrees and noise sensitivity subscales. A 

study on Sawmill workers' KAP regarding 

noise-induced hearing loss (NIHL) in Kota concluded 

the overall awareness of workers was quite 

discouraging and it is critical to educate workers about 

noise-induced hearing loss and to change their attitudes 

and behaviors. Safety atmosphere influences risk 

perception, expectation, and valuation, and personal 

protective behavior. Risk perception, anticipation, and 

valuation mediate independently. Occupational noise 

reduces noise sensitivity and noise effect perception. 

Few more researchers showed workers had awareness 

about noise but were they were negligent to wear ear 

protective devices. Perception of risk predicts hearing 

protector use; hence, work environment risk perception 

is directly linked to hearing protector use. 

Safety-conscious companies utilize more hearing 

protection [31-39]. 

 

3.  NOISE GUIDELINES IN INDIA 

India's 1948 Act makes noise-induced hearing loss 

reportable. Medical experts must report noise-induced 

hearing loss to the Chief Inspector of Factories. 1923 Act 

covers noise-induced hearing loss. Most states don't 

disclose compensation cases. Many countries regulate 

noise levels because of the risk of lifelong hearing loss. 

Employees in noisy areas should wear earplugs to 

protect their hearing. Noise Pollution (Regulation and 

Control) Rules, 2000 were enacted by India's 

Environment (Protection) Act, 1986. These are noise 

control regulations. Table 3.1 illustrates noise levels in 

the rules-defined areas/zones. 

 

Table 3.1: Ambient noise standards Area Category of 

Area/ Zone Limits in dB 

Sl. No Zone Noise Level in dBA 

  Day Time Day Time 

1 Industrial 75 70 

2 Commercial  65 55 

3 Residential  55 45 

4 Silence  50 40 

4.  OBJECTIVES & METHODOLOGY 

The current study is to determine whether the 

perception, awareness, and attitude of workers in the 

forging, crane manufacturing, textiles, and carton box 

manufacturing industries toward noise and its control 

stay consistent or differ among demographics. The 

methodology of the study included determining the 

overall noise level in the targeted industries, conducting 

a survey to determine workers' perceptions of noise, 

their awareness and attitude toward noise and its 

control measures, and making recommendations for 

noise control measures for industrial setups based on 

the study of various acoustical noise control methods. 

Four manufacturing segments were identified and noise 

levels were recorded at several places after getting 

authorization from industry managers and higher-ups, 

as shown in Table 4.1. Q uestionnaires were handed to 

the appropriate department or staff. The questionnaire 

was prepared both English and Kannada, the regional 

language. The raw questionnaire data was coded using 

MS-Excel software and then statistically analysed using 

the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS v21). 

The reliability analysis was performed to validate the 

constructs of the study. Later, using ANOVA and the 

Independent t-test, further analysis was performed 

depending on the demographic information of the 

respondents. 

 

Table 4.1: Noise levels at various Targeted Industrial 

Sectors 

Sl. 

No. 

Industrial Sector Noise 

Level 

1 Forging 92-108 

2 Carton Box Manufacturing(Semi- 

Automatic) 
62-76 

3 Textiles 62-90 

4 Crane Manufacturing  82-94 

 

 

5.  ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION  

The study attempted to examine if employees had 

comparable or distinct perceptions of noise and its 

control independent of their demographics, noise levels, 

or type of noise. The associated research question is:  

Does workers’ demographics affect perception, 

awareness, and attitude towards noise and its control? 



  

 

 
346  International Journal for Modern Trends in Science and Technology 

 

 

5.1 Reliability analysis: 

There were 12 perception related questions and 5 

awareness & attitude related questions. The Cronbach 

alpha for all the items in the questionnaire related to 

perception was 0.83 and that for the awareness and 

attitude towards noise control was found to be 0.70 

(Table 5.1), indicating that the research instrument was 

valid and reliable.  

 

Table 5.1: Reliability Test for the Instrument 

Reliability 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

No of 

Items 

Perception .83 12 

Awareness and Attitude 

towards Noise Control 
.70 5 

 

5.2 Demographics  

In general, the examination of demographic factors aids 

in the development of a thorough understanding of the 

characteristics of study participants. As a result, 

different demographic information was gathered from 

the respondents such as their age, gender, marital 

status, educational qualifications and work experience. 

Based on these factors the study was conducted.   

 

5.2.1 Gender  

The participants were mostly men (68.59 percent). 

Except for textiles, the other three industrial sectors 

have been male-dominated. (Table 5.2) 

 

Table 5.2: Participants’ Gender 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Female 98 31.41 

Male 214 68.59 

 

Independent t-test was conducted to analysethe 

perception and awareness & attitude towards noise 

control based on gender.  The outcomes of the t-test 

revealed that there were no differences between the 

perceptions and awareness & attitude towards noise 

and its control (p > 0.05) (Table 5.3). 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.3: Independent t-test based on Gender 

Factors Gender N Mean SD 

Independent 

t-test 

t 

Sig. 

(2-tail

ed) 

 

Perception 
Female 98 3.89  .49 

1.74 .082 
Male 214 3.76 .68 

Awareness 

and attitude 

towards 

noise 

control 

measure 

Female 

 
98 3.64 .44 

-.64 .517 

Male 214 3.69 .72 

 

5.2.2 Marital Status: 

It was discovered that a significant majority (64.4 

percent) of those responded in the targeted industries 

were married, with the remaining 35.6 percent being 

single (Table: 5.4).  

Table 5.4: Participants’ Marital Status 

Marital Status Frequency Percentage 

Single 111 35.6 

Married 201 64.4 

 

The outcomes of the t-test revealed that there were no 

differences between the perceptions and awareness & 

attitude towards noise and its control based on marital 

status (p > 0.05) (Table 5.5). 

 

Table 5.5: Independent t-test based on Marital Status 

Factors 
Marital 

Status 
N Mean SD 

Independent 

t-test 

T 

Sig. 

(2-tail

ed) 

Perception 

Single 111 3.78 0.56 
-0.3

9 
0.69 Married 201 3.81 0.67 

Married 201 3.23 0.84 

Awareness 

and attitude 

towards noise 

control 

measure 

Single 111 3.77 0.57 

1.92 0.05 

Married 201 3.63 0.69 

 

5.2.3 Age  

Table 5.6 shows the age distribution of participants. It 

can be observed that the majority (38.8 percent) of the 

participants are between the ages of 20 and 30, followed 

by those between the ages of 31 and 40 (29.5 percent), 41 

and 50 (19.2 percent) and 51 and older (12.5 percent). 
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Table 5.6: Details Based on Participants’ Age 

Age 

Group 

(Years) 

F 

Perception Awareness and 

Attitude 

Mean SD Mean SD 

20-30  121 3.78 .55 3.77 .56 

31-40  92 3.91 .57 3.65 .62 

41-50  60 3.77 .69 3.76 .61 

51 and 

above 
39 3.63 .83846 3.30 .88 

Total 312 3.80 .63132 3.67 .65 

One-way ANOVA results (Table: 5.7) indicated there is 

no significant differences in perception (F=3.166, p>.05) 

but a significant difference in awareness & attitude 

(F=5.792, p<.05) towards noise control based on the age 

groups of the participants. 

Table 5.7: One-way ANOVA for Differences in 

Perception and Awareness & Attitude based on Age 

  
Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig 

Perception 

Between 

Groups 
2.43 .81 

2.05 .106 Within 

Groups 
121.51 .39 

Total 123.95  

Awareness 

and attitude 

towards 

noise control 

measure 

Between 

Groups 
7.03 2.34 

5.79 .001** Within 

Groups 
124.65 .40 

Total 131.69  

 

5.2.4 Work Experience  

The participants' work experience ranged from 5 years 

to more than 20 years (Table 5.8). The majority of them 

(31.1 percent) had 6-10 years of experience, followed by 

those with less than 5 years of experience (27.9 percent). 

Another 17.3 percent had 11-15 years of experience, 12.2 

percent had 20 years or more of experience, and 11.5 

percent had 16-20 years of experience respectively. 

Overall, the results corresponded to the age of the 

participants, implying that there was a continual inflow 

of people into the shop floor. 

Table 5.8: Details based on Participants’ Work 

Experience 

Work Experience 

(years) 
F 

Perception Awareness and Attitude 

Mean SD Mean SD 

> 5 87 3.77 .57 3.77 .54 

6- 10 97 3.91 .48 3.69 .53 

11-15 54 3.84 .59 3.65 .67 

16-20 36 3.80 .91 3.88 .75 

20 and above 38 3.50 .74 3.27 .84 

Total 312 3.80 .63 3.67 .65 

One-way ANOVA results (Table: 5.9) indicated there is 

significant differences in perception (F=3.166, p<.05) and 

awareness & attitude (F=5.313, p<.01) towards noise 

control based on the work experience of the 

participants. 

Table 5.9: One-way ANOVA for Differences in 

Perception and Awareness & Attitude based on Work 

Experience 

  
Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Square 
Sig 

Perception 

Between 

Groups 
4.91 1.22 

.014* Within 

Groups 
119.04 .38 

Total 123.95  

Awareness 

and attitude 

towards noise 

control 

measure 

Between 

Groups 
8.52 2.13 

.000** Within 

Groups 
123.16 .40 

Total 225.25  

Note: *p<0.05 **p<0.01 

 

5.2.5 Educational qualification  

The majority of the participants were found to possess a 

SSLC (23.1%), followed by persons with diploma 

(21.5%), dropouts (19.2%), ITI (18.3%) and a degree 

(17.9%) (Table 5.10, Figure 4.5). 

  Table 5.10: Details based on Participants’ 

Educational Qualification 

Educational 

Qualification 
Frequency 

Perception Awareness and 

Attitude 

Mean SD Mean SD 

SSLC 72 3.95 .45 3.69 .51 

ITI 57 3.67 .75 3.60 .71 

Diploma 67 3.67 .70 3.65 .70 

Degree 56 3.69 .64 3.88 .70 

Not 

Applicable 
60 3.98 .48 3.56 .59 

Total 312 3.80 .63 3.67 .65 

 

One-way ANOVA results (Table 5.11) indicated there is 

significant differences in perception (F=4.095, p<.05) and 

no significant differences in awareness & attitude 

(F=2.045 p>.05) towards noise control based on the 

education qualification of the participants. 
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Table 5.11: One-way ANOVA for Differences in 

Perception based on Educational Qualification 

  
Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Square 
Sig 

Perception 

Between 

Groups 
6.279 1.57 

.003* Within 

Groups 
117.675 .38 

Total 123.954  

Awareness 

and attitude 

towards noise 

control 

measure 

Between 

Groups 
3.418 .85 

.088 Within 

Groups 
128.274 .41 

Total 131.692  

Note: *p<0.05 

 

6. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The current study discovered that workers' perceptions 

of noise, awareness and the attitude towards noise and 

its control remained relatively constant regardless of 

their demographics across various industrial sectors. 

Almost all of the questions elicited similar responses. 

Gender and marital status had no significant difference, 

whereas educational qualification had significant 

impact on perception and age on awareness &attitude. 

There was significant difference based on work 

experience. Which indicates irrespective of the type of 

industry or the different noise levels, perception and 

awareness & attitude towards noise and its control 

remains almost the same in Indian context. 

Additionally, it was discovered that there is a lack of 

awareness regarding low frequency noise and its 

adverse effects. Industries with stringent worker safety 

policies make a concerted effort to provide ear 

protection devices to their employees and to meet the 

industry safety standards. The level of education and 

occupation of workers significantly affected the 

perceptions of noise and the awareness towards 

negative health effects and welfare impacts. These 

findings point the importance of public education and 

awareness programs (particularly for workers at 

industries), to improve the workers knowledge of noise, 

and to protect the exposed individuals from the harmful 

impacts of this pervasive urban problem. It is 

recommended that: (a) Responsible officials should – as 

a matter of high priority – should develop noise 

guidelines and regulations for the industry in the State 

of Karnataka. (b) The forging and crane manufacturing 

industry should be obliged to address and be 

responsible, for the protection of workers from the 

harmful effect of excessive noise at foundry. (c) The 

machines at the textile manufacturer should be 

regularly maintained for lower noise levels. The future 

studies can focus on the recommendations and conduct 

a proper analysis to see if the problem persists in the 

given industry. The manufacturer also may have to look 

into these aspects and make a concise effort to curb the 

issues in these industries. 
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