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RESULTS

Thirty (71%) of the 42 patients gave a self-report of
hyperacusis while 12 (29%) denied any such complaint.
Pure tone thresholds indicated hearing to be within the
limits of normal in 6/42 (14%) of the individuals. Criteria
for normal hearing were strict and for the purposes of
this study normal hearing was considered to be thresholds
of 25 dB or better at all frequencies.

Tinnitus was unilateral in 22/42 (52%) of the subjects
and bilateral in the remaining 20 (48%). The frequency
of the tinnitus pitch match is shown in Table 2. Over
50% of the subjects had tinnitus in the 6000-8000 Hz
frequency range. Eighty-four percent of the subjects had
tinnitus ranging from 3000 - 18,000 Hz.

Table 2. Frequency of Tinnitus Pitch Match
Frequency Number of Subjects (N=42)
100 - 250 Hz 4 (10%)

2 kHz 1 (4%)
3-4kHz 6 (14%)
6-8 kHz 22 (52%)
9-12 kHz 5 (12%)
15-18 kHz 4 (10%)

Acoustic reflex thresholds could be obtained for 37/42
(88%) of the subjects. The Metz test indicated a difference
between acoustic reflex threshold and pure tone threshold
of 60 dB or less, positive for end organ lesion/recruitment
in 29 (78%) of the individuals.20 The Metz test was ne-
gative for the other 8 (22%). Of the 29 with recruitment,
20 had a self report of hyperacusis; 9 did not. Feldmann
masking curves for the 42 subjects were classified as
Type I, convergence for 22 (52%); Type 111, congruence
for 3 (7%); and Type 1V, distance 12 (34%); incomplete
3 (7%). Loudness discomfort levels were recorded for
each of the discrete frequencies. 5/42 (12%) had levels
of 95 dB or greater at all frequencies; 37/42 (88%) had
LDLs of 90 dB or less at any frequency; 35/42 (83%)
had LDLs of 90 dB or less at 2 or more frequencies
(Table 3).

Table 3. Loudness Discomfort Levels (N=42)

N %
95dB or greater all frequencies 5 12%
90dB or less at any frequency 37 88%
90dB or less: 2 or more frequencies | 35 83%
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A dynamic range of 60 dB or greater at all frequencies
was found in 7/42 (17%). A dynamic range of 55 dB or
less at any frequency was found in 35/42 (83%)
(Table 4).

Table 4. Dynamic Range (N=42)

N %
60dB or greater all frequencies 7 17%
55dB or less at any frequency 35 83%

If we examine the dynamic range at the frequency of the
tinnitus pitch match, 25/31 (81%) had a range of less
than 60 dB while 6/31 (19%) had a range of 60 dB or
greater. There was a positive self-report of hyperacusis
in 26/36 individuals with hearing loss and tinnitus. In
25/26 subjects both the LDLs and DR substantiated the
self-report of hyperacusis. In the remaining subject, the
LDL was negative but the DR was positive. There was a
negative self-report of hyperacusis in 10/36 individuals
with hearing loss and tinnitus. In 4/10 both the LDLs
and DR supported the self-report. In 4/10 both the LDLs
and DR were positive for hyperacusis (Table 5).

Table 5. Hyperacusis Self-Report: LDL and DR
Results/Hearing Loss and Tinnitus (N=36)

Self Report LCL/DR | LDL/DR | LDL | DR
Pos Neg Pos | Pos

Positive N=26 25 0 0 1

Negative N=10 4 4 1 1

In 2/10 either the LDL or DR was positive for
hyperacusis. There was a positive self-report of hyper-
acusis in 4/6 individuals with normal hearing and tinnitus.
In 3/4 both the LDLs and DR substantiated the self-report.
In the remaining subject the LDL was positive and the
DR negative. There was a negative self-report of
hyperacusis in 2/6 individuals with hearing loss and
tinnitus. In 2/2 both the LDLs and DR were positive for
hyperacusis. In 28/30 individuals reporting hyperacusis,
both the LDL and DR substantiated the self-report. In
the other two cases, one of the tests was positive. Of the
12 individuals not complaining of hyperacusis, four had
LDLs and DRs substantiating the absence of hyperacusis.
Six/12 were positive for hyperacusis on the LDL and
DR. The remaining two had a positive result on either
the LDL or DR (Table 6).
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Table 6. Hyperacusis Self-Report: LDL and DR
Results/Normal Hearing and Tinnitus (N=6)
Self Report LCL/DR | LDL/DR | LDL | DR
Pos Neg Pos | Pos
Positive N=4 3 0 1 0
Negative N=2 2 0 0 0
DISCUSSION

The incidence of hyperacusis in individuals with tinnitus
has been reported as high as 40-45%.1-2 The type and
severity of the tinnitus from which this figure was derived
have not been specified.

In this preliminary study of the Tinnitus Center of the
HSCB-SUNY there was an incidence of 71% (N=30/42)
by self-report from the patient of hyperacusis in
individuals with SIT of the severe type. The difference
may be due to the definition of hyperacusis; type and
severity of tinnitus; and/or factors not identified or known
to be significant at this time.

The LDL test indicates a higher incidence of hyperacusis
than the self-report by the patient. If we use the criteria
of 90 dB or less at any frequency the incidence is 86%
for the right ear and 83% for the left ear. Using a one-
tailed binomial test, these rates are significantly
different from the rate of 71% for self report (right ear
p=.009; left ear p=.0245). If we use the criteria of 90 dB
or less at two or more frequencies, the incidence is 83%
for the right ear and 79% for the left ear. Only the right
ear shows a difference from a rate of 71% for self report
(right ear p=.0245; left ear p=.1126) (Table 7).

Table 7. LDL Test and Incidence of Hyperacusis
N =42

Incidence Significance/One-Tailed
Binomial Test

Criterion:
LDL 90dB or less at any frequency

Right  86%
Left  83%

#p=.0090
#p=.0245

LDL 90dB or less 2 or more frequencies

Right  83% *p=.0245
Left 79% p=.1126
*Significant
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The reason for the left ear results is not known at this
time. Additional numbers of patients are being evaluated
to explore this finding and to examine its significance.
The difference in incidence is significant compared to
the 71% by self-report.

In addition, chi square tests indicated significant
associations between self report of hyperacusis and an
LDL of 90dB for at least one frequency in both ears. For
the right ear, 97% (29/30) patients who self report tinnitus
also showed an LDL of 90dB for at least one frequency.
For patients who did not report tinnitus, 58% (7/12)
showed an LDL of 90dB for at least one frequency
(p=.0047). For the left ear, 93% (28/30) self report
patients qualified according to the LDL of 90dB for at
least one frequency criterion versus 58% of the non self-
report patients (p=.0138).

For the criterion of 90dB at two or more frequencies,
only the right ear showed a significant association with
hyperacusis self report. For the right ear, 93% (28/30)
patients qualified according to this criterion versus 58%
of the non-report patients (p=.0138). For the left ear, 87%
(26/30) self-report patients qualified versus 58% (p=.09).
It may be that the non-self-report patients who qualify
according to the 90 dB criteria are at risk of hyperacusis,
despite the fact that they do not report any symptoms of
it. In no case of self-report of hyperacusis (N=30), did
both the LDL and DR indicate negative results. In 28/30
both tests substantiated the self-report. In the other two
cases, either the LDL or DR was positive. Of the 29%
(N=12/42) cases not reporting hyperacusis, six had posi-
tive results for both the LDLs and dynamic range and
two had a positive result on one of the two tests. This
suggests that hyperacusis may be present in individuals
with tinnitus before they become symptomatic. The value
of this test would be to identify such individuals and
provide treatment before they become symptomatic for
hyperacusis.

Jastreboff considers hyperacusis as a pre-tinnitus state.’
However, there are many tinnitus patients who do not
report hyperacusis and who exhibit a satisfactory dynamic
range on test. Will these patients eventually develop an
increasing sensitivity to sound i.e., hyperacusis? What
are the results of long term follow-up of tinnitus of
patients who were negative by self-report for hyperacusis
but demonstrate positive LDL and positive DR? Will
medical or audiologic intervention prevent them from
becoming hyperacusic and, if so, what modalities are to
be considered? Such information is required to determine
the medical/audiologic significance of the LDL/DR issue.
Generalizations of hyperacusis and tinnitus are not
recommended at this time.

If hyperacusis is a central phenomena, then the Feldmann
masking curves may reflect this by classification as Type
IV or Type V. Our data demonstrates an overall incidence
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of 59%. Of the 59%, 52% were Type I and 7% Type 111
curves. Both results are considered clinically to represent
peripheral problems. There was an incidence of 34%,
Type IV curves, considered clinically to represent central
problems. This correlation may support the concept of
different types of hyperacusis and could explain why
some individuals respond to treatment and others do not.
If one accepts the thought for discussion that tinnitus is a
pre-condition for hyperacusis, does this not suggest that
there are different types of hyperacusis reflecting a
difference in clinical types of tinnitus with the same or
different site(s) of lesion?

If hyperacusis is a pre-tinnitus state, then all hyperacusic
patients should develop tinnitus and all tinnitus patients
should have hyperacusis. Clinical experience with over
4000 tinnitus patients does not support this statement.
Our results at this time in 42 patients suggest that
hyperacusis and recruitment may occur either alone and/
or in combination with each other. Of the 29 subjects
who had recruitment on test, 20 reported hyperacusis
while 9 did not. LDLs and DR results supported the
presence of hyperacusis in 19/20 and the remaining
subject had a positive DR. Of the nine who did not report
hyperacusis, only two were substantiated by test results
while the other seven had one or both tests positive.
Perhaps, individuals with recruitment who are not
complaining of hyperacusis but test positive with LDLs
and/or DR will become symptomatic for hyperacusis.
Also to be considered is the factor of malingering.

SUMMARY

It is proposed that hyperacusis be addressed by the
disciplines of audiology/otology/and hearing sciences.
Larger numbers of subjects are needed 1) to establish
statistical significance for the correlation of hyperacusis/
tinnitus, hyperacusis/LDLs, hyperacusis/dynamic range;
hyperacusis/hearing level; 2) to determine whether the
LDL thresholds or the dynamic range is more sensitive
for the identification of hyperacusis; and 3) for the
monitoring of the condition as well as for measuring
efficacy of treatment.

The question which still remains unanswered is what is
the significance of positive LDL and positive DR and
the subjective difference. Clinically this may reflect and
support the concept of different types of hyperacusis -
central/peripheral or both at this time.

As aloss of hearing does not reflect the severity of tinni-
tus, so the severity of hyperacusis does not reflect itself
in loss of hearing, recruitment, or Feldmann Masking
Curve type. This is important with respect to diagnostics
and may explain why treatment results are positive with
some hyperacusic patients and not with others.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. There is a positive correlation between tinnitus and
hyperacusis as well as a positive correlation between
hyperacusis and the loudness discomfort level test.

2. Hyperacusis occurs with normal hearing as well as
with hearing loss in individuals with tinnitus of the
severe disabling type.

3. Hyperacusis is an increased sensitivity to sound that
occurs with/without a hearing loss. At present, it is
being identified by the LDL test and the dynamic
range.

4. A standardized new methodology for assessment of
hyperacusis is recommended to include a battery of
tests: Pure tone audiometry, LDLs, Feldmann
Masking Curves, and the Metz test for recruitment.

5. A classification system exists for hearing loss and a
similar system for hyperacusis is suggested.
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