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Prenatal ultrasound exposure and association
with postnatal hearing outcomes
Claude F Harbarger1*, Paul M Weinberger1, Jack C Borders2 and Charles A Hughes1
Abstract

Objective: Prenatal ultrasound exams have become increasingly frequent. Although no serious adverse effects are
known, the public health implications would be enormous should adverse effects on auditory development be
shown. This study looks to establish a possible correlation between hearing loss and increased prenatal ultrasound
exposure.

Design: Retrospective cohort analysis.

Setting: Tertiary academic referral center.

Methods: A retrospective review of 100 children undergoing newborn hearing screening was conducted. Extensive
data collection was performed, and this data was analyzed for a potential correlation between failure of newborn
hearing screening and increased prenatal ultrasound exposure, as well as for a potential correlation of other
variables with hearing loss.

Main outcome measures: Postnatal hearing outcomes.

Results: A higher number of both total and 3rd trimester ultrasound exams as well as a younger gestational age at
birth were all found to be significantly associated with a higher likelihood of passing the newborn hearing screen
(p<0.001 for each). No other factors were found to reach statistical significance.

Conclusions: Our results show that there is no correlation between a higher level of prenatal ultrasound exposure
and hearing loss. Indeed, infants who had more prenatal ultrasounds in the third trimester were more likely to pass
their screening hearing exams. The finding that children receiving more prenatal ultrasounds have a higher
likelihood of passing newborn hearing screens serves as an excellent reminder of the classic statistics rule that
correlation does not imply causation.
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Introduction
Ultrasonography (US) now has a wide range of clinical
uses and has become virtually indispensable in many
areas of medicine. The development of prenatal US
represents one of the greater achievements in the field
of obstetrics. However, despite the widespread preva-
lence of prenatal US, it is not entirely clear whether US
waves are free of risk to the developing fetus. Because of
the increasing use of this imaging modality, the public
health implications of any potential adverse effects are
enormous. These concerns are even more important in
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light of the fact that routine US screening of the fetus
has not been shown to improve perinatal morbidity
[1,2], despite an 80% detection rate of fetal anomalies at
experienced centers [3].
Only a small number of studies have investigated the

immediate and long-term effects of US on fetal develop-
ment. Links have been proposed between increased US
exposure and handedness [4-6], neurological deficits
such as speech delay [7], and low birth weight and size
[8,9]. Recent studies have also implicated that prolonged
exposure to US affects the migration of brain cells in
fetal mice [10]. To date in English literature, only one
study has looked to assess the potential effect of US on
auditory pathway development [11]. Although there was
no identified correlation between ultrasound exposed vs.
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non-ultrasound exposed children and hearing loss, this
study was conducted over the years 1968–1972 and thus
predates the recent surge in average number of prenatal
ultrasound exams. Thus, this study looks to revisit this
topic with an analysis of contemporary data.

Methods
After appropriate Institutional Review Board approval, a
retrospective chart review was conducted, using CPT
codes for newborn hearing screening over the time period
01/01/2007 to 12/31/2010. Records were reviewed of
both children and mothers for fifty children found to
have normal (passed) newborn hearing screens and also
for 50 children with abnormal (failed) newborn hearing
screens.
Hearing screens conducted in the well-newborn nur-

sery were conducted as distortion-product otoacoustic
emissions (DPOAE) and those conducted in the neo-
natal intensive care unit were done as auditory brain-
stem response (ABR) tests. Data collected included the
number of prenatal US exams in each trimester, peri-
natal and pregnancy complications, gestational age at
birth, presence of perinatal hypoxia at birth, maternal
substance abuse, maternal age at birth, presence of oto-
logic abnormalities at birth, use of ototoxic medications
prenatally or postnatally, comorbidities, birth condition,
post-natal course, family history of hearing loss, APGAR
scores at 1 and 5 minutes, type and degree of documen-
ted hearing loss when available, and length of follow-up.
To allow statistical comparison, we classified obstetrical
events using the McNeil-Sjostrom Obsterics Complica-
tion Scale, which is an established systematic evaluation
Table 1 Patient demographics

Dependent variable All patients (n=100)

GA birth 255.9 (95%CI +/−43.5)

US 1st trimester 0.9 (95%CI +/− 2.2)

US 2nd trimester 1.84 (95%CI +/− 2.8)

US 3rd trimester 5.01 (95%CI +/−7.1)

US total 7.77 ((95%CI +/−8.9)

McNeil Sjostrom score 2.73 (95%CI +/−)

ASA score 1.38 (95%CI +/− 1.3)

Maternal substance abuse 0.14 (95%CI +/− 0.1)

Perinatal hypoxia 0.09 (95%CI +/−0.6)

Otologic abnormalities none

Familial history of hearing loss none

Prenatal ototoxic medication 0.02 (95%CI +/− 0.3)

Postnatal ototoxic medication 0.13 (95%CI +/− 0.7)

Apgar 1 7.38 (95%CI +/− 3.7)

Apgar 5 8.28 (95%CI +/− 2.7)

maternal age at birth 27.79 (95%CI +/− 13.0)
and weighting of several hundred specific somatic condi-
tions and events during pregnancy, labor-delivery, and
the prenatal period [12,13]. We used the American Soci-
ety of Anesthesiology physical status classification
scheme (“ASA grade”) to classify children’s comorbidity
status [14]. For statistical analysis, patients were categor-
ized as failing a hearing screen in at least one ear versus
passing both ears. Differences between groups were then
compared using the non-parametric Wilcoxon Rank-
Sums test for each variable assessed. We also performed
a logistic regression using forward entry of each variable
found to be significant in independent analysis or con-
sidered clinically important. Non-parametric Spearman’s
correlation was used to assess for co-variance between
gestational age and number of US performed in the third
trimester. For all tests a p<0.05 was considered signifi-
cant, and testing was performed using SPSS version 20
(IBM corporation, Armonk, NY).

Results
Demographics of both the hearing screen failures and
control group are summarized in Table 1. Thirty two
children in the study group failed the hearing screen in
1 ear, 18 failed in both ears, and the control patients
(n=50) passed hearing screens in both ears for a total
number of 100 children.
Using the non-parametric Wilcoxon Rank-Sums test,

there was found to be a significant difference in both total
number of ultrasounds (p<0.001 respectively) and ultra-
sounds in the third trimester (p<0.001) between patients
with and without failed hearing screens (see Figures 1, 2,
3). Patients who failed screening in at least 1 ear had a
Pass both (n=50) Fail at least one ear (n=50)

244.66 (95%CI +/− 41.0) 267.08 (95%CI +/−34.2)

1.02 (95%CI +/− 2.2) 0.82 (95%CI +/−2.1)

2.10 (95%CI +/− 3.4) 1.58 (95%CI +/−1.9)

6.66 (95%CI +/−6.1) 3.36 (95%CI +/−6.6)

9.78 (95%CI +/− 8.1) 5.76 (95%CI +/− 8.0)

2.86 (95%CI +/−1.5) 2.60 (95%CI +/− 2.1)

1.48 (95%CI +/− 1.4) 1.28 (95%CI +/− 1.6)

0.14 (95%CI +/− 0.7) 0.14 (95%CI +/− 0.7)

0.10 (95%CI +/-0.6) 0.08 (95%CI +/− 0.5)

none none

none none

none 0.04 (95%CI +/− 0.4)

0.14 (95%CI +/− 0.7) 0.12 (95%CI +/− 0.64)

6.84 (95%CI +/− 4.3) 7.92 (95%CI +/− 2.6)

7.92 (95%CI +/− 3.2) 8.64 (95%CI +/− 2.0)

27.94 (95%CI +/− 13.1) 27.64 (95%CI +/− 13)



Figure 1 Hearing status and total ultrasound exposure.

Figure 3 Ultrasound exams per trimester.
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median of 5 (inner quartile range 1 to 19) total number of US
exams, and 2 (range 0 to 15) exams in the third trimester,
compared to 9.5 (range 1–18) and 6.5 (range 0–13) US exams
respectively in the control group (Figure 1). Spearman’s correl-
ation found a significant association between gestational age
and total number of ultrasounds performed in the third tri-
mester (rho= −0.31, p=0.002, see Figure 4). To further explore
this association we divided gestational age into quartiles. As
summarized in Figure 5, patients in the highest gestational age
quartile (e.g. those born at the latest gestational ages) had
fewer ultrasounds compared to the other quartiles.
A binary logistic regression analysis in a stepwise for-

ward fashion showed that both a higher number of 3rd

trimester ultrasound exams performed (p=0.01) and a
younger gestational age at birth (p<0.001) were signifi-
cantly associated with a higher likelihood of passing the
newborn hearing screen (Table 2). No other factors were
found to reach statistical significance.
Figure 2 Hearing screen and 3rd trim US exposure.
Discussion
Diagnostic levels of US have been shown to induce bone
formation and have therefore been used therapeutically
for a number of years for the treatment of bone fractures
[15-17]. US has also been shown to stimulate chondro-
genesis of mesenchymal (cartilage) stem cells [18]. Reher
et al. [19] found that with diagnostic exposure, osteo-
blasts produced nitric oxide (NO), a free radical which
has been linked to both outer hair cell injury and sen-
sorineural hearing loss [20]. Likewise, other studies have
noted increased nitric oxide synthase (NOS) and NO ac-
tivity in other tissue types following US exposure
[21,22]. Indeed, there have been concerns that prenatal
US could be associated with sensorineural hearing loss,
despite a study by Stark et al. in 1984 that failed to show
an association [11]. One recent study found that chil-
dren with delayed speech were roughly 3 times more
likely to have been exposed to prenatal US, although the
authors did conclude that it was premature to presume
causation [23].
Figure 4 Gestational age and 3rd trimester US exams.



Figure 5 US exams in 3rd trimester.
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Growing concern over US includes not only the
increased prevalence of its use, but also its deregulation
in the 1990s [24]. Denser body tissues necessitate higher
intensity outputs in order to penetrate deeply enough to
produce images of adequate clarity and resolution [25].
With increasing rates of obesity and the consequent
need to accommodate US for use on increasing body
sizes, the FDA has loosened regulations on the max-
imum intensity allowed for clinical use.
Despite the above concerns, in the 40 years since intro-

duction into clinical practice, US has not been directly asso-
ciated with any significant health risk to the fetus or
Table 2 Analysis of variables’ association with hearing
loss

Variable Significance

US exams in 1st trimester .173

US exams in 2nd trimester .365

US exams in 3rd trimester .001

Gestational age at birth .000

McNeil-Sjostrom score .821

Perinatal hypoxia .716

Tobacco .631

Cannabinoids .256

Alcohol .999

Crack .878

Barbiturates .889

ASA classification .951

Ototoxic meds prenatally .999

Ototoxic meds postnatally .993

Maternal age at birth .069

Apgar score at 1 minute .195

Apgar score at 5 minutes .748
mother [26]. The American Institute of Ultrasound in
Medicine has stated that prenatal US should be performed
according to the ALARA principle (As Low As Reasonably
Achievable), and that it should be performed only with a
valid medical indication and with the lowest outputs neces-
sary. Additionally, both the American Institute of Ultra-
sound in Medicine and the Food and Drug Administration
have discouraged the use of US for "keepsake fetal imaging",
although this remains prevalent. Additionally, litigation fac-
tors may also be driving the increasing use of US. Failure to
perform an ultrasound, cardiotocograph or other medical
tests at appropriate times is commonly cited in lawsuits
against doctors, midwives, and hospitals [27].
Our results show that there is no correlation between a

higher level of US exposure prenatally and hearing loss, in
fact quite the opposite is true, particularly in the case of
third trimester US exams. The otic placode develops dur-
ing weeks 4–8 of life and inner ear development is
complete by the 26th week of gestation. Our presumption
was that the inner ear would be most susceptible to
ultrasound-induced injury during this developmental
period of the 1st and 2nd trimesters. An increased level of
ultrasound exposure during this period proved to have no
adverse effects on hearing outcomes. Our initial explan-
ation for these findings was that infants born at later ges-
tational age tend to be healthier and more neurologically
mature, thus more likely have better hearing outcomes,
and that the longer third trimester simply provided an op-
portunity for more ultrasound examinations. However,
with further analysis of the data we found that patients in
the highest gestational age quartile had fewer ultrasounds
compared to the other quartiles. Thus, we cannot fully ex-
plain the better hearing outcomes in the face of increased
US exposure, but it is plausible to assume that there is a
confounding variable that is associated with improved
hearing and more US exams being performed. Although
the data show a positive association between number of
US exams performed and passing hearing screening in
both ears, it is unlikely that US is in and of itself directly
protective or beneficial in hearing.
Additionally, we are unable to fully explain our finding

that infants passing the newborn hearing screen tended
to be younger in comparison to infants that failed. In
further analysis of these groups, the only significant dif-
ference that was seen was a disproportionately higher
number of twins included in the control group that
passed. Our initial thought was that twins are generally
born earlier in gestational age, but often are healthier in
comparison to non-twin hearing screen failures, and
thus may have been more likely in comparison to have
better hearing outcomes. This did not seem to be sup-
ported by further analysis, as twin vs. non-twin compari-
son found relatively equal distributions in the ASA and
McNeil Sjostrom scores across both groups.
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One shortcoming of this study is its retrospective na-
ture. Another is that the majority of hearing screens
were done as DPOAE’s, which although a reasonable
measure of cochlear function, may be negative in the
face of a hearing loss of up to 30–40 dB. Thus, our
results may have missed a sub-threshold hearing loss
that is actually occurring. Additionally, our study had a
relatively small n and may not have the power to detect
a difference if present.
In summary, we found no correlation between a higher

level of prenatal ultrasound exposure and hearing loss - in
fact quite the opposite is true, particularly in the case of
third trimester US exams. Our finding that infants receiv-
ing more 3rd trimester ultrasounds have better hearing
outcomes serves as an excellent reminder of the classic
statistics rule that correlation does not imply causation.

Consent
This study was reviewed and approved by the Human
Assurance Committee of Georgia Health Sciences Uni-
versity (study #Pro00000164). A waiver of informed con-
sent was granted for the study.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
CFH - Institution Review Board approval process, literature search, data
collection, drafted the manuscript. PMW - data interpretation and statistical
analysis, CAH - Institution Review Board approval process and manuscript
revision JCB - study design and manuscript revision. All authors read and
approved the final manuscript.

Author details
1Department of Otolaryngology / Head and Neck Surgery, Georgia Regents
University, 1120 15th Street, BP 4109, Augusta, GA 30912, USA. 2Department
of Surgery-ENT / Maxillo Facial Surgery, Tawam Hospital, Johns Hopkins
University, P.O. Box: 15258, Al-Ain, UAE.

Received: 23 November 2012 Accepted: 25 December 2012
Published: 31 January 2013

References
1. Campbell K, Park JS, Norwitz ER: Antepartum fetal assessment and

therapy. In Obstetric Anesthesia. 4th edition. Edited by Chestnut DH, Polley
LS, Tsen LC, Wong CA. Philadelphia: Elsevier Mosby; 2009:89–121.

2. Ewigman BG, Crane JP, Frigoletto FD, LeFevre ML, Brian RP, McNellis D:
Effect of prenatal ultrasound screening on perina- tal outcome. RADIUS
Study Group. N Engl J Med 1993, 329:821–7.

3. American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists: ACOG Practice
Bulletin Number 101: ultrasonography in pregnancy. Obstet Gynecol 2009,
113:451–61.

4. Kieler H, et al: A side-effect of prenatal sonography: a comparative study
of young men. Epidemiology 2001, 12:618–23.

5. Kieler H, et al: Routine ultrasound screening in pregnancy and the
children’s subsequent handedness. Early Hum Dev 1998, 50:233–45.

6. Salvesen KÅ, et al: Routine ultrasonography in utero and subsequent
handedness and neurological development. BMJ 1993, 307:159–64.

7. Campbell JD, Elford RW, Brant RF: Case–control study of prenatal
ultrasonography exposure in children with delayed speech. Can Med
Assoc J 1993, 149:1435–40.

8. Evans S, Newnham J, MacDonald W, Hall C: Characterisation of the
possible effect on birthweight following frequent prenatal ultrasound
examinations. Early Hum Dev 1996, 45:203–14.
9. Newnham JP, et al: Effects of frequent ultrasound during pregnancy: a
randomised controlled trial. Lancet 1993, 342:887–91.

10. Ang ES, et al: Prenatal exposure to ultrasound waves impacts neuronal
migration in mice. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2006, 103(34):10–12903. Epub.

11. Stark CR, et al: Short- and long-term risks after exposure to diagnostic
ultrasound in utero. Obstet Gynecol 1984, 63(2):194–200.

12. McNeil TF, Sjostrom K: The McNeil-Sjostrom OC Scale: a comprehensive scale
for measuring obstetric complications. Department of Psychiatry: Lund
University, Malmo General Hospital, Malmo, Sweden; 1994.

13. McNeil TF, Cantor-Graae E, Sjöström K: Obstetric complications as
antecedents of schizophrenia empirical effects of using different
obstetric complication scales. J Psychiatr Res 1994, 28(6):519–30.

14. American Society of Anesthesiologists: New classification of physical
status. Anesthesiology 1963, 24:111.

15. Dyson M, Brookes M: Stimulation of bone repair by ultrasound. Ultrasound
Med Biol 1983, 2:6–61.

16. Pilla AA, Mont MA, Nasser PR, et al: Non-invasive low-intensity pulsed
ultrasound accelerates bone healing in the rabbit. J Orthop Trauma 1990,
4:246–53.

17. Wang S-J, Lewallen DG, Bolander ME, Chao EYS, Ilstrup DM, Greenleaf JF:
Low intensity ultrasound treatment increases strength in a rat femoral
fracture model. J Orthop Res 1994, 12:40–7.

18. Cui JH, Park K, Park SR, Min B-H: Effects of low-intensity ultrasound on
chondrogenic differentiation of mesenchymal stem cells embedded in
polyglycolic acid: an in vivo study. Tissue Eng 2006, 12:75–82.

19. Reher P, et al: Ultrasound stimulates nitric oxide and prostaglandin E2
production by human osteoblasts. Bone 2002, 31:236–41.

20. Tabuchi K, et al: Ischemia-Reperfusion Injury of the Cochlea:
Pharmacological Strategies for Cochlear Protection and Implications of
Glutamate and Reactive Oxygen Species. Curr Neuropharmacol 2010,
8(2):128–134.

21. Suchkova VN, et al: Ultrasound improves tissue perfusion in ischemic
tissue through a nitric oxide dependent mechanism. Thromb Haemost
2002, 88:865–70.

22. Altland OD, et al: Low-intensity ultrasound increases endothelial cell nitric
oxide synthase activity and nitric oxide synthesis. J Thromb Haemost
2004, 2:637–43.

23. Campbell RW, Elford RF: Brant, "Case–control study of prenatal
ultrasonography exposure in children with delayed speech". Can Med
Assoc J 1993, 149:1435–40.

24. Miller MW, Brayman AA, Abramowicz JS: Obstetric ultrasonography: a
biophysical consideration of patient safety—the “rules” have changed.
Am J Obstet Gynecol 1998, 179:241–54.

25. O’Brien WD Jr: Ultrasound—biophysics mechanisms. Prog Biophys Mol Biol
2007, 93:212–55.

26. Miller DL: Safety assurance in obstetrical ultrasound. Semin Ultrasound CT
MR 2008, 28:156–64.

27. Senate Community Affairs References Committee: Rocking the cradle: a
report into childbirth procedures. Canberra: Senate Printing Unit; 1999.

doi:10.1186/1916-0216-42-3
Cite this article as: Harbarger et al.: Prenatal ultrasound exposure and
association with postnatal hearing outcomes. Journal of Otolaryngology -
Head and Neck Surgery 2013 42:3.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit


	Abstract
	Objective
	Design
	Setting
	Methods
	Main outcome measures
	Results
	Conclusions

	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Discussion
	Consent
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Author details
	References

