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U.S. Marines fire an M120 Mortar during a mission in southwest Asia, Dec. 5, 2018. (U.S. Army photo/Matthew Crane) o B f d ft i L. t . i I_ i d 20
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Consequence of noise-induced hearing loss:  Neurofeedback training elongates sustained attention minute selective listening task (listening to a podcast and
Failure Of Selective Listening Session 1 answering comprehension questions).
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