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(Abstract]  The paper, taking literature from Web of Science and PubMed as the data source, analyzes and studies the readability of
online medical and health information in foreign countries from several aspects of time and region, subject of information, factors influen-
cing readability and readability formula. It then discusses the characteristics and development of the study on the readability of online
health information and comes up with suggestions on improving the readability of online health information.
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