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Design of collaborative antispam filter system based on the mobile Agent
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Abstract: A collaborative antispam filter architecture based on the mobile agent was presented with key description of its

architectural components including agent server, antispam client, dynamic load balance layer, mobile agent layer and

antispam server. The agent server proposed here was for uniformed access to email servers, and brought down the complexity

of filter systems resulted from the diversity of email severs and clients. Hash Filtration of similar emails was implemented by

using Nilsimsa. Finally, the whole collaborative antispam filter system was tested.
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