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Eval uator Questionaire 

Document: Petchow Dog Food Advertisement 50 
Owner of Document. OwnerCo, Inc. 
Creator of Document CreatorCo, Inc. 

Name of evaluator. 
Address: 
City, State, Country: 
Evaluator entity: 

On a scale of 1-10, where ten is the largest amount (or highest 
degree) and one is the Smallest (or lowest), please rate the 50a 
document according to the following criteria: 

1. Violent content 
2. Sexually explicit content. 
3. Content inappropriate for children: 
4. Content inappropriate for teenagers: 
5 
6 

50b 

. Content relating to the consumption of alcohol or drugs: 

. Content inappropriate for persons of a particular race: 
please name the race 

7. Content inappropriate for a specific religion or Creed: 
please name the creed 50C 

8. Content inappropriate for a Specific national origi 
please name the national origin: 

9. Foreign language content: 
10. Offensive audio content: 
11. Offensive video Content 
12. is this document suitable for children? (Yes/No) 
13. What time of day may this document be shown (check all that 
are applicable): 

6am-7pm; 7-11pm; 11pm-6am 
14. is there any reason this document is not suitable for the 
average person? 

lf yes, please explain: 

A. How many inappropriate words were used in this document? 
lf yes, which word(s)? 

B. What is the length of this document? 

F.G. 5 
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60 
Evaluator Guestionnaire 

Document: Petchow Dog Food Advertisement 
Owner of Document. OwnerCo, Inc. 
Creator of Document: CreatorCo, Inc. 

Name of evaluator: John Smith 
Address: 123 Oak Terrace 
City, State, Country: Springfield, IL 
Evaluator entity: Booze DistributorCo. 

On a scale of 1-10, where ten is the largest amount (or highest 60a 
degree) and one is the smallest (or lowest), please rate the 
document according to the following criteria: 

1. Violent Content 4 SOb 
2. Sexually explicit content:6 
3. Content inappropriate for children:5 
4. Content inappropriate for teenagers: 1 
5. Content relating to the consumption of alcohol or drugs: 1 
6. Content inappropriate for persons of a particular race: No 

please name the race 
7. Content inappropriate for a specific religion or creed: No 

please name the Creed 60C 
8. Content inappropriate for a specific national origin: Yes 

please name the national origin: Canada 
9. Foreign language content minimal 
10. Offensive audio Content heavy metal music in background 
11. Offensive video Content Woman Wearing bikini 
12. is this document suitable for children? (Yes/No) 
13. What time of day may this document be shown (check all that 
are applicable): 

6am-7pm; 7-11pm; 11pm-6am 
12. is there any reason this document is not suitable for the 
average person? No. 

lf yes, please explain: 

A. How many inappropriate words were used in this document? 1 
lf yes, which word(s)? Sucks 

B. What is the length of this document? medium 

FIG. 6 
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SYSTEMAND METHOD FOR RATING 
ELECTRONIC DOCUMENTS 

0001. This application is a continuation, and claims prior 
ity under 35 U.S.C. S 120 to U.S. patent application Ser. No. 
10/812,417, filed Mar. 30, 2004, which is incorporated herein 
by reference. 

BACKGROUND 

0002 The present invention relates to a system and 
method for rating a document by aggregating a plurality of 
ratings from partner evaluators. 
0003. With the advent of the Internet, a seemingly limit 
less variety of content may be provided to people of varying 
ages, preferences, and sensibilities. Some content may be 
more appropriate for some individuals and groups than for 
others. For instance, violent or pornographic content is typi 
cally deemed inappropriate for children. Providing audience 
appropriate content is desirable because it generally maxi 
mizes benefits and minimizes burdens for both the content 
provider and the audience. For instance, an audience-appro 
priate and relevantad is more likely to generate a sale than an 
offensive and irrelevant one. 
0004. Accordingly, ads and other content are often tar 
geted to specific audiences that may have an interest in the 
content. For instance, ads directed to males may be displayed 
during nationally televised football events because they draw 
large numbers of male viewers. Similarly, an ad for an airline 
may be displayed at an Internet search engine site when a user 
Submits a query including the word “plane.” 
0005. However, providing ads and other documents based 
on user-related content does not ensure the propriety of that 
content for a particular audience. For instance, a beer adver 
tisement may not be appropriate on a website for recovering 
alcoholics, even though the ad and the content of the website 
are related by subject matter. 
0006. One method of matching appropriate content to an 
audience is to manually review the content before distributing 
it to the audience. However, there are problems associated 
with manual review. For example, one significant drawback 
ofmanual rating systems and methods is the time and expense 
involved in reviewing the content. 
0007. These and other drawbacks exist with current sys 
tems and methods. 

SUMMARY 

0008 Accordingly, various embodiments of the present 
inventions may be directed to a system and a method for 
rating documents such as advertisements. In one exemplary 
embodiment, a system and method for rating an electronic 
document Such as an advertisement is provided. Rating infor 
mation is received from one or more evaluators. A signal 
relevant to one or more criteria is received and a determina 
tion is made whether to deliver the document in response to 
the signal based on the criteria and the rating information 
from the one or more evaluators. 
0009. In another exemplary embodiment, a method and 
system of determining an aggregate rating for a document 
involve receiving rating information for an electronic docu 
ment from a plurality of evaluators, wherein at least one 
evaluator is associated with a trust score, and determining an 
aggregate content rating for the electronic document by 
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aggregating the rating information from at least two of the 
plurality of evaluators, wherein the rating information for at 
least one evaluator is considered in association with the trust 
score for that evaluator. 
0010. In another exemplary embodiment, a method and 
system for transmitting a signal that receives a rated docu 
ment involves transmitting a signal to a server, the server 
interpreting the signal as being associated with one or more 
criteria for a document and determining whether a document 
is to be delivered based in part on rating information received 
from a plurality of evaluators for one or more documents and 
whether the one or more documents relate to the criteria. Any 
identified documents are then received in response to the 
signal. 
0011. In another exemplary embodiment, a method and 
system for receiving documents and rating them involves 
receiving one or more documents from a server system and 
providing rating information to the server system for use by 
the server system in determining whether to deliver the one or 
more documents in response to requests for the one or more 
documents based on the rating provided. 
0012. Other embodiments are also within the scope of the 
invention 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

0013 FIG. 1 depicts a system for rating an electronic 
document according to an embodiment of the invention. 
0014 FIG. 2 depicts a networked environment for opera 
tion of a system for rating a document according to an 
embodiment of the invention. 
0015 FIG.3 depicts a flow chart illustrating an exemplary 
method for rating an electronic document according to an 
embodiment of the invention. 
0016 FIG. 4 depicts an exemplary electronic document 
according to an embodiment of the invention. 
0017 FIG. 5 depicts an exemplary content rating request 
according to an embodiment of the invention. 
0018 FIG. 6 depicts an exemplary content rating accord 
ing to an embodiment of the invention. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF EXEMPLARY 
EMBODIMENTS 

0019. The embodiments described herein solve many 
problems with existing systems and methods. One problem 
facing internet content providers is evaluating a large number 
of documents (such as advertisements presented through its 
services) to determine whether each is appropriate for a wide 
variety of different users. Embodiments described herein 
overcome these and other problems by dividing the labor to 
evaluate a large number of documents among a number of 
different evaluator entities. Each evaluator may review a 
Small number of documents for example, although certain 
evaluators may review a large number as well. Collectively, a 
plurality of ratings may be collected and a reliable, aggregate 
rating may be determined for each document. 
0020. Another problem facing internet content providers 

is selecting appropriate content each time a document is 
requested by a different user with different sensibilities and 
preferences. Embodiments described herein overcome these 
problems by determining a generally applicable, aggregate 
content rating for each electronic document. Instead of re 
evaluating a document each time it may be provided to a user, 
the content provider may only review or process the docu 
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ment's aggregate content rating in order to match appropriate 
content with a user or provider. Each time the document is 
distributed, the suitability of the document to a particular 
audience may be efficiently determined with reference to the 
content rating and audience Suitability data. 
0021. Yet another problem is that content providers may, 
in Some circumstances, be held to a higher duty (e.g., legal 
duty) of appropriate content distribution when the content 
provider is aware of offensive content. In an exemplary 
embodiment, the content provider relies on rating(s) by others 
and thus may not incur a higher duty. Rather, the server at 
least partially delegates the review of its content to evaluators 
(e.g., third parties, such as partner advertisers or others). 
Because the content provider takes active steps to ensure that 
content is appropriate for end users, the content provider may 
be deemed to have satisfied general duties of care in prevent 
ing the improper distribution of offensive content. 
0022. As used herein, the term “document” and “elec 
tronic document may encompass one or more advertise 
ments, content pages (e.g., Web pages), Search results, emails, 
applications, IM messages, audio content or files, video con 
tent or files, other files, other data or applications that may 
reside on one or several (e.g., a network) of computer sys 
tems, or other definable concepts or content. 
0023. Overview and System Illustration 
0024. According to one exemplary embodiment, one or 
more document sources 12 provide one or more documents to 
a server 2. Although a single server 2 is depicted, it should be 
appreciated that multiple servers 2 may be provided and that 
Such multiple servers may share data and operational tasks to 
best achieve efficiency and operation of the functions 
described herein. Server 2 may select one or more documents 
(such as an advertisement) and one or more evaluators 4 to 
rate the document. Server 2 may pass the one or more docu 
ments to one:or more selected evaluators 4, or may otherwise 
make the document available to the one or more evaluators 4 
for rating. Evaluators 4 rate the document(s) according to one 
or more criteria, such as sexual content and violent content. 
Evaluators 4 pass their rating to server 2. Server 2 may deter 
mine an aggregate rating for the document by processing all 
or a Subset (one or more) of the document's associated evalu 
ator ratings. For example, if a document is evaluated by ten 
evaluators, the aggregate rating may be based on any one of 
one through ten of the evaluators’ ratings. For example, the 
aggregate rating may be based on the middle six, or some 
other combinations of evaluations. 

0025. One or more documents may be requested from 
server 2. For instance, a provider 8 and/or end user 10 may 
request the document. The request may come in the form of a 
signal that the server interprets as a request for the document, 
even though the signal does not specifically indicate that a 
document is being requested. For example, an end user may 
transmit a signal to a server that requests a web page, and that 
signal may be interpreted as a request for an advertisement 
document as well. The server 2 may determine whether any 
documents are available to respond to the signal based on one 
or more potential documents’ rating and/or one or more cri 
teria (e.g., whether the document meets or is related to content 
associated with the signal). Server 2 may pass one or more 
documents to a recipient, such as the requesting entity. The 
server 2 may identify other criteria associated with the signal 
(and/or the recipient of the document, if different from the 
requester). While the criteria may be based on the content of 
the signal or request for a document (e.g., a search request for 
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a keyword or the like), the criteria may also be based on 
preferences associated with the recipient. For instance, the 
server 2 may identify sensitivity information and/or suitabil 
ity information associated with the requestor or recipient. If 
the recipient is identified with a preference against violent 
content, the server 2 may determine whether any available 
documents have a rating indicating low violent content. 
0026 FIG. 1 depicts a system 100 for rating an electronic 
document according to an embodiment of the invention. The 
system comprises a server 2, one or more evaluators 4, one or 
more providers 8, one or more document sources 12, one or 
more end users 10, and one or more databases 6 operatively 
connected to server 2. 

0027 System 100 enables server 2 to request, receive, 
and/or process content ratings of electronic documents. 
Document Sources 12, evaluators 4, providers 8, and end 
users 10 may communicate with one or more servers 2 via 
electronic communication, including Internet communica 
tions. Document sources 12, evaluators 4, providers 8, and 
end users 10 may include or have access to one or more 
servers 2 for providing functionality associated with elec 
tronic documents. 

0028 Information that may be communicated between 
and among server 2, evaluators 4, providers 8, document 
sources 12, and end users 10 may include one or more of the 
following: document information, content rating informa 
tion, sensitivity rating information, Suitability standard infor 
mation, trust score information, and/or evaluator or provider 
information. The document information may include one or 
more of the following: the document itself, any language(s) 
used in the document, length information, file type informa 
tion (e.g., html, doc, Zip, etc.), type of document (advertise 
ment, educational document), Summary information, audio 
visual content (e.g., pictures of faces, Song lyrics, etc.), 
pornographic content, other offensiveness content (e.g., use 
of potentially offensive words), age-related content, the iden 
tity of the document owner and/or the document creator, 
information about the document's intended audience (such as 
geographic area, age range, gender, race, national origin, 
religion, other demographic information), and any other 
information related to a document or to the server 2, evalua 
tors 4, providers 8, or document Sources 12. 
0029 Document sources 12 may provide documents to 
server 2 or server 2 may “pull' or retrieve documents from 
document sources 12. For instance, the document source 12 
may provide an advertisement to server 2 so that the server 2 
may then provide the advertisement to one or more content 
providers 8 that may provide the ad to one or more end users 
10 (or server 2 may provide thead directly to the end user 10). 
Document Sources 12 may include any content creator or 
content provider 8, Such as an advertisement listings provider 
O Sever. 

0030 Providers 8 may provide documents to one or more 
end-users, 10a through 10n. Providers 8 and evaluators 4 may 
include a content provider, search engine or other entity that 
makes available information, services, and/or products over 
an electronic network, Such as the Internet. A provider 8 may 
include one or more of the following, for example: an adver 
tisement listings provider, an electronic document provider, a 
website host, a server, any other entity that provides elec 
tronic documents to users or other entities, or any other pro 
vider of content. A provider 8 may be an evaluator 4 or a 
document provider 12. 
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0031 Similarly, an evaluator 4 may be a provider 8 and/or 
a document provider 12. An evaluator 4 may be one or more 
persons or groups. The evaluators 4 and providers 8 may be 
partners of an entity associated with operating server 2. An 
end user 10 may be one or more persons, computers, com 
puter networks, or other entity on a network. An end user 10 
may request and receive content from a provider 8 and/or 
server 2. Additional participants may be included based on 
various applications. 
0032. The server 2 may comprise any server, hub, central 
processor, provider, search engine, or other entity in a net 
work. A database 6 coupled to the server 2 may include one or 
more databases 40-54. Also, databases 40-54 may comprise 
portions of a single database 6. It should be appreciated that 
the databases 40-54 may or may not be physically distinct. 
The server 2 and its modules 20-36 may store and access 
information stored in the database(s) 6, 40-54. 
0033. A content database 40 may store documents. The 
documents may be rated and/or unrated. The documents may 
be received from document sources 12, evaluators 4, and 
providers 8, or they may be otherwise stored by the server 2. 
The content database 40 may identify documents of a certain 
type and/or group or otherwise associate documents together. 
For instance, documents may be identified and/or associated 
with other documents according to one or more of the follow 
ing features: Subject matter, content rating, aggregate content 
rating, sensitivity Score, content type, language, geographic 
origin (e.g., country or city of origin), geographic area of 
target audience, document source 12, Owner of content, cre 
ator of content, target demographic, or other criteria. For 
instance, the documents may be identified or grouped accord 
ing to their offensiveness content, pornographic or other pru 
rient content, adult content, children's content, or target age, 
gender, race, national origin, or religion. Other factors related 
to matching content to an appropriate audience can be con 
sidered. 

0034. A content rating database 42 may store content rat 
ings received from evaluators 4 and any other information 
that may be relevant to rating a document. For instance, the 
content rating database 42 may store information relating to 
number of clicks on a document, information relating to 
complaint letters filed for a document, verification informa 
tion (such as a content creator Vouching for the appropriate 
ness of a particular document), and third party determinations 
relevant to the content of a document. Each stored content 
rating may be associated with a particular evaluator 4 and a 
particular electronic document. Each content rating may 
comprise one or more subject ratings (see FIG. 5). For 
instance, a content rating may include a rating for violent 
content and a separate rating for sexual content. These sepa 
rate ratings need not be combined into a single score. 
0035 A trust score database 44 may store trust scores 
associated with one or more evaluators 4. A single evaluator 
4 may have one or more trust scores associated with it. The 
single evaluator 4 may have a different score for different 
types of content rating Subject areas. For instance, an evalu 
ator 4 may have a high trust score with respect to age appro 
priateness ratings, but low trust scores with respect to vio 
lence ratings. An evaluator may also have different trust 
scores according to any of the following criteria: time (e.g., 
time of day, day of year), geographic location of evaluator, 
document recipient profile, size of evaluator entity, business 
area or industry of evaluator, prior evaluator rating consis 
tency or accuracy, terms of agreement between evaluator 4 

Mar. 18, 2010 

and server 2 (if any), and trustratings of the evaluator 4a by 
other evaluators 4b-4n. Evaluators 4 may automatically be 
assigned a low trustrating when evaluating their own content. 
0036 Trust scores may be normalized or otherwise 
adjusted for one or more evaluators 4. For instance, trust 
scores may be adjusted to reflect that an evaluator 4a consis 
tently provides higher or lower ratings, e.g., ratings of a 
particular type (violence) for content of a particular type 
(ads). For instance, an evaluator 4a may provide adult content 
ratings that are at least one standard deviation of the mean 
higher than the ratings of otherevaluators 4b-4n in 80% of the 
evaluators 4a ratings. This may indicate to the system that, on 
average, the evaluators 4a adult score ratings are likely to be 
higher than average in future ratings, e.g., future ratings of a 
particular type for content of a particular type. 
0037 Other information can be determined, deduced, or 
inferred from the rating behaviors of one or more evaluators. 
For instance, if evaluator A provides a higher adult content 
rating for document XYZ than evaluator B, and evaluator B 
provides a higher adult content rating for document QRS than 
evaluator C, then the system might assume that evaluator A 
provides (or will provide) higher adult content ratings than 
evaluator C. As a result, the system may adjust (e.g., lower) 
the trust score for evaluator A (or B or C) in a future rating, 
Such as a rating that includes an adult content rating from both 
A and C. 

0038 Similarly, instead of (or in addition to) adjusting the 
trust scores of evaluators, the ratings themselves may be 
normalized or otherwise adjusted, e.g., as described above for 
trust scores. For instance, for a particular evaluator 4a who 
consistently provides high violence ratings compared to simi 
larly situated evaluators' 4b-4g ratings of the same or similar 
content, the violence ratings of that particular evaluator 4a for 
that type of content may be adjusted downward. 
0039. It should be noted that because evaluations may be 
requested and received from hundreds (or perhaps thousands 
or millions) of evaluators 4, biases and other rating behavior 
can be tracked and predicted for large numbers of users, 
content types, rating categories, and other criteria. Normal 
ization and other statistical and/or data processing techniques 
can be used to process the data, as will occur to those skilled 
in the art. The processed data can be used to adjust ratings, 
trust scores, aggregate ratings, and other calculations and 
information. 

0040. A sensitivity database 46 may store sensitivity infor 
mation for evaluators 4, providers 8, end users 10, document 
Sources 12, the server 2, a specific document, or other sensi 
tivity information. A sensitivity score may indicate the level 
of conservatism by which to aggregate content ratings. For 
instance, a high sensitivity Score (e.g., 95%) may indicate that 
the aggregate rating should be aggregated very conserva 
tively. A conservative aggregation might mean that if one 
evaluator 4a rated a document as inappropriate for children, 
then the aggregate rating will also indicate that the document 
is inappropriate for children, even if the “average” rating 
would indicate that the content is appropriate for all ages. A 
sensitivity score may be specified by a provider 8 and/or end 
user 10, or any other entity. For instance, a provider 8 may 
specify a very high sensitivity to violent content and to sexual 
content and a low sensitivity to age-related content. Thus, 
when the server 2 selects a document for that provider 8, the 
server 2 might select a document where none (or very few) of 
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the document's evaluators 4 found any sexual or violent con 
tent, where the document may have content directed towards 
an audience of any age. 
0041. For instance, the sensitivity database 46 may com 
prise a record indicating that Provider A (or a particular end 
user 10a) has a sensitivity score of 55% for sexual content and 
a sensitivity score of 20% for age-related content. 
0.042 An aggregate rating database 48 may store aggre 
gate ratings. Each aggregate rating may be associated with the 
rated document as well as the evaluators 4 used to determine 
the aggregate rating. The aggregate rating may also be asso 
ciated with one or more sensitivity ratings and trust scores. 
Each aggregate rating may include content ratings across a 
variety of criteria. The content of an aggregate rating is 
described further below with respect to the rating aggregation 
module 30. 
0043. An evaluator database 50 may store evaluator infor 
mation. For instance, the evaluator database 50 may store 
information related to the trust score of a particular evaluator 
4. The evaluator database 50 may store such evaluator 4 
information as the evaluator name, address, country of origin, 
company size, prior content rating information, industry field, 
company reputation information, prior trust scores, and other 
information that may be related to an evaluator's trust score. 
0044) A suitability database 52 stores information about 
providers 8 and end users 10 who may request documents. For 
instance, the suitability database 52 may identify the gender, 
age, name, country of origin, and other personal information 
about an end user 10 or other content requester. This profile 
would be different from another end user 10 who was a 
62-yr-old male from Spain. Each user 10 and/or provider 8 
might have a set of suitability standards associated with them 
and stored in the suitability database 52. 
0045. Other database(s) 54 may store other information 
relating to the evaluators 4, providers 8, end users 10, docu 
ment sources 12, server 2, content ratings, aggregate ratings, 
trust scores, Suitability scores, and sensitivity scores. 
0046. The server 2 may comprise one or more modules to 
process content, ratings, and other data. 
0047. A document selection module 20 may select docu 
ments to be rated. The module may select the documents 
stored in the document database 40. The document selection 
module may select the documents randomly, or it may select 
documents with particular features. For instance, the docu 
ment selection module 20 may select documents provided by 
a particular document Source 12, documents rated by a par 
ticular evaluator 4, documents of a particular length or type 
(e.g., short advertisements). Documents may be selected 
according to Subject matter, financial data, performance data, 
geographic origin, identity of owner, identity of creator, and/ 
or other information associated with the document. For 
instance, an advertisement with a high click-through-rate 
(CTR) may be selected for rating before an advertisement 
with a low click-through rate. A web page from an alcohol 
distributor may be selected prior to an advertisement from a 
utensil manufacturer. 

0048. An evaluator selection module 22 may select evalu 
ators 4a-4n for evaluating one or more electronic documents. 
Evaluators 4 and associated documents may be selected ran 
domly or by other methods. For instance, evaluators 4 may be 
selected randomly from a group of evaluators of a specific 
type. Such as a group of partner advertisers or advertising 
listing partners. Evaluators 4 may be selected according to 
any criteria, Such as the trust score of the evaluator. 
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0049. Unrated documents may be selected for rating prior 
to (or after) rated documents. Some evaluators 4 may submit 
some of the rate-able documents to the server 2. These evalu 
ators 4 may or may not be selected to review the documents. 
In one embodiment, entities that provide rate-able content to 
the server 2 rate the content before providing it to the server 2. 
0050. A trust score module 24 determines trust scores for 
evaluators 4. A trust score of an evaluator4 is a measure of the 
extent to which the evaluator's 4 content rating will be con 
sidered in determining an aggregate rating. For instance, the 
content rating of a highly trusted evaluator 4 may be given 
greater weight in the calculation of an aggregate rating than a 
less trusted evaluator 4. Trust scores may be determined 
according to any of the following factors related to an evalu 
ator 4: evaluator name, company, size of company, location 
(and national origin) of evaluator, language of evaluator, 
reputation of evaluator, company industry, prior content rat 
ings, number of prior content ratings, and a comparison 
between prior content ratings and an associated aggregate 
rating or associated content ratings by other evaluators. 
0051. A sensitivity module 26 may determine sensitivity 
scores for a Provider 8, an end user 10, an evaluator 4, and/or 
the server 2. These scores may be based on information col 
lected regarding those entities, such as prior rating data and 
any information stored in any of the databases 6. A high 
sensitivity might indicate a higher degree of conservatism in 
determining an aggregate rating. For instance, if a provider 8 
has complained of receiving inappropriately violent content 
in the past, the sensitivity module 26 may associate a high 
violence sensitivity score with that provider. 
0.052 A content rating module 28 may create content rat 
ing requests and pass them to evaluators 4. An exemplary 
content rating request is shown in FIG. 5. The content rating 
request may comprise a list of information requested for a 
document to be rated. The information requested may be 
different (or the same) for each document. The content rating 
request may be different for each document. For instance, a 
request to rate a beer advertisement may request detailed 
information about the way that alcohol is portrayed, while a 
request to rate a power tool merchant's website might not. The 
content rating module 28 may also receive and process con 
tent ratings received from evaluators 4. The content rating 
requests and content ratings may be communicated via tradi 
tional mail, email, or other methods. For instance, the server 
2 may send to an evaluator 4 a link to a server 2 website that 
contains the document and associated content rating informa 
tion. The evaluator may then access the document and pro 
vide the content rating directly on the server 2 site. The 
content rating module 28 may then electronically process the 
rating information. 
0053 A rating aggregation module 30 may determine an 
aggregate rating for a document by processing one or more 
content ratings of the document received from one or more 
evaluators 4. The rating aggregation module 30 may use any 
aggregation algorithm or methodology. For instance, the 
aggregation may be a total score, a mean, a mode, a median, 
a step function, a 75th percentile score, or any other measure 
that relates to the data considered. The algorithm may con 
sider one or more of the following, for example: content 
ratings, sensitivity information, Suitability information, trust 
score information, document performance data (Such as click 
through rate and frequency of display), and other information 
relevant to the evaluators, document, document content, or 
aggregation. For example, in one specific iteration, the rating 
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aggregation module 30 may mark a document as violent if 
any content ratings indicated any violence whatsoever. This 
may occur when a high sensitivity to violence is incorporated 
into the algorithm. Another algorithm may determine a high 
violencescore only ifa Supermajority of evaluators 4 rated the 
document to have strong violence. The algorithm may weight 
the ratings of different evaluators differently according to 
each evaluator's trust score (if any). For instance, a highly 
trusted evaluator's violence rating may count three times as 
much as a less trusted evaluator's violence rating. Other 
examples are also possible. 
0054 An aggregate rating may comprise one or more dis 

tinct numerical scores (e.g., for different Subject areas like 
sexuality and violence) and/or one or more verbal scores. A 
Verbal score may be a word (e.g., essay) analysis of a feature 
of the document. For instance, an evaluator may provide a 
numerical score of 4/10 in a “sexual content” category, and 
the evaluator may also verbally state that the document 
“includes a half-clothed woman with a sexually suggestive 
look in her eye.” It may also comprise one or more binary 
scores (such as yes/no or flag? no-flag). For instance, if three of 
five evaluators flagged a document as pornographic in their 
content rating, the rating aggregation module 30 may flag the 
document as pornographic. The numerical scores may com 
prise one or more measures of a total rating in a particular 
Subject area, and the numerical scores may also indicate other 
information about the various ratings aggregated. For 
instance, a score may comprise a mean in addition to a stan 
dard deviation of the mean. The aggregate rating may com 
prise a multidimensional vector coupled with verbal 
responses. 

0055 Rating aggregation module 30 may also determine 
that particular documents may be subjected to additional 
review. For instance, if a less trusted evaluator marked a 
document as pornographic, the document may be marked for 
further review (such as by manual review by the server 2 or its 
agents). The rating aggregation module may update aggre 
gate ratings (e.g., automatically) at specific times or as new 
ratings are input into the system. 
0056. A suitability standard module 32 may identify or 
determine Suitability standards of document recipients such 
as providers 8 and end users 10. The suitability standards may 
be based on provider 8 or user 10 information, such as the 
information described above. The suitability standards may 
be identified by the suitability standard module 32. For 
instance, a suitability standard for a user identified to be a 
twenty-year old male viewing a pop musician's website might 
indicate that a small amount of violent and sexual content 
may be appropriate for the user, but that alcohol-related con 
tent is not. The suitability standard may be used to select a 
document appropriate for that user. 
0057 When server 2 attempts to select one or more docu 
ments for potential delivery to a requesting service provider 8 
or end user 10, the suitability standard module 32 may 
attempt to determine whether any information relating to the 
preferences of the provider 8 or end user 10 are stored in the 
suitability database 52. If a suitability standard exists for a 
potential content recipient, the document provision module 
34 may select a document that satisfies the suitability stan 
dards (e.g., a document that contains very little violent con 
tent). A similar, but slightly different, method of identifying 
appropriate content may be accomplished using sensitivity 
scores, as described herein. 
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0.058 A document provision module 34 may select and 
provide documents in response to a request from a provider 8, 
end user 10, or other entity. For instance, a children's book 
retailer may request an advertisement to display on their site. 
In response, the document provision module 34 may identify 
or determine sensitivity score information and suitability 
information associated with the children's book retailer and 
then select a document based on this information (such as an 
identified suitability standard). For instance, if the site is 
associated with a high sensitivity to violent content, the docu 
ment provision module 34 may select content that has an 
aggregate rating indicating Zero violent content. The docu 
ment provision module 34 might also select a document that 
was verified by a trusted evaluator to have no objectionable 
violent content. 
0059 Document selection may be based on the aggregate 
rating associated with the document, as well as Suitability 
and/or sensitivity information. For instance, the document 
provision module 34 may determine that the provider has a 
high sensitivity against prurient content and therefore select a 
document where no evaluator found pornographic content— 
or where no evaluator found sexual content of any kind. The 
document provision module 34 may also determine that the 
provider prefers documents with an aggregate rating that 
indicates a high value in the category of child content and 
therefore select a document containing Substantial children's 
COntent. 

0060. By identifying a suitability and/or sensitivity score 
for particular providers 8 and end users 10 (or other entities 
that receive documents), a document may be chosen that fits 
a suitability profile (or standard) associated with that entity. 
Thus, end users may receive non-offensive content, and con 
tent providers may ensure the propriety of the content pro 
vided on their sites. 
0061. Other module(s)36 may accomplish other functions 
related to rating electronic documents. 
0062 Illustrative System Network Environment 
0063 FIG. 2 depicts a networked environment for opera 
tion of a system for rating a document according to an 
embodiment of the invention. In such an environment, evalu 
ators 4 and providers 8 may connect over a network 14, 15 to 
a server 2 (e.g., using a secure https connection) to provide 
documents and rating information to server 2 and to receive 
documents and rating request information from server 2. The 
server 2 may store the document and rating information in a 
database 6. The server 2 may distribute the documents 
through various forums or feeds, including direct distribution 
in print media, providing the documents on one or more web 
sites affiliated with the server 2 and through providers 8. It 
should be noted that providers may comprise syndication 
partners of the server 2 (e.g., connected over network 14 or 15 
depending on security desired), content systems (e.g., with 
associated content databases) and search engine systems 
operated by the server 2 or provider(s) 8. 
0064. Through these various forums, the documents pro 
vided to the providers 8 may be included in pages (or other 
documents) displayed to end-users 10 (often called an 
impression). 
0065. Each of server 2, evaluators 4, providers 8, and 
document sources 12 may comprise computerized systems 
that include one or more of the following systems: a web 
server, a database server, proxy server, network balancing 
mechanisms and systems, and various software components 
that enable the system to operate on the internet or other 
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network type system. Additionally, networks 14 and 15, 
although depicted as http networks, may comprise other net 
works such as private lines, intranets, or any other network. In 
an exemplary embodiment, the connection between a docu 
ment source 12 Such as an advertisement provider and server 
2 (and other connections such as between a provider 8 and 
server 2) may comprise secure network connections to insure 
that data is not subject to attack or corruption by any hacker or 
other third party. In addition, whereas two evaluators 4 and 
two document providers 12 are depicted, it should be appre 
ciated that one or more evaluators 4 and one or more docu 
ment providers 12 may be provided in the network. Similarly, 
although one database 6 is depicted, it should be appreciated 
that multiple databases 6 may be provided and that such 
databases 6 may be connected to the server 2 via any type of 
network connection, including a distributed database server 
architecture. 
0066 Similarly, provider 8a may comprise any number of 
Such systems connected to the evaluator 4 or server 2 via any 
type of network, including an http or https network. Content 
provider 8 may comprise a system Such as server 2 that 
provides functionality for enabling connection over the inter 
net or other network protocols. End users 10 may comprise 
any user (Such as users connected to the internet) and may 
comprise computerized systems that enable that connection 
through any of various types of networks, including through 
internet service providers, cable companies, and any other 
method of accessing data on the internet. Providers 8 may 
comprise any system that distributes content such as adver 
tising to end-users 10. 
0067 Illustrative Process 
0068 FIG. 3 is a flow chart illustrating an exemplary 
method for rating an electronic document according to an 
embodiment of the invention. The method described herein 
may be implemented by the systems described in FIGS. 1 and 
2 

0069. In block 300, one or more documents may be 
received. For instance, the server may receive one or more 
advertisements from one or more partner advertisers or other 
content providers. Alternately or in addition, the server may 
generate one or more documents. 
0070. In block 310, the server may select one or more 
documents to pass to one or more evaluators. For instance, the 
server may pass the document to one or more partner adver 
tisers or content providers, in which case these entities may be 
evaluators. These evaluators may be the same or different 
entities from which a document was received in block 300 
(i.e., the server may select the original provider of the docu 
ment (from block 300) to be one of the evaluators in step 310). 
0071. The server may select the documents and evaluators 
randomly or based on an algorithm and/or one or more crite 
ria. The document may be selected from among a plurality of 
documents, and the evaluators may be selected from among a 
plurality of evaluators. It should be understood that while this 
description discloses the method of rating an electronic docu 
ment, many documents can be rated using this method at the 
same time. For instance, as each additional document is 
received by the server, the documents may be automatically 
passed to several evaluators selected immediately by the sys 
tem. 

0072. In block 320, the selected document may be passed 
to the one or more evaluators. For instance, the server may 
pass the document to one or more partner advertisers who will 
rate the document. The server may also transmit rating 

Mar. 18, 2010 

instructions to the evaluators 4 that describe the various rat 
ings requested for the document. For instance, the server may 
request each evaluator to rate the document according to a 
variety of criteria Such as target age range, family content, 
violent content, and other criteria. 
0073. In block 330, the evaluators may generate one or 
more content ratings associated with the document. For 
instance, a partner evaluator may have an one or more evalu 
ator employees or agents review the document and rate the 
document in each category specified by the server. The con 
tent ratings may be numerical scores (e.g., a number between 
1 and 5, or another number or percentage), codes (such as “V” 
for violent), or verbal comments (e.g., essay responses). 
0074. In block 340, the content ratings may be received 
from the evaluators. For instance, the content ratings may be 
received by the server from the partner advertisers. 
0075. In optional block 350, sensitivity ratings and evalu 
ator trust scores may be identified. For instance, the server 
may identify trust scores associated with one or more of the 
evaluators that Submitted content ratings for the document. 
Trust scores may be determined and identified as described 
for the trust score module 24 of FIG. 1, and sensitivity scores 
may be determined and identified as described for the sensi 
tivity module 26 of FIG. 1. 
0076. In block 360, an aggregate rating may be deter 
mined. The aggregate rating may be based on one or more of 
content ratings, sensitivity scores, and trust scores. The 
aggregate rating may be determined by any method as 
described above for the rating aggregation module 30 (see 
FIG. 1). 
(0077. In block 370, a request for a document may be 
received. For instance, the server may receive a request for a 
document from a provider 8 or an end user 10. In block 380, 
a Suitability standard and/or a sensitivity score may be deter 
mined. 
(0078. In block 390, a document may be selected. For 
instance, a server that receives a request for a document from 
a user or provider may select a document for the user or 
provider. The selecting may be based on a suitability standard 
of the user or provider, one or more aggregate ratings of the 
document, and/or sensitivity scores associated with the evalu 
ators, server, provider(s), and/or user(s). 
0079. In block 400, one or more selected documents may 
be passed to the requesting entity. For instance, if a provider 
or user requested a document in block 370, the server may 
pass the selected document to the provider or user, as the case 
may be. 
0080. It will be appreciated to those skilled in the art that 
the acts described may be performed by hardware, software, 
or a combination thereof, with or without human interven 
tion, as may be embodied in one or more computing systems 
Such as a server system coupled to entities such as providers, 
evaluators, and end users. Further, it should be appreciated 
that not all of the blocks must be accomplished. For instance, 
in one embodiment, the method may begin at block 340 and 
end at block 390. Also, it is not necessary that the action(s) of 
each block be performed in the order shown in FIG. 3. Any 
orderings may be considered. 
I0081. It should be noted that the aggregate content rating 
may be determined after a user or content provider requests a 
document from the server rather than before such request. 
Because sensitivities, suitability standards, and evaluator 
trust scores may change over time, and because new ratings 
may be added for a particular document, the document's 
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aggregate rating may also change. Obtaining an up-to-date 
rating for a document before providing it to a user or provider 
may maximize the likelihood that the document is appropri 
ate for the user or provider. 
0082 Illustrative User Interface and Results 
0083 FIG. 4 shows an exemplary document 1 according to 
an embodiment of the invention. FIG. 4 depicts an exemplary 
web page 1a search result from an internet search engine. The 
web page 1a itself may be a document. Content on the web 
page 1a may also be a document. For instance, the advertise 
ments 1b on the search result page 1a may also be documents. 
Other types of documents may be considered, such as adver 
tisements, files, programs, and other information. 
0084. The document may have various types of content. 
For instance, the document may have words, images, Sounds, 
and other information, as well as functions or programs which 
may produce words, images, Sounds, and other information. 
Each document may have different amounts of various types 
of content, such as sexual content, violent content, drug or 
alcohol-related content, financial content, adult-related con 
tent, child-related content, and other content. 
0085 For instance, the document may have a picture of a 
bikini-clad woman holding a glass of wine and an associated 
title stating “Fun in the sun with WineCo brand wine.” 
Another document may show a man holding a gunpointed at 
an icon that says “debt. Another document may state “invest 
ments with FundCo yielded 6.25% over prime last year.” 
Another document may show children dancing underneath a 
rainbow and singing “It’s a Small World After All.” Another 
document may have an icon which, when clicked, allows the 
user to virtually duck hunt by using a cursor to aim a rifle at 
ducks sitting in a lake, as in a video game. 
I0086 FIG.5 shows an exemplary content rating request 50 
according to an embodiment of the invention. The content 
rating request 50 may comprise one or more requests for 
specific ratings 50a-50c across a range of subject matter and 
content types. For instance, there may be requests for ratings 
for violence 50a, teenage appropriateness 50b, country-spe 
cific suitability considerations 50c, and other information. 
For instance, a content rating request might ask the evaluator 
to provide a number (e.g., a number between 1 and 10) indi 
cating the amount of sexual content, violent content, adult 
content, language- or country-specific content, or other types 
of content or criteria. The request may also request informa 
tion regarding when (time of day, week, year) the document is 
most Suitable for viewing. The request may also ask the 
requestor to explain reasons for the requestor's numerical 
ratings or provide other verbal ratings. 
0087 FIG. 6 shows an exemplary content rating 60 
according to an embodiment of the invention. The content 
rating 50 may comprise one or more Subject area content 
ratings 60a-60c for the document, such as ratings for violence 
60a, teenage appropriateness 60b, and country-specific Suit 
ability considerations 60c, and other information. The con 
tent rating may include one or more responses to the content 
rating request (see FIG. 5). The content rating may indicate 
numerical or Verbal ratings across a variety of criteria, such as 
sexual content, violent content, adult-themed content, cul 
ture-specific content, or other content criteria. 
0088. In practice, the server may receive a plurality of 
documents from document sources. It may select one or more 
documents (such as five documents) and one or more evalu 
ators to select the one or more documents. For instance, the 
server may receive 100 documents and select five for evalu 

Mar. 18, 2010 

ation, and then it may select three raters to rate each of the five 
documents. (Also and/or alternately, it may send the five 
documents to a plurality of selected evaluators so that each 
document has three evaluators, but each of the evaluators does 
not have all three documents.) The server may send an evalu 
ation request with each document. Alternately, instead of 
passing the documents and requests to the selected evaluators, 
the server may merely post the documents and evaluation 
requests (e.g., evaluation forms) in a database (e.g., on a 
website) and enable the evaluators to access the database and 
provide content ratings. 
I0089 For instance, one content rating 60 of the document 
with a bikini-clad woman and glass of wine by one evaluator 
may show a rating of 6 out of 10 for sexual content, a 4 out of 
5 for alcohol content, an indication that the document is 
Suitable for children, and the rating may include an indication 
that the document is most suitable between the hours of 7 p.m. 
and 6 a.m. 

0090. A content rating from a second evaluator for the 
same document may indicate a rating of 7 out of 10 for sexual 
content, a 3 out of 5 for alcohol content, an indication that the 
document is suitable for children, and an indication that the 
document is most suitable between the hours of 4 p.m. and 6 
a.m. A content rating from a third evaluator for the same 
document may indicate an 8 out of 10 for sexual content, a 3 
out of 5 for alcohol content, an indication that the ad is not 
suitable for children, and an indication that the document is 
most suitable between the hours of 11 p.m. and 6 a.m., and not 
on holidays. 
0091. The server may calculate an aggregate rating for this 
document based on the three ratings. The server may specify 
a high sensitivity for children's content and a medium sensi 
tivity for violent content. The server may calculate an aggre 
gate rating for sexual content based on a mean (or median) of 
the three sexual content ratings, which in this case would be 7 
out of 10. The server may calculate an aggregate rating for 
alcohol content based on a mode (most common score) of the 
alcohol ratings, which in this case is 3 out of 5. Also, the 
server may discount the first evaluator's rating of 4 out of 5 if 
the first evaluator has a low trust score, and a weighted aver 
age of the three ratings might be 3.1 out of 5 (which may be 
rounded to 3). Because the server applies a high sensitivity to 
children's content, it might determine that the document is not 
suitable for children because one of the raters indicated that 
the document was not suitable for children. The server may 
select the time of day rating of the most trusted evaluator. If 
the evaluator who indicated that the most suitable hours were 
between 11 p.m. and 6 a.m., the aggregate rating may indicate 
that the most suitable hours are between 11 p.m. and 6 a.m. 
The aggregate rating may also indicate the standard deviation 
for each component of the aggregate rating, or it may use 
some other measure to indicate the variance of the different 
ratings from the different evaluators. 
0092. If any of the three ratings was significantly different 
from the aggregate rating, the rating may be marked for 
further review. For instance, since only one evaluator indi 
cated that the document is not suitable for children, the server 
(or agent of the server or another evaluator) may review the 
document to determine whether the unusual rating was accu 
rate. For instance, the server may review the evaluator's rat 
ings and/or generate (or request) one or more additional rat 
ings for the document. Depending on the results, the server 
may change the aggregate rating (e.g., by re-calculating it) 
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and/or change the trust score of the evaluator in question for 
one or more criteria of content. 
0093. Aggregate ratings of other documents may also be 
determined. For instance, the ad with children singing under 
a rainbow may be rated to have Zero sexual content, Zero 
alcohol content, Zero violent content, and Suitability for any 
time of day (especially 8 am–6 pm). 
0094. An end user or provider may then request a docu 
ment at midnight. For instance, a client may click on a pro 
vider's web page, and the provider may request an advertise 
ment to display to the client on the provider's site. The server 
may select a document to pass to the provider according to the 
aggregate content ratings of the various documents. In order 
to select an appropriate document, the server may also iden 
tify sensitivity and Suitability information of the requesting 
provider (or user) and consider other criteria, Such as time of 
request. For instance, the server may identify that the provider 
has a high sensitivity to sexual content. (In another example, 
the server may identify (e.g., by using cookies or information 
stored in a database associated with the user's IP address) the 
age and gender of the user (e.g., 25 year old male). The server 
may have assign sensitivity or Suitability criteria, e.g. for the 
time of day. For a request at midnight, the server may assign 
lower sensitivities to sexual and violent content than the 
middle of the day, since it is far less likely that children will be 
browsing the internet at that time. The relevant time may be 
from the perspective of the server, provider, or end user. 
0095. The server may accordingly select a document that 

is suitable for a provider who has a high sensitivity to sexual 
content and a medium sensitivity to violent content. The 
server may consider for selection all or a portion of docu 
ments stored in a database, including the bikini/wine docu 
ment, the singing children, and the duck hunting documents. 
For instance, the server may consider only those documents 
which have an aggregate rating indicating little or no sexual 
content and only mild (or less) violence. In the middle of the 
day, the server might apply a high sensitivity to violent con 
tent due to the time of day and may therefore only consider 
non-violent documents at that time. At midnight, however, 
the server might consider other documents that may not be 
appropriate to users at an earlier time. 
0096. The server may then search for a document that fits 
the various criteria associated with the document request and 
the relevant sensitivity and suitability information. Although 
the children singing may have no offensive or potentially 
offensive content, it also may have a low click through rate 
and therefore not be selected. It should be noted that docu 
ments which have little or no potentially offensive content 
may or may not be favored over documents which do contain 
potentially offensive material. Here, the duck hunting docu 
ment may be selected if its aggregate rating indicates only 
mild violence. The selection of this document may be more 
likely if it is an ad with a high click through rate. Other factors 
of document selection may be considered. 
0097. The embodiments of the present inventions are not 

to be limited in scope by the specific embodiments described 
herein. For example, although many of the embodiments 
disclosed herein have been described with reference to adver 
tisements, the principles herein are equally applicable to 
documents and other content. Indeed, various modifications 
of the embodiments of the present inventions, in addition to 
those described herein, will be apparent to those of ordinary 
skill in the art from the foregoing description and accompa 
nying drawings. Thus, such modifications are intended to fall 
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within the scope of the following appended claims. Further, 
although some of the embodiments of the present invention 
have been described herein in the context of a particular 
implementation in a particular environment for a particular 
purpose, those of ordinary skill in the art will recognize that 
its usefulness is not limited thereto and that the embodiments 
of the present inventions can be beneficially implemented in 
any number of environments for any number of purposes. 
Accordingly, the claims set forth below should be construed 
in view of the full breath and spirit of the embodiments of the 
present inventions as disclosed herein. 

What is claimed is: 
1. A computer-implemented method, comprising: 
receiving, at a server, rating information associated with 

contents of a document from one or more evaluators; 
identifying, at the server, a trust score for each of the one or 
more evaluators, each trust score being a measure of an 
extent to which a respective evaluator's rating informa 
tion is considered in determining an aggregate rating, 
each trust score based on factors associated with the 
respective evaluator; 

identifying a sensitivity score, the sensitivity score indicat 
ing a level of conservatism in determining the aggregate 
rating: 

determining the aggregate rating for the document based 
on the rating information, the trust scores, and the sen 
sitivity score; 

receiving a request from a recipient for one or more docu 
ments; 

identifying a preferred aggregate rating to be associated 
with the request; and 

determining whether to deliver the document in response to 
the request based on whether the aggregate rating satis 
fies the preferred aggregate rating. 

2. The method of claim 1, wherein identifying a preferred 
aggregate rating to be associated with the request comprises: 

receiving the preferred aggregate rating from the recipient. 
3. The method of claim 1, wherein the preferred aggregate 

rating is associated with a user or is stored in a profile. 
4. The method of claim 1, wherein each trust score is based 

on a geographical location of a respective evaluator. 
5. The method of claim 1, wherein each trust score is based 

on one or more prior content ratings received from the respec 
tive evaluator. 

6. The method of claim 1, wherein each trust score is based 
on an industry associated with the respective evaluator. 

7. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
identifyinga Suitability standard associated with the recipi 

ent. 

8. The method of claim 7, wherein determining the aggre 
gate rating for the document based on the rating information, 
the trust scores, and the sensitivity Score comprises: 

determining the aggregate rating for the document based 
on the rating information, the trust scores, the sensitivity 
score, and the Suitability standard. 

9. The method of claim 1, wherein the aggregate rating 
comprises a mean of the rating information. 

10. The method of claim 1, wherein the aggregate rating 
comprises a mode of the rating information. 

11. The method of claim 1, wherein the aggregate rating 
comprises a median of the rating information. 
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12. A computer-implemented method, comprising: 
associating evaluation information with documents, the 

evaluation information comprising trust information 
and rating information; 

receiving a request at a server for one or more of the 
documents; 

ranking the documents based on the evaluation information 
in response to the request; 

providing the ranked documents; and 
updating the trust information based on the ranking. 
13. The method of claim 12, further comprising: 
receiving the rating information from one or more evalua 

tOrS. 

14. The method of claim 12, wherein the trust information 
includes trust scores being a measure of an extent to which a 
respective evaluator's rating information is considered in 
determining an aggregate rating, each trust score based on 
factors associated with the respective evaluator. 

15. The method of claim 14, wherein each trust score is 
based on one or more prior content ratings received from the 
respective evaluator. 

16. The method of claim 14, further comprising: 
identifying a sensitivity score, the sensitivity score indicat 

ing a level of conservatism in determining the aggregate 
rating; and 

determining the aggregate rating for each document based 
on the rating information associated with each docu 
ment, the trust scores associated with each document, 
and the sensitivity Score. 

17. The method of claim 16, further comprising: 
identifying a preferred aggregate rating to be associated 

with the request; and 
18. The method of claim 17, wherein ranking the docu 

ments based on the evaluation information in response to the 
request comprises: 

ranking the documents based on the aggregate rating for 
each document and the preferred aggregate rating. 

19. A computer storage medium encoded with a computer 
program, the program comprising instructions that when 
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executed by data processing apparatus cause the data process 
ing apparatus to perform operations comprising: 

receiving, at a server, rating information associated with 
contents of a document from one or more evaluators; 

identifying, at the server, a trust score for each of the one or 
more evaluators, each trust score being a measure of an 
extent to which a respective evaluator's rating informa 
tion is considered in determining an aggregate rating, 
each trust score based on factors associated with the 
respective evaluator; 

identifying a sensitivity score, the sensitivity score indicat 
ing a level of conservatism in determining the aggregate 
rating: 

determining the aggregate rating for the document based 
on the rating information, the trust scores, and the sen 
sitivity score; 

receiving a request from a recipient for one or more docu 
ments; 

identifying a preferred aggregate rating to be associated 
with the request; and 

determining whether to deliver the document in response to 
the request based on whether the aggregate rating satis 
fies the preferred aggregate rating. 

20. A computer storage medium encoded with a computer 
program, the program comprising instructions that when 
executed by data processing apparatus cause the data process 
ing apparatus to perform operations comprising: 

associating evaluation information with documents, the 
evaluation information comprising trust information 
and rating information; 

receiving a request at a server for one or more of the 
documents; 

ranking the documents based on the evaluation information 
in response to the request; 

providing the ranked documents; and 
updating the trust information based on the ranking. 
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