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INTRODUCTION

Since the introduction of social software and Web 
2.0 technologies, discussion about the influence 
and importance of a broad range of new tools for 
various fields has followed (Safran, Gütl, & Helic, 
2007; Boulos & Wheeler, 2007). Considerable 
potential for Web 2.0-based applications is seen 
in supporting information retrieval and classifica-

tion of online resources. The Internet offers a huge 
amount of information varying in content, format, 
and quality. This diversity poses a challenge for 
users seeking specific information. Modern Web 
2.0 technologies facilitate the collaboration and 
sharing of information among users, thus enabling 
cooperative processes of information search. While 
in Web 1.0 the user was not integrated into the or-
ganization of content, in today’s Del.icio.us-type 
folksonomy-based systems the user is actively 
engaged via the newly emerged tag recommenda-
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tion mechanisms. Such collaborative enrichment 
of web content enhanced with metadata is viewed 
as a step towards the Semantic Web (Xu, Fu, Mao, 
& Su, 2006).

BACKGROUND
Folksonomies and Tagging

Vander Wal (2005) defines folksonomy as the out-
come of individual free tagging of online content 
and resources in a social environment for one’s 
own retrieval. With this term, Vander Wal refers to 
the result of a process of collaboratively assigning 
keywords to resources or items on the Internet, 
the so-called collaborative tagging. Therefore, 
folksonomy is often used synonymously with the 
terms social classification, social indexing, or 
social tagging (Voß, 2007). Folksonomy is a port-
manteau of the words folk and taxonomy (Bateman, 
Brooks, & McCalla, 2006). The naming, however, 
is disputed. Some see it as a misnomer because 
of the reference to taxonomy. A classification 
scheme like taxonomy is strictly hierarchic and 
contains relations, unlike a folksonomy, which 
consists of a flat namespace (Mathes, 2004). The 
vocabulary is not preassigned, instead the users 
describe the information and items within their 
own comprehension. The purpose of folksono-
mies is not categorization but connecting items 
and expressing their meaning through personal 
understanding (Vander Wal, 2005).

In the context of folksonomies, three elements 
have to be considered (Marlow, Naaman, Boyd, 
& Davis, 2006), namely, resources, tags used for 
describing the resources, and users who assign 
the tags. In broad folksonomies (as in Figure 1), 
many users describe the same item with a term 
from their personal vocabulary. Hence, similar or 
different tags can be assigned to an object (from 1 
to 5). On the basis of all assigned tags, users are 
able to retrieve the described object. A common 
example of an application of broad folksonomies 
is a popular social bookmarking service, Del.icio.

us1 (Lux, Granitzer, & Kern, 2007).
By contrast, in narrow folksonomies (Figure 1) 

there are only a few tags, mostly provided by the 
content creator and a group of a few people. Due 
to this, the number of tags and tagging persons is 
significantly lower than in broad folksonomies. 
Every tag is generally created and recorded once 
only, either by the content creator or a small group 
of selected users. Only new tags can be attributed 
to an object, which inhibits the possibility of 
counting tag frequencies. Accordingly, all tags 
are ranked equally and a tag distribution cannot 
be created. However, it can be shown via which 
tag users found the resource. The approach of 
the narrow folksonomy resembles professional 
indexing with controlled terms for thesauri or 
ontologies; in contrast, folksonomies have uncon-
trolled terms. Popular examples for narrow folk-
sonomies (Cattuto, Loreto, & Pietronero, 2007) 
include services such as Flickr2 (photographs) or 
Technorati3 (blog posts).

Today folksonomies are implemented in vari-
ous fields. In addition to a high diffusion of Web 
2.0-based services, folksonomies are employed 
in corporate applications (Fichter, 2006). Capa-
bilities have been found in indexing corporate 
blogs, podcasts and vodcasts (Peters, 2006); 
corporate social bookmarking (Damianos, Grif-
fith, & Cuomo, 2006; Millen, Feinberg, & Kerr, 
2006); and message boards (Murison, 2005). 

Figure 1. Broad and narrow folksonomies



 

 

9 more pages are available in the full version of this document, which may be

purchased using the "Add to Cart" button on the publisher's webpage:

www.igi-global.com/chapter/folksonomy-creating-metadata-through-

collaborative/36026

Related Content

A Cluster-Based Routing Protocol for WSN Based on Mahalanobis Distance and AODV Protocol
 Pavithra G. S.and  Babu N. V. (2022). International Journal of e-Collaboration (pp. 1-19).

www.irma-international.org/article/a-cluster-based-routing-protocol-for-wsn-based-on-mahalanobis-distance-and-aodv-

protocol/304376

E-Collaboration Enhanced Host Security
Zoltán Czirkos, Gábor Hosszúand Ferenc Kovács (2008). Encyclopedia of E-Collaboration (pp. 172-177).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/collaboration-enhanced-host-security/12422

Leading Global Virtual Teams: The Supporting Role of Trust and Team Cognition
Alicia M. Phebus, Beth Gitlin, Marissa L. Shufflerand Jessica L. Wildman (2014). Collaborative

Communication Processes and Decision Making in Organizations (pp. 177-200).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/leading-global-virtual-teams/88261

What Factors Promote Sustained Online Discussions and Collaborative Learning in a Web-

Based Course?
Xinchun Wang (2009). E-Collaboration: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications  (pp. 1410-

1430).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/factors-promote-sustained-online-discussions/8872

Collective Information Filtering for Web Observatories
Nikolaos Nanas, Manolis Vavalis, Lefteris Kellis, Dimitris Koutsaftikisand Elias Houstis (2011).

Collaborative Search and Communities of Interest: Trends in Knowledge Sharing and Assessment  (pp.

164-181).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/collective-information-filtering-web-observatories/46764

http://www.igi-global.com/chapter/folksonomy-creating-metadata-through-collaborative/36026
http://www.igi-global.com/chapter/folksonomy-creating-metadata-through-collaborative/36026
http://www.irma-international.org/article/a-cluster-based-routing-protocol-for-wsn-based-on-mahalanobis-distance-and-aodv-protocol/304376
http://www.irma-international.org/article/a-cluster-based-routing-protocol-for-wsn-based-on-mahalanobis-distance-and-aodv-protocol/304376
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/collaboration-enhanced-host-security/12422
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/leading-global-virtual-teams/88261
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/factors-promote-sustained-online-discussions/8872
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/collective-information-filtering-web-observatories/46764

