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• Adding metadata („tags“) to objects on the Web 
(e.g. blog postings, websites, files, pictures, …)

• Instead of a controlled vocabulary (as in centralized 
taxonomies), users are free to use their own 
conceptual associations and reference frames 

• e.g. tagging this picture as ‚Dresden‘, ‚Germany‘, 
‚city skyline‘, „ICA2006“ ‚beautiful‘, „to print“, „been 
there“, …

Ü tagging first and foremost assists individual classifi-
cation and recollection of objects

What is tagging?
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• Tagging allows for collective information 
management as well

• Through the aggregation of tags from different 
users, collaborative classification systems emerge: 
Folksonomies („folk“ + „taxonomy“)

• Folksonomies contain information like

– „other items tagged with keyword ‚A‘“

– „other users have tagged this item with A, B, C“

– „users who use tag A also use tags X, Y, Z“

Collaborative information management
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Flickr.com
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Del.icio.us
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Strengths & weaknesses of tagging

Strengths

–Low-cost, current, inclusive and decentralized

–Makes implicit associations & conceptual models explicit
–Multiple tags for objects overcome limitations of 

hierarchical-enumerative systems
–Allows for „discovery“ of resources
–Avoids some motivational problems of knowledge sharing 

systems since users tag primarily for themselves
Weaknesses

–Lack of precision due to variability of language (e.g. 
synonyms, polysemy)

–„Flat space“ of tagging lacks layer of meta-information a 
hierarchy provides (e.g. parent-child-relations)

–Usually not suited for exact finding of resources

Ü tagging complements (rather than replaces) other systems of 
content classification
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• For knowledge workers in organizations, tagging 
systems can improve…

– …individual information management

– …discovery and formation of communities of interest

• Tagging might be used to enhance other instruments 
of intra- and interorganizational communciation, e.g.

– Complementing and improving search applications 
(e.g. weighing sources with number of annotations)

– Enriching individual users‘ profiles, thus giving 
additional information about areas of interest and 
knowledge

– Aggregating tags across teams on central project 
sites, thus making team activities visible 

Tagging in organizations
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Case study

• Several organizations (e.g. IBM, Yahoo) 
implemented tagging systems in their Intranet

• Here: Explorative analysis of two organizational 
networks using the „Nextspace“technology

– Pilot developed in 2004/2005 with funding from 
Austrian ministry of Innovation and Technology

– ‚Nextspace‘combines functionalities of weblogs, wikis, 
tagging systems and schedule management

– ‚Platforms‘consist of several ‚spaces‘; users share 
information within and across spaces
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„Nextspace“
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Nextspace: Tagging objects
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Nextspace: Displaying Tags

Ordered list

„Tag Cloud“
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Nextspace: Navigating with tags
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Descriptive measures

3141070Unique Tags

EU-funded research 
project with 10 
project partners

technical and business 
development of 
‚Nextspace‘ itself

Context

Nov. 2005Aug 2005Started in

8433No. of users

2.672.37Tags/Posting

15864293All Tags

5931809Postings

414Spaces

Platform BPlatform A
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Power law in tagging

Occurrence of individual tags (Platform A)
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1. Ajax (130 times in 6 spaces)

2. Bugs (116 times in 2 spaces)

3. ‚solved‘ (97 times in 1 space)

e.g. ‚granularity‘

‚chocolate‘

‚friendly URL‘

(1 time in 1 space)

10 percent of tags account for 58.38 percent of occurences
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Individual tags

Power law in tagging

Occurrence of individual tags (Platform B)
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1. WP1 (155 times in 1 space)

2. WP3 (101 times in 1 space)

3. WP2 (77 times in 1 space)

e.g. ‚open content‘

‚competition‘ (!)

‚merry x-mas‘

(1 time in 1 space)

10 percent of tags account for 58.16 percent of occurences
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Power law in tagging
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Open Questions

• Level of individual tagging

– To what extent are individual tagging routines 
stabilizing, to what extent dynamic over time?

– To what extent do individual tagging routines 
converge within and across spaces/platforms/ services 
over time?

• Level of collaborative classification

– Is there a minimum size of participants/activity to 
allow emergence of shared frames of reference?

• Level of implementation

– Which organizational characteristics hinder or assist 
implementation of tagging systems? 

– Can these systems be employed effectively in SMEs?
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Schmidt/Mayer

Thank you!
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