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Tagging is one of the various important applications of Web 2.0. Creators of network resources can use tags
to classify and manage their material and information. Meanwhile, network users can also apply tags to collect
and share resources on websites with social bookmarking services. In this research, specifically targeted at the

website funP that provides Web 2.0 integrated services, we intend to explore the differences in tagging usages
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between resource creators and social bookmarkers. Our research samples are composed of bookmarked blog
posts with tags applied both to blog posts and to funP bookmarks, collected from September 9, 2011 to October
20, 2011. We compare the tagging usages between blogging and social bookmarking, and conduct role analysis
of blog authors and funP bookmarkers. We find that blog authors tend to use less tags and play the role of
categorizer, whereas funP bookmarkers tend to apply more tags and play the role of describer. Based on the
analysis of roles, we also discover that people with double identities of being a funP bookmarker and a blog
author at the same time can be analogically regarded as playing the role of evangelist and the role of leader. This
group of network creators as well as users shows the greatest tagging similarities between their blogging and

social bookmarking.
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