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Abstract: The vast amount of information 
available on the Web is increasing every day. With 
the ever-increasing need for finding and 
structuring the information, a concept of online 
content curation has emerged. In this study, we 
attempt to define different roles and scenarios of 
content curation. Recently, there has been a surge 
of different curation tools available on the Web. 
The main goal of this paper is thus to define 
differences in capabilities curation tools can have 
that made possible the existence of so many 
diverse tools. We, also, present a tabular 
comparison of major curation tools characteristics.  
 

Index Terms: Curation tools, knowledge portals  
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 It is increasingly clear that just about any 
valuable information is on the Web, yet 
impossible to find, since the amount of 
information is getting too large, too redundant 
and is often of doubtful quality. Because of this, 
recently the notion of curating information started 
to emerge, i.e. of aggregating relevant 
information for specific topics in one way or 
another. Various approaches have been tried. 
 
(i) Collecting information on special topics on 
dedicated servers or portals, assuring their 
quality by verification through experts, as is the 
case with some medical servers (information is 
for pay), the portal Europeana [28] trying to tie 
together the precious holdings of art in European 
archives and museums, or attempts like the 
Austria-Forum [21] or Serbia-Forum trying to 
provide information of interest for certain regions. 
(ii) There have been attempts to make a huge 
body of books available assuming that this 
guarantees a certain quality or at least the 
knowledge of the source, like in the open library 
or the Google books project. 
(iii) There has been the attempt of Wikipedia 
trusting that quality of information can be assured 
through the “wisdom of crowds”. 
(iv) Some “curating services” have tried to collect 
information of interest with sufficient quality by 
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allowing interested groups of (hopefully) 
specialists to assemble pointers to contributions 
of interest. Each approach has its merits, yet 
none solves the real problem of being able to 
easily find reliable and deep information on any 
subject of interest. 
 

2. CLASSIFICATION OF CURATION TOOLS 

2.1 Reasons for Curation 

There are many reasons that make content 
curation develop so fast these days; here we will 
focus on the following three: 

 
1. Information synchronization  
2. Marketing (eCommerce) 
3. Knowledge dissemination (eEducation) 
 
There are several settings for content curation, 

each one corresponding to a different goal to be 
accomplished. Each type of curation has different 
priorities and different types of users; however, 
the underlying cause is mainly the same - 
collection and transfer of the information and/or 
knowledge. We will try to define three main 
curation settings corresponding to the reasons for 
curation that we explained earlier: 

 
1. Content is curated for someone to stay in 

touch with new information; 
2. Content is curated to promote a product or 

an idea; 
 3. Content is curated for someone to learn 

something; 
 
In the first setting, the author of curation is 

typically an expert on some topic, or a journalist 
(or a blogger), while curation users are typically 
persons who are at least broadly interested or 
engaged in the content topic (personally or 
professionally), seeking the newest and the most 
recent information. Here, the curation author acts 
as a journalist, a curation user is a reader, and 
the goal of curation is information sharing. 

 
In the second setting, the author of curation is 

typically a marketing expert targeting the 
audience that might find value in the content 
topic. Curation users can be the same as in the 
first setting, but also include users who are 



 

simply looking for fun. Here, the curation author 
acts as an entertainer, curation user is an 
audience, and the goal of curation is story telling 
(or marketing). 

 
In the third setting, the author of curation is 

typically an expert on a topic, but the curation 
users are typically users hoping to gain 
knowledge. Content curated in this setting allows 
faster learning curves, and even access to 
otherwise inaccessible knowledge. Here, the 
curation author acts as a teacher, curation user is 
a student, and the goal of curation is knowledge 
transfer. 

 

2.2 Roles in the Curation Process 

Three main roles could be identified in every 
successful curation process. The first role is 
dedicated to the person who curates the content 
(i.e., the author). This role is responsible for 
selecting and filtering the content to be curated, 
adding the new value in form of additional 
content, conclusions, or insights, and targeting 
the users who could benefit from the curated 
content. The second role is dedicated to the 
people who use the curated content. This role 
represents the core users of the curation. In the 
case of curation for one’s own purposes, the 
person conducting this role could coincide with 
the person who curates the content. The third 
role is dedicated to analysts. In order to improve 
the quality of curation, as well as its importance 
and reach, an efficient measurement of the 
successfulness of the curation is required. While 
automated and intelligent tools do exist for this 
task, human involvement is still needed, in order 
to fully improve the curation process. Output 
created by this role could be used by authors 
(first role) to improve the curation, thus closing 
the circle. 

  
User roles in curation: 
 

1. Author - gathers and presents content 
2. User - gains knowledge or some other 

insight from the curated content 
3. Analyst - gains insight into the 

information flow 
 

2.3 Classification Method 

Several different criteria for classifying content 
curation tools could be defined. Here, we have 
chosen 14 different (but not mutually 
independent) criteria and evaluated the top tools 
currently available. 

 

1. User targeting 
2. Content personalization 
3. Media type 

4. Adding content 
5. Content structure  
6. Social network integration 
7. Analytics 
8. Collaboration 
9. Content and user credibility 
10. Content suggestion 
11. Re-usability 
12. Access model 
13. Search model 
14. Content tracking (evolution checking) 
  
User targeting is one of the first criteria to be 

considered, when evaluating curation tools. In 
different curation settings, this criterion bears 
different levels of importance. For instance, in a 
setting were content is curated for knowledge 
transfer (from the curation author to a user), it 
makes little to no sense to charge authors for 
curating, but in a marketing setting, charging the 
author is reasonable (because it enables the 
author to promote his/her product/idea). Charging 
the curation users on the other hand (or even 
requiring the users to register), usually depends 
on the scale of the audience to be engaged (e.g., 
if Wikipedia required paying or even registering in 
order to access, it wouldn't have nearly as many 
users as it has now). For the knowledge transfer 
curation setting, we propose (based on the prior 
experience with the Forum portal [21]) that open 
access is usually necessary to achieve the best 
impact. 

 
User targeting criterion: 

1. Free 
2. Free for reading, price for authors 
3. Pay for reading, free for authors 
4. Everyone pays 

 
Content personalization can be a very 
important criterion when considering curation 
tools. If the content is not personalized in any 
way (either by asserting an author's opinion or 
some other insight, or by personalizing it for the 
reader) the curation is merely an aggregation of 
the content. While content aggregation and 
filtering could be useful in every curation setting 
(marketing, information sharing, and knowledge 
transfer), real benefits and challenges of the 
curation only begin when curation author is 
enabled to add additional value on top of the 
aggregated content. Tailoring the content to the 
individual needs of each one of the content 
curation users is one of the newest challenges, 
and requires identifying the user's current 
perspective (in form of prior user knowledge, 
context, affinities, language, background, etc...), 
as well as adapting the content accordingly. 

 
 



 

Content personalization criterion: 

1. Unpersonalized 
2. Author based 
3. User based 
4. Both user and author based 

 
Content media type is an important criterion 

for classifying a curation tool. Some of the most 
popular curation tools only consider textual 
content (which is not strange, considering the fact 
that the majority of the content on the web is 
text). In the information sharing setting, textual 
content could be considered as a primary source 
for curation. This includes news and social feeds 
(tweets, status, etc.). In marketing and idea 
promoting setting, attracting the curation users 
usually requires more than a text; multimedia 
including images and videos are usual content. In 
the knowledge transfer setting, text is almost 
always necessary, but other multimedia content 
is often needed, too. 

 
Media type criterion: 

1. Text oriented 
2. Image oriented 
3. Video oriented 
4. Fully multimedial 

 
Original content adding is also one major 

criterion to be considered. While many tools for 
curation allow multimedial content to be curated, 
the bonding glue that ties all curated content 
together is often neglected, restricting the user to 
simple textual comments of the collected content. 
Enabling the user to express himself with more 
freedom may not be necessary in the information 
sharing setting, but vastly increases the 
possibilities in the marketing and idea promoting 
curation setting. In the knowledge transfer 
setting, allowing one to present with more 
expressiveness could be vital for reducing the 
learning curve. 

 
Content adding criterion: 

1. No content adding 
2. Simple textual comments/tags/links 
3. Multimedia 
4. Customizable popup content (call-to 

actions) 
 
Content structure is another important 

criterion for curation tool evaluation. When an 
author is curating the content, the way the 
curated content is structured largely influences 
the information flow. Content could be structured 
as a simple sequential stream or a list of content 
elements, usually enabling the user to sort the list 
according to some relevance. While suitable for 
information sharing curation setting (where 

naturally the newest information bears the 
greatest significance), in knowledge sharing 
setting this is usually not the case. For example, 
when curating some artwork or biographies (as in 
Austria-Forum [21]), sequential organization is 
not appropriate, simply because ordering is 
usually not easy to establish. 

Content organized into collections could be 
more appropriate in this case. This type of 
organizations usually implies sorting the curated 
content into topics (or categories, galeries, ...). 
For some content types, this shallow hierarchy is 
usually not enough; a taxonomy is needed (in the 
form of a tree of nested folders, like in Pearltrees 
[22]). The most complicated form of organization 
should allow organizing the content in an 
arbitrary graph, thus enabling not only a system 
of collections and sub-collections to exist, but 
also for example, enabling virtual collections 
spanning content items across the ordinary 
collections.  

 
Content structure criterion: 

1. Sequential (list, stream) 
2. Collection gallery (folders/topics) 
3. Tree (taxonomy) 
4. Graph 

 
 Integration with social networks is another 
important criterion. Ability to easily share curated 
content using social networks is almost always 
required when curating in information sharing or 
marketing and idea promoting settings. This is 
achieved in almost every curation tool by 
introducing the share/like buttons. More 
advanced integration allows the author to better 
target her/his audience by giving #hashtag or 
@handle suggestions for the content curated. 
Even higher levels of integration with social 
networks would provide the author with content 
topic or source suggestion by analyzing the part 
of the network the author is targeting. While this 
approach has little to no benefit in the knowledge 
transfer setting, it could assist to increase authors 
impact on the audience she/he needs to curate 
the content for. A step further would include 
analyzing the social network after the content has 
been curated, in order to allow the author to get 
feedback and learn about his/her audience, or 
even suggest the author how to improve his/her 
curation.    

 
Social network integration criterion: 

1. No social network integration 
2. Simple share/like 
3. #hashtag/@handle suggestion 
4. Content suggestion (for user and 

audience) 



 

2.4 Impact analytics/suggestions 

The ability to use analytics when curating 
content naturally leads to the next criterion we 
consider. Most curation tools we analyzed lack 
support in this segment. The simplest form of 
analytics the user could gain consists of the 
follower or reader counts (likes). By allowing the 
user to tag the curation he found interesting, a 
simple measure of curation success is created. 
While simplicity of this approach is appealing for 
both authors and users, it carries several 
downsides. By giving to users only the simple like 
button, both sentiment of the user towards the 
topic and his/her opinion of the quality of the 
curation could get mixed up. In order to avoid 
this, several variables should be used instead of 
single one (but this comes with the price of 
sacrificing the mentioned simplicity of course). 
Also, negative sentiment can be needed when 
curating (for example, by analyzing which 
audience disliked a curation, author can also 
learn something during the curation process). 
And finally, using a higher resolution of sentiment 
instead of simple binary value could give much 
more information (e.g., using 1 to 5 stars when 
reviewing movies or items gives more information 
than a simple like/no-like). The highest level of 
curation analytics would include profiling the 
readers (by using all available data including 
social networks) in order to enable the author to 
satisfy their need for content even better. 

 
Analytics criterion: 

1. No analytics 
2. Follower/reader counts 
3. +/- counts 
4. Reader user profiling 

 
User collaboration is another important 

criterion when considering curation tools. In the 
simplest form of curation tool according to this 
criterion, an author is curating the content strictly 
for himself/herself, thus no sharing of any kind is 
enabled. When the author is curating for others, 
simple sharing of the curation is enabled by 
allowing all other users to view. More complexity 
is introduced when several authors are allowed to 
collaborate on the same curation (with rights to 
edit). More complex curation tools in this manner 
introduce roles of editors and reviewers. The best 
example for this would be some of the sections of 
Austria-Forum where several editors are enabled 
to curate the content, but the content gets 
published only after approval from the 
appropriate reviewers. By assigning different 
roles to different persons, the curation process is 
distributed among the group of people with 
different levels and areas of expertise, allowing 
delegating some of the time consuming work to 

people with lower hourly rates. This is especially 
important in the knowledge transfer setting, 
where sometimes good expert on a topic is hard 
to find. The highest level of user collaboration 
should include fine-grained access system where 
not only whole curations, but also the parts of 
curation, could be assigned to an author with 
some role. This approach could force content re-
use, by allowing curation authors to mutually 
share, edit, and review parts of their curations.  

 
Collaboration criterion: 

1. No sharing (author curates for himself) 
2. Simple share (single author) 
3. Group of authors 
4. Coarse grain editors/reviewers 
5. Fine grain access system 

 
User and content credibility could be crucial 

when using a curated content. The simplest 
curation tools allow anonymous authorship. While 
benefiting from simplicity, this approach severely 
suffers from bias. By allowing the author to 
remain anonymous, less pressure is put on 
author, likely to result in an increase of the 
number of contributions, but almost certainly in 
reduced quality (on average). While using the 
content curated by an anonymous single author, 
it is up to users to decide if the author was 
informed, subjective, or even honest while 
curating the content. One way to mitigate this is 
to allow other users to edit the curation in an 
approach commonly known as crowdsourcing. By 
allowing many other people besides the author 
himself to express their feelings and knowledge 
about the topic, extremely subjective or obviously 
false content is easily repaired. On average 
(provided there is a sufficient number of active 
users), curation made this way converges over 
time to a high quality one (a good example is 
Wikipedia). The main problem with this approach 
is that users usually cannot decide if the curation 
has already been "purified" by enough authors 
and whether curation has already "converged" to 
a good one (and, of course, fluctuations in quality 
could appear even after that). Other means to 
battle ignorant or destructive authors include self-
identification. By allowing the authors to identify 
themselves (either by giving real biographies or 
by giving user names or nicknames) authors gain 
a certain identity in their domain. Even if 
someone is not using their real name, good 
authors usually build up a certain respect of the 
community over time. Their online presence in 
form of their earlier curations, and 
communications with the other users could be a 
good indicator of their competence. The problem 
with this approach is that it still suffers from the 
fact that ultimate decision on whether to trust the 
curation and its author or not lies on the user 



 

itself. In the knowledge transfer setting this is 
sometimes not acceptable. The ultimate (and 
perhaps the only one) cure is to have officially 
identified authors and curations. If someone is 
already established as an expert in a domain, 
his/her opinions on other curations in the same 
domain are informative and could provide really 
good insight into quality of the curation. 

 
Content and user credibility criterion: 

1. Anonymous authorship (biased) 
2. Crowd-sourcing 
3. Self-identified 
4. Officially identified 

 
Content suggestion is another important 

criterion. In most curation scenarios, the author 
who curates already knows what content she/he 
wants to curate and how to do it. Therefore, in 
many curation tools there are no content 
suggestion capabilities. However, sometimes 
authors need to curate the content without clear 
vision of the content to be curated and only 
knowing the topic of interest. This is often the 
case when author is curating for himself, or for 
example in information sharing setting where the 
author wants to keep up with the latest news in 
his/her domain. A simple solution is to enable 
users to follow all sorts of feeds (e.g., newsfeeds, 
tweets, Facebook statuses, etc.) and to 
aggregate all those sources in one place. Other, 
more expensive solutions, includes providing 
hand-picked content on topic selected by domain 
experts. More complicated solutions include 
using machine learning by introducing a 
recommendation engine. By analyzing the 
similarities between different contents related to 
the selected topic, the used tool is automatically 
providing content suggestions. A more advanced 
version of this approach would include various 
parameters that could be plugged into the 
recommendation engine, in order to find the best 
content to curate. 

 
Content suggestion criterion: 

1. No content suggestion 
2. Aggregation (news feeds, follow, etc.) 
3. Human selection 
4. Simple recommendation engine 
5. Advanced recommendation engine 

(tunable) 
  

Re-usability is another important criterion. If 
the curating tool has an API, curations made by 
this tool can be easily reused in various 
applications. Also, when a curation tool is well 
integrated with the browser, curating can be done 
much easier. 

 

 (Re)usability criterion: 

1. No API 
2. Has API 
3. No browser plugin 
4. Has browser plugin 

 
Access model is another important criterion. If 

a curation tool is primarily intended to be used for 
curating content for the author himself (e.g., 
Pocket [16]) a model where all curations are only 
accessible by the author himself is needed. If a 
curation tool is primarily intended to be used for 
curating the content for other users, a model 
where all curations are publicly accessible is 
needed. The purpose of these two kinds of 
curation tools is different, and one cannot replace 
the other. In a more complex scenario, the author 
wants to curate for others, but also needs a 
space where content is curated, but not yet ready 
to be published. In this case, it is needed for the 
tool to provide both types of access. 
 

 Access model criterion: 

1. All private (for personal use) 
2. All public 
3. Both public and private 

 

Search model is another important aspect for 
curation tool selection. In some types of curation 
tools, user searches are not enabled; this is, for 
example, usually the case when the tool is 
primarily intended for curating the content for 
oneself. Simple search is the most common form 
of searching used in curation tools and it includes 
searching by topic or category, author, or such. 
More advanced tools in this manner enable 
authors to add keywords and tags to curated 
content, and enable users to search and retrieve 
curated content using these tags. A more 
advanced approach allows the users to search 
not only keywords, but also structured metadata 
(e.g., date of contribution, related contributions, 
etc...), like in Serbia-Forum. The most advanced 
approach is also the most complicated one and 
includes semantic search and question 
understanding. 

 

 Search model: 

1. No search 
2. Simple search (topic/category, 

author...) 
3. Keywording/tagging 
4. Flexible metadata 
5. Semantic search/question 

understanding 
 

Content evolution checking criterion: 

1. No checking 
2. Timestamping 
3. Versioning 



 

2.5 Curation Tools Evaluation 

 In the following section an evaluation of 
several most prominent curation tools is  
 

presented based on the criteria presented in 
previous section 

 

 
 

Table 1: Evaluation of different curation tools. Tools are classified using  
the classification system defined in the previous chapter. Legend is shown in table 2 

 
  0 1 2 3 4 

User targeting   Free Free for reading, 
price for authors 

Pay for reading, 
free for authors 

Everyone pays 

Content persona-
lization 

  Unpersonalized Author based User based Both user and 
author based 

Media type   Text oriented Image oriented Video oriented Fully multimedial 

Content adding   No content 
adding 

Comments/tags/ 
links 

Multimedia Customizable 
popup content 

Content structure   Sequential (list) Collection (gallery) Tree (taxonomy) Graph 

Social network 
integration 

None Simple 
share/like 

#hastag/@handle 
suggestion 

Content sugges-
tion 

Impact analytics 

Analytics   No analytics Follower counts +/- counts Reader profiling 

Collaboration No sharing 
(self curation) 

Simple share 
(single author) 

Group of authors Coarse grain Fine grain 

Content and user 
credibility 

  Anonymous Crowdsourcing Self-identified Officially identi-
fied 

Content sugges-
tion 

None Aggregation Human Simple recom-
mendation 

Advanced rec-
ommendation 

Usability   No API REST API No plugin Plugin 

Access model   All private All public Private/public   

Search model No search Simple search 
(topic/category, 
author...) 

Keywording/tagging Flexible  
metadta 

Semantic 
search/question 
understanding 

Content evolution  
checking 

  No checking Timestamping Versioning   

 

Table 2. Description of classification criteria used in evaluation. More comprehensive description  
is given in chapter 2.3. 

U
ser targeting (pricing)

C
ontent personalization

M
edia type

C
ontent adding

C
ontent structure

Social netw
ork integration

Analytics

C
ollaboration

C
ontent and user credibility

C
ontent suggestion

U
sability

Access m
odel

Search

C
ontent tracking

Pinterest 1 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 1,3 2 3 2 1
Feedly 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 2,4 3 1 1
Scoop.It 1 2 1 2,3 2 4 4 1 3 3 2,4 3 2 1
Spundge 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 3 1,3 2,4 3 2 1
Triberr 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 2 1 1
Bundlr 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 3 1,3 4 2 1 1
Instpaper 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 2,4 1 0 1
Pocket 1 1 4 2 1 1 1 0 1 0 2,4 1 0 1
List.ly 1 1 4 2 1 1 2 3 3 1 2,4 3 1,2 1
Storify 1 2 4 2 2 1 1 2 3 0 2,4 3 1 1
Learnist 1 1 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 0 2,4 3 1 1
Paper.li 1 2 4 3 2 1 2 2 3 1,3 1,3 3 1 1
Austria-Forum 1 4 4 3 3 1 2 3 4,2 0 1,3 3 3 3
Pearltrees 1 1 4 3 3 1 1 2 3 3 1,4 3 1 1
HeadSlinger 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1,3 1,3 2 1 1
Bag the Web 1 2 4 3 2 1 1 1 3 0 4 3 1,2 1
Delicious 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 3 1,3 2,4 3 2 1
Flipboard 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 3 3 1 1,4 3 1 1
Declara 1 1 4 2 2 1 1 2 3 1,3 2,4 3 1 1



 

Content tracking and verification is another 
important criterion. When curating a content, the 
author is usually collecting images, texts, videos, 
links, and other types of content from the web. 
When curating, the author is adding the snapshot 
of the content at some point in time. For some 
purposes this simplistic approach doesn't suffice. 
For example, when dealing with volatile content 
or content that is likely to be altered it is useful to 
somehow inform both the curation author and the 
curation user that the content used in curation 
has changed. This can be implemented using 
timestamping. Using this approach, both 
accidental and intentional corruptions could be 
detected, but true content cannot be recovered. 
Also, when some content changes, it may be 
useful to compare it with previous versions, thus 
enabling deeper insights. This could be 
implemented using versioning (like in Austria-
Forum [21], for example).  

 

3. CONCLUSION 

 
First, we identified different roles in curation. 

Also different reasons for curation as well as 
curation scenarios are discussed. Several criteria 
for evaluation of curation tools are presented and 
applied on some of the most popular curation 
tools in use. 
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