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Figure B.36: Diigo Bookmarks resource coverage for the top-25% users and top-20% tags

Figure B.37: Diigo Lists Category resource coverage for the top-25% users and top-20%
tags

Figure B.38: Diigo Lists Tag resource coverage for the top-25% users and top-20% tags



B.4 Tag cloud related properties

105

Flickr Sets

Flickr Sets

Ir”rN!(‘

0.2

—  describers

5 10 15 20
top n% tags

0.00

5

10 15 20
top n% tags

Figure B.39: Flickr Sets resource coverage for the top-25% users and top-20% tags
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Figure B.40: Movielens resource coverage for the top-25% users and top-20% tags
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Figure B.41: BibSonomy complete resource overlap evolution
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B.5 Differences in tag agreement
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Figure B.45: Tag agreement results for the BibSonomy datasets
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Figure B.46: Tag agreement results for the CiteULike dataset
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Figure B.47: Tag agreement results for the Delicious dataset
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Figure B.48: Tag agreement results for the Diigo datasets
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