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Motivation

* Incorporating social trust in Matrix Factorization (MF) proved to

improve rating prediction accuracy

* Such approaches assume that users themselves explicitly express

the trust scores.

* [t 1s often very challenging to have users giving trust scores of each
other but implicit trust scores may be predicted based on the users’

Interaction histories.

* Problem: how to compute and predict trust between users more

accurately and effectively.

Contribution

We evaluate several well-known Trust Metrics (TM) to find out
which one 1s closest to the real, explicit scores, and therefore, can

make the most accurate trust prediction.

We try to incorporate the candidate TMs 1n social MF to answer
this research question: Can we incorporate implicit trust into social
matrix factorization when explicit trust relations are not available?
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SCores.
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