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 The selection menu in some racing games usually uses a random system for 
vehicle selection. However, this random feature generally randomizes the 
selection of the index without considering factors that support the player's 
abilities. Therefore, this study aims to develop a racing game that can 
suggest vehicles that have been adjusted to the player's performance. Vehicle 
recommendations are made using the multi-objective optimization on the 
basis of ratio analysis (MOORA) method as its method. The MOORA 
calculation ranks vehicles based on criteria such as mileage, fuel efficiency, 

speed, agility, and others collected in previous games. The results of this 
study show the effectiveness of using the MOORA method in 
recommending vehicles that match the player's skills, thereby improving the 
overall player experience. In addition, the usability test produced a system 
usability scale (SUS) score of 82.4, so it is included in the very good 
category. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The gaming industry has experienced rapid progress in recent years, several industries engaged in the 

gaming world are a form of effort in developing the creative industry, in Indonesia games have high interest 

supported by a large population and increasingly easy access to technology in various circles, especially 

children to teenagers, the main cause is the rapid advancement of technology in today's era.  

With the rapid technology, games are not just entertainment, from simple games to the most complex games in 
any category. Games do not only function to eliminate boredom and add entertainment. The development of 

racing genre games is increasingly attracting attention, given the great potential in improving learning abilities 

through interactive experiences. The adversarial reinforcement learning approach has been used for procedural 
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content generation, creating adaptive, and challenging dynamics in games [1]. In addition, several studies use 

racing games as research objects such as overtaking racing games in games such as Gran Turismo Sport [2] 

and a systematic model for the successful implementation of educational racing games [3]. This concept can 

be adapted in the design of educational racing games to cover various user groups. Meanwhile, technological 

innovations such as 3D smart gloves can work well in racing games [4], opening up opportunities to enhance 

human-machine interaction in games, enabling more immersive and intuitive experiences. 
In the context of mental health, one study revealed that commercial games can be used to reduce 

stress [5] and reduce anxiety in children [6] suggesting that similar technologies can be applied in educational 

racing-based games to create a supportive learning environment. With the integration of these elements, as 

also illustrated in "The racing game," the development of educational racing games can create interactive 

solutions that support learning while improving user well-being [7]. Racing games are a type of game  

genre [8] in which players control vehicles to compete in races. The types of vehicles used in the game can 

be cars, motorcycles, boats and many other vehicles. Racing games have several types of racing fields such 

as circuits [9], [10], streets, drag [11], and off-road [12]. Racing games require several elements such as 

visual or graphic displays, interactions [13], and challenges in the game play an important role in attracting 

players. From various types of racing games, there is usually a menu for selecting a vehicle, which will later 

be located in the menu options which will later become an important factor as a determinant of satisfaction 

and victory in playing. Players are faced with various conflicting vehicle criteria during the car selection 
process. For example, high-speed cars tend to have lower control, while fuel-efficient cars usually don't have 

high acceleration. This conflict between performance attributes becomes the core issue in the vehicle 

selection problem. A player's ability to win races depends on finding the right balance among these criteria, 

which vary depending on gameplay style and skill level. 

Researchers consider that rather than using a randomize system in the menu options, it is better to 

use a car selection in the menu which aims to recommend the best options for players to use based on the 

player's experience in playing the game, which can make it easier for players to determine their choices to 

support their level of satisfaction in playing the game. With that, the development of "Moonlight drive" not 

only focuses on gameplay, but this game also prioritizes the effective game menu section, especially in terms 

of selecting the car or vehicle used. A simulation game designed especially for this purpose was tested for 

this investigation. With criteria like speed, acceleration, fuel consumption, and automobile price that reflect 
real-world performance, the game setting replicates a vehicle racing scenario. To make sure the results are 

still applicable, vehicle data and evaluation criteria were created artificially but were based on game logic 

and actual gameplay experience. 

Several previous studies have developed artificial intelligence–based (AI-based) and multi-criteria 

approaches to game recommendation systems. For example, the research used the preference ranking 

organization method for enrichment evaluation (PROMETHEE) method in an endless runner game to 

recommend characters based on map challenges [14]. The recommendation for multi-player online battle 

arena games using graph convolution network with fewer parameters (MOBARec-GCNFP) study applied a 

graph convolution network to select the right champion in a multiplayer online battle arena (MOBA) game, 

considering synergies and counterpicks [15]. Meanwhile, studies by [16]–[18] demonstrated the importance 

of personalization in educational games through adaptive scenarios and dynamic difficulty settings based on 
player parameters. The approach in this study differentiates itself from previous research by incorporating the 

multi-objective optimization on the basis of ratio analysis (MOORA) method to select vehicles tailored to 

player performance in previous gameplay sessions. Unlike approaches in automotive engineering or vehicle 

design that focus on technical specifications, this approach prioritizes player experience, gameplay utility, 

and personal user engagement. 

The use of the MOORA method has become one of the popular approaches in decision making, 

especially in the manufacturing environment [19], [20] material selection [21], scholarship recipients [22] and 

best techniques [23]. In other studies, several collaborations and comparisons were carried out such as the 

MOORA method extended with the fuzzy concept [24], the simple additive weighting (SAW) and MOORA 

methods were also compared using rank order centroid (ROC), MOORA with fuzzy Fermatean [25], showing 

how ROC can strengthen the determination of attribute weights in the decision-making process [26]. By 

combining ROC based weighting with the MOORA method, the system will provide recommendations for 
cars that can be used by players based on the player's ability and playing style. Focusing on the car selection 

menu using a more modern selection unlike many other games will give players satisfaction, while also 

providing an element of strategy in choosing the car that best suits the challenges they will face. 
 

 

2. METHOD 

A major obstacle in decision-making procedures is multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) [27], [28] 

which seeks to determine the best option by taking into account a number of criteria. To provide a systematic 
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and structured approach, this study uses a combination of ROC [29] methodology used to measure and 

determine the weight of each research variable or in this study referred to as criteria in order to facilitate the 

use of the main method decision, namely MOORA as a multi-criteria process optimizer simultaneously. This 

method effectively combines positive aspects (beneficial criteria) and negative aspects (adverse criteria) in an 

evaluation to determine the best choice. Beneficial criteria, such as efficiency and profitability, the higher the 

value the better. Conversely, detrimental criteria, such as cost and time, the lower the value the better. Thus, 

MOORA is able to choose the most optimal alternative by considering all relevant factors. 
 

2.1.  Rank order centroid 

The ROC method is one of the decision-making techniques that can be used to determine the 

ranking or priority of several alternatives based on predetermined weights. The weighting in ROC involves 

the use of relative rankings of each alternative based on certain criteria [30]. In the context of determining 

weights, ROC is used to evaluate how well the criteria can distinguish each existing alternative, which is 

desired and which is not. In (1) ROC to determine the weight of the i-th criterion. 

 

𝑊𝑖 =
1

𝑘
(

1

𝑖
+

1

𝑖+1
+  … +

1

𝑛
) (1) 

 

Where Wi is weight for the i-th criterion; k is total number of criteria; i is rank of the i-th criterion (from 
highest to lowest rank); and n is total number of alternatives or criteria 

 

2.2.  Multi-objective optimization on the basis of ratio analysis 

In this study, the author uses a quantitative method, namely a method that is carried out 

systematically and also collects data and analyzes the selection in the form of numerical values that can later 

be calculated [31]. The MOORA method is a method introduced by Brauers and Zavadkas [32]. Brauers [33] 

initially used the newly developed method in terms of multi-criteria selection. This method is applied as a 

solution to various types of complex decision-making problems in the manufacturing environment using 

mathematical formula calculations with precise results [34]. The MOORA method is an innovative method 

that has good potential to solve various challenges consisting of a number of attributes and also conflicting 

with each other. The performance of each alternative is determined by calculating the difference between the 
total standard values associated with each existing criterion [35]. Also, the reference point approach can help 

identify more optimal alternative combinations. The steps for solving the MOORA method according to 

previous study are as follows. 

Prior works in the area of game personalization have mostly focused on adaptive difficulty levels [36] 

and real-time behavior-driven adjustments [37]. Research on multi-objective optimization in games has also 

been conducted, though typically using fewer alternatives or simpler criteria. The main distinction in this 

study lies in the larger number of vehicle alternatives (15 options) and the more comprehensive and domain-

specific criteria (11 in total) used in the MOORA evaluation. While the optimization method itself is not 

novel, its combination with a more detailed dataset in a gaming context provides new insights and practical 

applications for recommendation systems in racing games. 

 
2.2.1. Formation of multi-objective optimization on the basis of ratio analysis matrix 

After collecting the criteria values on alternative data, the next step is to create a MOORA decision 

matrix. The X matrix has dimensions m×n, expressed in (2). 

 

X = |

𝑋11 𝑋12   … 𝑋𝑚𝑛

𝑋21…
𝑋22…

  … 𝑋𝑚𝑛...

𝑋𝑛1 𝑋𝑛2   … 𝑋𝑚𝑛

| (2) 

 

Where i is 1, …, m; and j is 1, ..., n. 

 

2.2.2. Determining multi-objective optimization on the basis of ratio analysis normalization 

The next step is to determine the normalization, which aims to make the elements in the matrix have 

the same value or one uniform. This is shown in (3). 

 

𝑋∗𝑖𝑗 =  
𝑥𝑖𝑗

√|∑ 𝑥𝑖𝑗2𝑚
𝑖=𝑗 |

 (3) 

 

Where xij illustrates the normalized value of decision matrix of ith alter native in jth attribute. 
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2.2.3. Multi-objective optimization on the basis of ratio analysis optimization calculation 

The last stage is the stage to calculate the value of the calculation results from the method which will 

later be divided into two calculation equations depending on whether the criteria attribute is weighted or not. 

The calculation equation for the optimization value if the criteria are not given an importance weight in (4). 
 

𝑌𝑖 = ∑ = 1𝑋∗𝑖𝑗 −  ∑ = 𝑔 +  1𝑋∗𝑖𝑗𝑛
𝑗

𝑔
𝑗  (4) 

 

The calculation equation for the optimization value if the criteria are given an importance weight, by 
reducing the maximax and minimax values which indicate that the attribute is more important can be 

multiplied by the appropriate weight. This is shown in (5). 
 

𝑌1 = ∑ = 𝑊 𝑗𝑋∗𝑖𝑗 −  ∑ = 𝑔 +  1𝑊 𝑗𝑋∗𝑖𝑗𝑛
𝑗

𝑔
𝑗  (5) 

 

Where g represents the number of positive attributes and n-g displays the number of negative attributes, and 

according to the type of attribute, the ideal points of the jth attribute are deducted from all values of the jth 

attribute. So that later the results of the optimization can be sorted from the highest value to the lowest value. 
 

2.2.4. The final ranking of alternatives 

Based on the preceding step's computations in (5), the maximum values of Y1 for each vehicle 

alternative are established. To allow for direct performance comparisons, these data are then sorted in 

descending order. As a result, the alternative with the highest numerical value is assigned the highest rank, 

suggesting that it is the most optimum option for the player. From these calculations, this option will be 

selected by the game system. Where the multi-criteria used as the basis for calculation has provided a choice 

that must be passed by the game player. 
 

2.3.  Finite state machine 

In computer science, the finite state machine (FSM) is a fundamental concept for modeling system 

behavior. Experts routinely apply decomposition principles using FSMs to simplify complex logic during 

software development [38]. The state-action decision diagram depicts a simple flowchart with additional 

bubbles depicting pending input states, while command hierarchy analysis serves as a decomposition technique 
that systematically breaks down complex commands into sub-commands by analyzing the sequence of events. 

Based on Figure 1, the process begins at the main menu. From here, the player can access the AutoShop to view 

car choices or press the start button to initiate the gameplay. Once the game session concludes, the 

'GameDataManager' automatically saves the player's performance criteria. The system then executes the 

recommendation process using the MOORA method calculation to evaluate the 15 available scenarios. Finally, 

these personalized recommendations become accessible via the recommendation button on the AutoShop page. 
 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Finite state machine 
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2.4.  Alternative 

Alternative data is a solution to a problem that comes from several solution options available to a 

problem, in this problem the solution in question is alternative data in the form of 15 types of cars available 

in the game "Moonlight drive" that players can use in playing the game. Information about various choices is 

an important factor in making decisions, especially in this game which requires players to choose a vehicle 

that suits their playing style or the mission being carried out. The names of these various vehicles represent 

various specifications, so players can adjust their choices to the challenges in the game. Table 1 explains each 
alternative is given a symbol (A1 to A15) to facilitate identification and reference during the analysis 

process. These alternatives include various car names. 
 

 

Table 1. Alternative 
Symbol Vehicle name 

A1 Gladiator 

A2 Mountain rover 

A3 Desert warrior 

A4 Adventure beast 

A5 Rock climber 

A6 Thunderbolt 

A7 Vortex 

A8 Falcon 

A9 Phoenix 

A10 Inferno 

A11 Urban 

A12 Sedan 

A13 Compact 

A14 Astra 

A15 Wagon 

 

 

2.5.  Criterion 

Criteria data is a decision from considering each factor owned by each existing alternative.  

To enable multi-objective optimization using MOORA, all vehicle attributes must first be standardized onto a 

uniform scale. Each real-world or in-game measurement. Each real-world or in-game measurement  

(e.g., speed in km/h, acceleration in seconds, and fuel capacity in liters) is mapped onto a discrete scale from 

1 to 5, with 5 representing the most favorable value depending on whether the criterion is a benefit or cost. 

Each criterion follows a similar transformation, as detailed in Tables 2. These scales ensure all criteria, 
regardless of units or measurement ranges, are comparable and suitable for optimization. The cars used in 

this game have several criteria, each of which will later be used as a determinant of systematic calculations 

using the MOORA method, the results of which will determine the recommendations that will be given in the 

game, where the weight of the criteria has also been calculated using the ROC method. The criteria and 

weights of each car in this game are shown in Table 2. 

Player achievement metrics‒such as race completion time, fuel consumption, and prior vehicle 

usage history‒are recorded after each game session. These metrics influence the optimization process by 

adjusting the relative importance (weights) of each criterion in the MOORA calculation. For example, if a 

player frequently finishes with excessive fuel consumption, the system will increase the importance of fuel 

efficiency (C3) and decrease the emphasis on acceleration (C1). This personalization ensures that car 

recommendations align with the player's actual in-game performance, thus constraining and guiding the 
optimization toward practical, skill-aligned outcomes. For more details, we compare each of the listed criteria 

to see how they compare: 

i) Speed vs control: faster vehicles are often harder to handle, especially on narrow or curved tracks. 

ii) Acceleration vs fuel efficiency: vehicles with high acceleration tend to consume more fuel, which  

may not be ideal for longer races. 

iii) Weight vs stability: lighter vehicles are more agile but may lose traction or stability at high speeds. 

iv) Performance vs price: high-performing vehicles usually come with higher in-game prices, which  

may not be accessible to all players. 
 

2.6.  Calculation 

Each alternative (vehicle) is evaluated against all criteria (C1–C11), using scores scaled from 1 to 5 

as shown in Table 2. Based on the scale of importance of each criterion that has been determined by ROC 

weighting, a decision matrix will be determined for each existing alternative. In the decision matrix, each 

alternative is assessed based on its previously determined criteria, then assessed with a certain assessment 

scale, namely as in Table 3 which is the value of the criteria for each car alternative in this game. 
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After obtaining the decision matrix, the next stage will be the calculation of the normalization value 

for each criterion and alternative. This normalization is used to unite each matrix element so that the matrix 

element will have a uniform value. Which later the ratio Xij in this study is the i criterion on alternative 

vehicle je j. while m is the number of alternatives, or as many as the number of vehicles that have been 

selected and n is the criterion index, namely the i criterion index on alternative j.s. 
 

𝐴11 =
1

√(1 + 2 + 2 + 3 + 2 + 5 + 3 + 4 + 1 + 1 + 2 + 3 + 1 + 2 + 3)2
= 0.2 

 

𝐴12 =
1

√(1 + 3 + 2 + 1 + 3 + 4 + 5 + 4 + 5 + 3 + 1 + 2 + 3 + 3 + 4)2
= 0.2 

 

 

Table 2. Criterion 
Symbol Criterion Type Weight 

Description Score 

C1 Accelerate Benefit <=0.2 1 

   >=0.2 and <=0.4 2 

   >=0.4 and <=0.6 3 

   >=0.6 and <=0.8 4 

   >=0.8 5 

C2 Speed Benefit <=70 1 

   >=70 and <=110 2 

   >=110 and <=150 3 

   >=150 and <=190 4 

   >=190 5 

C3 Fuel Benefit <=20 1 

   >=20 and <=45 2 

   >=45 and <=70 3 

   >=70 and <=95 4 

   >=95 5 

C4 Fuel Usage Cost >=5.2 5 

   >=7.5 and <=5.2 4 

   >=9.75 and <=7.5 3 

   >=12 and <=9.75 2 

   <=12 1 

C5 Weight Cost <=40 5 

   >=60 and <=40 4 

   >=80 and <=60 3 

   >=100 and <=80 2 

   >=100 1 

C6 Acceleration Cost <=1.5 5 

   >=2.5 and <=1.5 4 

   >=3.5 and <=2.5 3 

   >=4.5 and <=3.5 2 

   <=4.5 1 

C7 Lights Benefit <=20 1 

   >=20 and <=40 2 

   >=40 and <=60 3 

   >=60 and <=80 4 

   >=80 5 

C8 Distance Benefit <=300 1 

   >=300 and <=750 2 

   >=750 and <=1200 3 

   >=1200 and <=1650 4 

   >=1650 5 

C9 Travel time Benefit <=1.00 1 

   >=1.00 and <=2.00 2 

   >=2.00 and <=3.00 3 

   >=3.00 and <=4.00 4 

   >=4.00 5 

C10 Money Benefit <=200 1 

   >=200 and <=400 2 

   >=400 and <=600 3 

   >=600 and <=800 4 

   >=800 5 

C11 Price Cost >=800 5 

   >=600 and <=800 4 

   >=400 and <=600 3 

   >=200 and <=400 2 

   <=200 1 
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Table 3. Decision matrix 
Alternative Criterion 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 C11 

A1 1 1 3 2 2 2 3 2 1 5 1 

A2 2 3 5 5 3 3 4 5 3 5 5 

A3 2 2 3 5 5 5 3 3 2 5 2 

A4 3 1 4 2 2 2 5 2 2 5 3 

A5 2 3 4 2 4 3 4 4 5 5 4 

A6 5 5 2 4 1 4 2 5 3 5 5 

A7 3 5 3 4 3 3 1 2 5 5 3 

A8 4 4 3 1 4 3 2 4 3 5 4 

A9 1 5 1 1 5 5 1 2 3 1 5 

A10 1 3 2 4 4 3 2 3 2 5 2 

A11 2 1 3 3 2 3 3 2 2 5 5 

A12 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 1 5 3 

A13 1 3 1 4 2 5 4 1 2 5 2 

A14 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 5 5 5 4 

A15 3 4 4 3 3 4 2 5 4 5 1 

 

 

We applied this calculation method to every entry in the decision matrix to ensure consistency across 
the dataset. This step effectively converts the raw attribute values into a uniform scale, allowing for direct 

comparison between different criteria types. The resulting comprehensive normalized dataset is displayed in 

Table 4. It can be seen that some alternatives, for certain criteria, have a value of 5 in the table, which is shown 

with a green background. Based on the normalization calculation, the normalized value of 5 is 1, as shown in 

Table 4. Before determining the Yi value, the weighted normalization value must be found first. Te result is 

obtained from the normalization of the decision matrix multiplied by the weights that have been determined 

based on the previous ROC method in Table 5. After the weighted normalization process, the calculation results 

ranking process is carried out to sort the cars that are most recommended by the MOORA method, which can 

later be played by users, based on the highest value results obtained in Table 6 from the user's playing experience. 
 

 

Table 4. Normalization of decision matrix 
Alternative Criterion 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 C11 

A1 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.25 1 0.2 

A2 0.4 0.6 1 1 0.333 0.333 0.8 1 0.75 1 1 

A3 0.4 0.4 0.6 1 1 1 0.6 0.6 0.5 1 0.5 

A4 0.6 0.2 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.4 0.5 1 0.333 

A5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.25 0.333 0.8 0.8 1 1 0.25 

A6 1 1 0.4 0.25 0.2 0.25 0.4 1 0.75 1 1 

A7 0.6 1 0.6 0.25 0.333 0.333 0.2 0.4 1 1 0.333 

A8 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.2 0.25 0.333 0.4 0.8 0.75 1 0.25 

A9 0.2 1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.75 0.2 1 

A10 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.25 0.25 0.333 0.4 0.6 0.5 1 0.5 

A11 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.333 0.5 0.333 0.6 0.4 0.5 1 1 

A12 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.333 0.333 0.333 0.4 0.4 0.25 1 0.333 

A13 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.25 0.5 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.5 1 0.5 

A14 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.333 0.5 0.6 1 1 1 0.25 

A15 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.333 0.333 0.25 0.4 1 1 1 0.2 

 

 

Table 5. Weighted normalization 
Alternative Criteria 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 C11 

A1 0-Jan 0.04 0.088 0.053 0.042 0.029 0.031 0.016 0.007 0.017 0.002 

A2 0-Jan 0.121 0.146 0.105 0.028 0.019 0.042 0.039 0.02 0.017 0.008 

A3 0-Jan 0.08 0.088 0.105 0.083 0.058 0.031 0.023 0.014 0.017 0.004 

A4 0-Jan 0.04 0.117 0.053 0.042 0.029 0.052 0.016 0.014 0.017 0.003 

A5 0-Jan 0.121 0.117 0.053 0.021 0.019 0.042 0.031 0.027 0.017 0.002 

A6 0-Jan 0.201 0.058 0.026 0.017 0.015 0.021 0.039 0.02 0.017 0.008 

A7 0.203 0.201 0.088 0.026 0.028 0.019 0.01 0.016 0.027 0.017 0.003 

A8 0.27 0.161 0.088 0.021 0.021 0.019 0.021 0.031 0.02 0.017 0.002 

A9 0.068 0.201 0.029 0.021 0.017 0.012 0.01 0.016 0.02 0.003 0.008 

A10 0.068 0.121 0.058 0.026 0.021 0.019 0.021 0.023 0.014 0.017 0.004 

A11 0.135 0.04 0.088 0.035 0.042 0.019 0.031 0.016 0.014 0.017 0.008 

A12 0.203 0.08 0.058 0.035 0.028 0.019 0.021 0.016 0.007 0.017 0.003 

A13 0.068 0.121 0.029 0.026 0.042 0.012 0.042 0.008 0.014 0.017 0.004 

A14 0.135 0.121 0.058 0.053 0.028 0.029 0.031 0.039 0.027 0.017 0.002 

A15 0.203 0.161 0.117 0.035 0.028 0.015 0.021 0.039 0.027 0.017 0.002 
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Based on Table 6, it can be seen the value of the car based on the Yi value which has been sorted 

from the highest to the lowest value, and alternative 6 has been obtained as the car with the highest value, and 

alternative 15 as the car with the lowest value of the 15 cars for which the value of each criterion has been 

determined. A trade-off occurs when a car is good in one respect but bad in another (e.g., fast but fuel-hungry). 

In MOORA, this is resolved by the aforementioned subtraction method: the advantages and disadvantages are 

directly calculated into a single Yi value, allowing us to see which car is the most optimal overall. 
 

 

Table 6. Yi value 
Rank Vehicle name Yi value 

1 A6 0.7598 

2 A2 0.67965 

3 A8 0.671133 

4 A15 0.662967 

5 A3 0.6383 

6 A7 0.637317 

7 A5 0.583983 

8 A4 0.583567 

9 A14 0.539567 

10 A12 0.486417 

11 A11 0.444133 

12 A9 0.40465 

13 A10 0.391633 

14 A1 0.39055 

15 A13 0.38065 

 

 

3. RESULT 

The development of the game "Moonlight drive" focuses on the application of the MOORA method 

as an algorithm to adjust the type of vehicle that can be used by players based on their abilities. This system 

automatically adjusts the available choices by analyzing performance values recorded from previous game 

sessions. At this stage, the calculations that have been done in the previous chapter are implemented and 

designed using the Unity application and developed so that they are in accordance with the needs that have 

been set. The selections made by the game system make it easier for players to achieve high scores.  

It is hoped that players will find it easy to play this game. 
 

3.1.  Multi-objective optimization on the basis of ratio analysis implementation 

The implementation of the MOORA method in this game is done by doing it on Unity using the C# 

programming language. The trial will be carried out several times with the aim of being able to show different 

recommendation results because the criteria values obtained from the player's game results will be calculated 

using the MOORA method. This aims to ensure that the creation of the recommendation system in the game is 
appropriate and runs correctly. In Figure 2, the system gets input values from players who have played the 

game. After using the car selected by the previous player from the AutoShop menu. Then based on the values 

obtained, it will be carried out to the next process, namely the input normalization process and weighted 

normalization, where the values are changed to a scale of 1-5 based on each provision owned by the criteria. 
 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Input value 
 

 

Based on Table 7, the value is from the recommendation process that has reached the weighted 

normalization stage. Each aspect of the vehicle (e.g. acceleration capability, maximum speed, fuel 

efficiency) is given a score according to its scale, then multiplied by the weight of the importance of each 



                ISSN: 2722-3221 

Comput Sci Inf Technol, Vol. 7, No. 1, March 2026: 30-45 

38 

aspect. For example, acceleration capability has a fairly high weight compared to price, which means that 

this aspect is considered more in the selection. The final result of this calculation will be used to determine 

which vehicle best fits the criteria that have been set. The next process is to calculate the optimization value 

as shown in the Figure 3. 

Based on Figure 3, the value is the final result of the MOORA method recommendation process, the 

calculation result is displayed in the debug log with a score of 0.3162. However, this calculation is not 

displayed directly on the player UI so players can only directly receive vehicle name recommendations.  
Then in the next stage, the value will be used to determine which vehicle is suitable for the user based on 

previous game experience. Based on Figure 4, the system has selected the Gladiator, Sedan, and Astra cars as 

recommended cars based on calculations using the MOORA method which can later be used by players in 

the next game to be played by the player. 

Based on Table 8, the value owned by the player is 0.4849833, but the recommended vehicles are 

Gladiator, Astra, and Sedan and not cars with the same or similar values. This is because the money owned by 

the player when playing the game is 560, and therefore the system will choose it based on the order and then 

based on the amount of money owned by the player, therefore the three vehicles are selected by the system so 

that the recommendations in this game can be maximally useful in facilitating players in playing this game. 

The following is a table showing changes in recommendations based on player achievements. Table 9 shows 

that different achievements lead to different car recommendations, even when the player identity is the same. 
 
 

Table 7. Normalized values and weighted normalization 
Criterion type Input normalization Normalization of weights 

Accelerate 1-Jan 0.0676 

Speed 1-Jan 0.0402 

Fuel 1-Jan 0.0292 

Fuel Usage 2-Jan 0.0525 

Weight 2-Jan 0.0415 

Acceleration 2-Jan 0.029 

Lights 3-Jan 0.0312 

Distance 1 0.0078 

Travel time 1 0.0054 

Money 3 0.0102 

Price 5 0.0016 

 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Optimization value 
 

 

 
 

Figure 4. Recommendation results 
 
 

Table 8. MOORA ranking value 
Ranking Alternative Optimization value Price 

1 Thunderbolt 0.7196 420 

2 Mountain Rover 0.6796 850 

3 Falcon 0.6711 370 

4 Wagon 0.663 780 

5 Desert Warrior 0.6383 670 

6 Vortex 0.6373 600 

7 Rock Climber 0.584 375 

8 Adventure Beast 0.5836 500 

9 Astra 0.5396 370 

10 Sedan 0.4864 520 

11 Urban 0.4441 610 

12 Phoenix 0.4046 900 

13 Inferno 0.3916 630 

14 Gladiator 0.3906 190 

15 Compact 0.3807 690 
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Table 9. Car selection and player achievement 
Trial Mileage (km) Fuel consumption (L/km) Speed (km/h) Money ($) Recommended car 

1 73.49 10 69 400 A6 

2 65 8.5 62 350 A8 

3 85 12 72 420 A2 

 

 

3.2.  System usability scale 

Usability testing in this study was conducted using the system usability scale (SUS) with a 

questionnaire given to respondents. The test was conducted on 25 people with 1 respondent aged over  

25 years, 5 people aged 23-25 years, 17 respondents aged 19-22 years, and 2 respondents aged 16-18 years. 

There are 10 questions given to Table 10, there are 10 questions given to the examiner with 5 positive 

questions and also 5 negative questions. 

 

 

Table 10. SUS question 
Code Question 

Q1 I anticipate using this recommendation feature frequently. 

Q2 I find this recommendation feature difficult to navigate. 

Q3 I find this recommendation feature user-friendly. 

Q4 I require assistance from others to utilize the recommendation feature in this game. 

Q5 I believe this recommendation feature functions as intended. 

Q6 I perceive inconsistencies in the recommendation feature's performance. 

Q7 I believe others will quickly learn to use this recommendation feature. 

Q8 I find this recommendation feature perplexing. 

Q9 I encounter no difficulties in using this recommendation feature. 

Q10 I need to familiarize myself with this recommendation feature before using it. 

 

 

After completing the questionnaire, Table 11 shows the final results of the SUS score calculation, 

then the average SUS score will be compared with the SUS assessment. Including the test result category 

with the score that has been obtained. This comparison process is essential to determine where the 

application stands relative to global usability benchmarks before visualizing it. Figure 5 is a rating scale to 

show the overall average SUS score obtained in the usability test, namely 82.4, which is included in the 

Adjective ratings group in the excellent category, and grade scale B. This value shows that respondents 

consider the recommendation feature used to be very good and worthy of use. 

 

 
Table 11. Final SUS score results 

Respondent Sus score (totalx2.5) 

R1 82.5 

R2 75 

R3 72.5 

R4 100 

R5 75 

R6 75 

R7 65 

R8 75 

R9 72.5 

R10 75 

R11 125 

R12 80 

R13 90 

R14 82.5 

R15 77.5 

R16 62.5 

R17 75 

R18 77.5 

R19 70 

R20 75 

R21 87.5 

R22 100 

R23 97.5 

R24 92.5 

R25 100 

Total SUS score 2060 

Average SUS score 82.4 
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Figure 5. SUS score 

 

 

3.3.  System usability scale relationship with Nielsen’s attribute of usability 

Usability aspects based on each SUS statement using the Nielsen’s attributes of usability (NAU) are 

categorized into five groups, as presented in Table 12, which is adapted from findings reported in previous 

research. The NAU method has been widely applied in usability testing across various domains, for instance, 

for a vocabulary game prototype [39], test a recycling application [40], assess the usability of a web  

portal [41], [42], quality assurance systems [43], and education [44]. Table 11 illustrates how the NAU 

method's categories relate to the usability characteristics in the SUS statements. These categories are used to 
assess the questionnaire results in a more systematic manner and are founded on tried-and-true usability 

principles. We may gain a better understanding of how each of these factors influences the system's overall 

usability assessment by connecting particular SUS questions to factors like learnability, efficiency, 

memorability, mistakes, and satisfaction. 

 

 

Table 12. Nielsen’s attributes of usability 
Usability aspect Questionnaire symbols 

Learnability Q1, Q3, Q7 

Efficiency Q5, Q3, Q8, Q9 

Memorability Q7 

Errors Q2, Q4, Q6, Q8, Q10 

Satisfaction Q1, Q9 

 

 

3.3.1.  Aspects of learnability, efficiency, and memorability 

Based on questions Q1, Q3, Q5, Q7, Q8, and Q9, most respondents agreed in assessing the aspects 

of learnability, efficiency, and memorability. The frequency of respondents' answers to the questions on the 

quiz given by the author shows that from questions Q1, Q2, and Q3 which are added up with  

25 respondents, 71 out of 75 questions given to respondents stated that they could understand how to use 
the recommendation feature in the game (learnability). Then based on questions Q3, Q5, Q9 which were 

given to 25 respondents, 89 out of 100 answers, respondents can use the recommendation feature in the 

game easily without any obstacles (efficiency), and based on question Q7 25 out of 25 respondents can 

remember what can be done and what must be done to use the recommendation feature without learning 

from the beginning repeatedly (memorability). 

 

3.3.2.  Errors aspect 

Based on the frequency of answers to question Q2, 18 out of 25 respondents chose to disagree that 

the recommendation feature in this game is difficult to play. Based on the frequency of answers to question 

Q4, 19 out of 25 respondents disagreed that it took someone else's help to run the recommendation feature in 

the game. Based on the frequency of answers to question Q6, 17 out of 25 respondents chose that there were 

not many inconsistent things in the recommendation feature, which shows that there were no inconsistent 
changes in the recommendation feature while the game was running. Based on the frequency of answers to 

question Q8, 17 out of 25 respondents indicated that the recommendation feature in the game was not 

confusing and easy to play. Based on the frequency of answers to question Q10, 16 out of 25 respondents 

easily adapted to the recommendation feature in the game and did not need help from others to run the 

recommendation feature in the game. 

 

3.3.3.  Satisfaction aspect 

Based on the frequency of answers to question Q1, 22 out of 25 respondents felt that they would 

often use the recommendation feature in the game, which shows that respondents are satisfied with the 

playing experience that players get when running the recommendation feature in the game. Based on the 

frequency of answers to question Q9, 23 out of 25 respondents can use the recommendation feature in the 
game easily and without any obstacles. Based on the two questionnaire questions, respondents considered 
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that the recommendation feature in the game was satisfactory because players felt like playing the game 

more often and could also complete the game easily without any obstacles because of the recommendation 

feature. So that the satisfaction aspect can be met based on the answers from respondents in playing 

"Moonlight drive". 
 

 

4. DISCUSSION 

The MOORA method, which uses previous player performance to select vehicles, significantly 

impacts the Moonlight drive gameplay experience. The system automatically recommends vehicles that best 

suit each player's playing style. The system can only provide recommendations after a player has completed 

at least one game session. This means that new players won't receive accurate recommendations in their first 

game because there's no performance data to analyze: 

i) Scalability to the number of alternative vehicles: when the number of vehicles in the game increases 
significantly, the optimization and normalization calculations in the MOORA method may require more 

computation time. 

ii) Dynamic changes in player ability: the system isn't yet able to handle real-time or gradual changes in 

player ability. For example, as a player progresses from beginner to expert, the system still relies on 

previous data and doesn't adapt unless a new game is played. 

Some potential future developments to improve this system include the integration of real-time 

player feedback, such as live preference notifications (“I like this car”) to strengthen recommendations. 

Additional adjustments in multiplayer mode, taking into account combined team performance, to ensure 

recommendations remain relevant collectively and not just individually. The implementation of dynamic 

learning methods, such as reinforcement learning or online learning, to ensure the system can continuously 

learn and adapt recommendations adaptively as gameplay patterns change. 
 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

The comparison results between the results of the MOORA calculation and on "Moonlight drive" 

have the appropriate value results based on the optimization value which is the final result of the MOORA 

method calculation. This explains that the MOORA method can provide consistent results and can also be 

used in determining the selection of vehicles in the game based on the player's ability to use the vehicle based 

on the results of the previous game. The results of the usability testing measurement, whose questions have 
been categorized based on NAU and have been tested so that they get an average SUS score of 82.4, included 

in the adjective ratings group in the excellent category, and grade scale B. This value shows that respondents 

consider the recommendation feature used to be very good and worthy of use. 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The author would like to thank the Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim Malang for 
providing facilities and support to complete this research. Thanks, are also given to the supervisor for 

guidance and constructive input during the development of this research. 
 

 

FUNDING INFORMATION 

Authors state no funding involved. 
 

 

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS STATEMENT 

This journal uses the Contributor Roles Taxonomy (CRediT) to recognize individual author 

contributions, reduce authorship disputes, and facilitate collaboration. 

 

Name of Author C M So Va Fo I R D O E Vi Su P Fu 

Caesar Nafiansyah Putra ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓  ✓    

Fresy Nugroho ✓ ✓      ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ 

Mochamad Imamudin    ✓  ✓    ✓   ✓  
Dwi Pebrianti  ✓  ✓    ✓  ✓  ✓   

Jehad Abdelhamid 

Hammad 

   ✓  ✓    ✓     

Tri Mukti Lestari   ✓   ✓    ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ 

Dian Maharani    ✓  ✓    ✓     

Alfina Nurrahman   ✓   ✓   ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓ 



                ISSN: 2722-3221 

Comput Sci Inf Technol, Vol. 7, No. 1, March 2026: 30-45 

42 

C :  Conceptualization 

M :  Methodology 

So :  Software 

Va :  Validation 

Fo :  Formal analysis 

I :  Investigation 

R :  Resources 

D : Data Curation 

O : Writing - Original Draft 

E : Writing - Review & Editing 

Vi :  Visualization 

Su :  Supervision 

P :  Project administration 

Fu :  Funding acquisition 

 

 

 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT 

Authors state no conflict of interest. 

 

 

INFORMED CONSENT 

We have obtained informed consent from all individuals included in this study. 

 

 

ETHICAL APPROVAL 

The research related to human use has been complied with all the relevant national regulations and 

institutional policies in accordance with the tenets of the Helsinki Declaration and has been approved by the 

authors' institutional review board or equivalent committee. 
 

 

DATA AVAILABILITY 

Data supporting the findings of this study are available at Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik 

Ibrahim Malang, Malang City, East Java, Indonesia. 

 

 

REFERENCES 
[1] L. Gisslén, A. Eakins, C. Gordillo, J. Bergdahl, and K. Tollmar, “Adversarial reinforcement learning for procedural content 

generation,” in 2021 IEEE Conference on Games (CoG), Copenhagen, Denmark, pp. 1-8, 2021,  

doi: 10.1109/CoG52621.2021.9619053. 

[2] Y. Song, H. C. Lin, E. Kaufmann, P. Dürr, and D. Scaramuzza, “Autonomous overtaking in gran turismo sport using curriculum 

reinforcement learning,” in IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, pp. 9403–9409, 2021,  

doi: 10.1109/ICRA48506.2021.9561049. 

[3] G. Petri, C. G. V. Wangenheim, and A. F. Borgatto, “MEEGA+, systematic model to evaluate educational games,” in 

Encyclopedia of Computer Graphics and Games, Cham, Switzerland: Springer, pp. 1–7, 2018,  

doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-08234-9_214-1. 

[4] S. Zhang et al., “3D printed smart glove with pyramidal MXene/Ecoflex composite-based toroidal triboelectric nanogenerators for 

wearable human-machine interaction applications,” Nano Energy, vol. 106, 2023, doi: 10.1016/j.nanoen.2022.108110. 

[5] F. Pallavicini, A. Pepe, and F. Mantovani, “Commercial off-the-shelf video games for reducing stress and anxiety: systematic 

review,” JMIR Mental Health, vol. 8, no. 8, 2021, doi: 10.2196/28150. 

[6] C. Özükoç, “Reducing anxiety in children with molar incisor hypomineralization using virtual reality – a randomized crossover 

study,” Comptes Rendus de L’Academie Bulgare des Sciences, vol. 73, no. 11, pp. 1600–1608, 2020,  

doi: 10.7546/CRABS.2020.11.16. 

[7] M. B. Scott, The racing game. New Brunswick, United States: Transaction Publishers, 2017, doi: 10.4324/9781351302968. 

[8] M. J. P. Wolf, “Genre,” in Debugging Game History: A Critical Lexicon, Cambridge, United States: The MIT Press, 2016. 

[9] T. Georgiou and Y. Demiris, “Personalised track design in car racing games,” in IEEE Conference on Computatonal Intelligence 

and Games, CIG, pp. 1–8, 2016, doi: 10.1109/CIG.2016.7860435. 

[10] L. Cardamone, D. Loiacono, and P. L. Lanzi, “Interactive evolution for the procedural generation of tracks in a high-end racing 

game,” 13th Annual Conference on Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference, GECCO’11, pp. 395–402, 2011,  

doi: 10.1145/2001576.2001631. 

[11] J. F. Guilmartin and R. C. Post, High performance: the culture and technology of drag racing, 1950-1990. Baltimore,  

United States: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995. 

[12] G. McAllister, P. M.-Babaei, and J. Avent, “Improving gameplay with game metrics and player metrics,” in Game Analytics: 

Maximizing the Value of Player Data. London, United Kingdom: Springer, pp. 621–638, 2013,  

doi: 10.1007/978-1-4471-4769-5_27. 

[13] S. Y. Kim and K. Y. Kim, “Interactive racing game with graphic and haptic feedback,” in Haptic and Audio Interaction Design 

(HAID 2007), pp. 69–77, 2007, doi: 10.1007/978-3-540-76702-2_8. 

[14] A. Nurrahman et al., “Application of multi-criteria promethee method to assist character selection in the endless runner game,” 

Jurnal Teknik Informatika (Jutif), vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 1181–1189, 2024, doi: 10.52436/1.jutif.2024.5.4.2183. 

[15] C. Chen, F. Mo, X. Fan, C. Bai, and H. Yamana, “MOBARec-GCNFP: champion recommendation for multi-player online battle 

arena games using graph convolution network with fewer parameters,” in 2023 IEEE 8th International Conference on Big Data 

Analytics, ICBDA 2023, pp. 147–153, 2023, doi: 10.1109/ICBDA57405.2023.10104995. 

[16] Y. M. Arif, S. Harini, S. M. S. Nugroho, and M. Hariadi, “An automatic scenario control in serious game to visualize tourism 

destinations recommendation,” IEEE Access, vol. 9, pp. 89941–89957, 2021, doi: 10.1109/ACCESS.2021.3091425. 

[17] Y. M. Arif et al., “An artificial neural network-based finite state machine for adaptive scenario selection in serious game,” 

International Journal of Intelligent Engineering and Systems, vol. 16, no. 5, pp. 488–500, 2023, doi: 10.22266/ijies2023.1031.42. 

 



Comput Sci Inf Technol  ISSN: 2722-3221  

 

Car selection in games using multi-objective optimization by ratio analysis … (Caesar Nafiansyah Putra) 

43 

[18] F. Nugroho, P. M. N. S. A. Basid, F. S. Bahtiar, and I. G. P. A. Buditjahjanto, “Dynamic difficulty adjustment of serious-game 

based on synthetic fog using activity theory model,” International Journal of Advanced Computer Science and Applications,  

vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 564–573, 2023, doi: 10.14569/IJACSA.2023.0140660. 

[19] S. Chakraborty, H. N. Datta, K. Kalita, and S. Chakraborty, “A narrative review of multi-objective optimization on the basis of 

ratio analysis (MOORA) method in decision making,” Opsearch, vol. 60, no. 4, pp. 1844–1887, 2023,  

doi: 10.1007/s12597-023-00676-7. 

[20] P. V. Reddy and S. M. Kumar, “A novel approach to improve accuracy in stock price prediction using gradient boosting machines 

algorithm compared with naive bayes algorithm,” in 2022 4th International Conference on Advances in Computing, 

Communication Control and Networking (ICAC3N), Greater Noida, India, pp. 695-699, 2022,  

doi: 10.1109/ICAC3N56670.2022.10074387. 

[21] P. Karande and S. Chakraborty, “Decision making for supplier selection using the MOORA method.,” IUP Journal of Operations 

Management, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 6–18, 2012. 

[22] A. Anggrawan, Mayadi, C. Satria, and L. G. R. Putra, “Scholarship recipients recommendation system using AHP and moora 

methods,” International Journal of Intelligent Engineering and Systems, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 260–275, 2022,  

doi: 10.22266/ijies2022.0430.24. 

[23] V. M. M. Siregar, M. R. Tampubolon, E. P. S. Parapat, E. I. Malau, and D. S. Hutagalung, “Decision support system for selection 

technique using MOORA method,” in IOP Conference Series: Materials Science and Engineering, vol. 1088, no. 1, 2021,  

doi: 10.1088/1757-899x/1088/1/012022. 

[24] I. Emovon, O. S. Okpako, and E. Edjokpa, “Application of fuzzy MOORA method in the design and fabrication of an automated 

hammering machine,” World Journal of Engineering, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 37–49, 2021, doi: 10.1108/WJE-07-2020-0250. 

[25] G. Shahzadi, A. Luqman, and M. M. A. Al-Shamiri, “The extended MOORA method based on fermatean fuzzy information,” 

Mathematical Problems in Engineering, vol. 2022, no. 1, pp. 1–15, 2022, doi: 10.1155/2022/7595872. 

[26] A. I. Lubis, P. Sihombing, and E. B. Nababan, “Comparison SAW and MOORA methods with attribute weighting using rank 

order centroid in decision making,” in MECnIT 2020-International Conference on Mechanical, Electronics, Computer, and 

Industrial Technology, pp. 127–131, 2020, doi: 10.1109/MECnIT48290.2020.9166640. 

[27] A. Alinezhad and J. Khalili, New methods and applications in multiple attribute decision making (MADM). Cham, Switzerland: 

Springer Nature, 2019, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-15009-9_17. 

[28] I. Z. Mukhametzyanov, “User guide for multi-criteria decision making (MCDM) tools,” in Normalization of Multidimensional 

Data for Multi-Criteria Decision Making Problems. Cham, Switzerland: Springer, 2020. 

[29] U. K. Yadav, V. P. Meena, and V. P. Singh, “A novel rank-order-centroid based reduction of self-balanced-bicycle-robot 

controller using grey-wolf optimizer,” Journal of Intelligent and Robotic Systems: Theory and Applications, vol. 106, no. 3, 2022, 

doi: 10.1007/s10846-022-01758-2. 

[30] A. M. N. C. Ribeiro, D. F. H. Sadok, M. E. D. C. Brito, A. D. A. Cavalcanti, P. T. Endo, and J. Kelner, “Comparative analysis of 

current transducers for development of smart plug through rank order centroid method,” IEEE Latin America Transactions,  

vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 147–155, 2020, doi: 10.1109/TLA.2020.9049472. 

[31] E. K. Zavadskas, J. Antucheviciene, J. Saparauskas, and Z. Turskis, “MCDM methods WASPAS and MULTIMOORA: 

verification of robustness of methods when assessing alternative solutions,” Economic Computation and Economic Cybernetics 

Studies and Research, vol. 47, no. 2, 2013. 

[32] W. K. M. Brauers and E. K. Zavadskas, “The MOORA method and its application to privatization in a transition economy,” 

Control and Cybernetics, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 445–469, 2006. 

[33] W. K. Brauers and E. K. Zavadskas, “Robustness of the multi-objective moora method with a test for the facilities sector,” 

Technological and Economic Development of Economy, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 352–375, 2009, doi: 10.3846/1392-8619.2009.15.352-375. 

[34] W. K. M. Brauers, E. K. Zavadskas, Z. Turskis, and T. Vilutiene, “Multi-objective contractor’s ranking by applying the moora 

method,” Journal of Business Economics and Management, vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 245–255, Oct. 2008,  

doi: 10.3846/1611-1699.2008.9.245-255. 

[35] W. K. Brauers, R. Ginevicius, E. K. Zavadskas, and J. Antucheviciene, “The future of sustainable development in some Baltic 

states by application of the MOORA method,” in 4th International Conference Citizens and Governance for Sustainable 

Development, pp. 156-161, 2006. 

[36] B. Bontchev and H. Ivanov, “Dynamic adaptation of difficulty in chess,” in 2024 IEEE 12th International Conference on 

Intelligent Systems (IS), Varna, Bulgaria, pp. 1-6, 2024, doi: 10.1109/IS61756.2024.10705231. 

[37] F. E.-Streib, S. Tripathi, and M. Dehmer, “Human team behavior and predictability in the massively multiplayer online game 

WOT blitz,” ACM Transactions on the Web, vol. 18, no. 1, 2023, doi: 10.1145/3617509. 

[38] A. E. Adeniyi et al., “Development of two dimension (2D) game engine with finite state machine (FSM) based artificial 

intelligence (AI) subsystem,” Procedia Computer Science, vol. 235, pp. 2996–3006, 2024, doi: 10.1016/j.procs.2024.04.283. 

[39] E. Halim, N. K. S. Putri, N. Anisa, A. A. Arif, and M. Hebrard, “Usability testing of vocabulary game prototype using the 

nielsen’s attributes of usability (NAU) method,” in Proceedings of 2021 International Conference on Information Management 

and Technology, ICIMTech 2021, vol. 1, pp. 590–594, 2021, doi: 10.1109/ICIMTech53080.2021.9534970. 

[40] M. Raffi and E. Halim, “Recycling application usability testing using the nielsen attributes of usability (NAU),” in 2023 IEEE 

International Conference of Computer Science and Information Technology: The Role of Artificial Intelligence Technology in 

Human and Computer Interactions in the Industrial Era 5.0, ICOSNIKOM 2023 , pp. 1–6, 2023,  

doi: 10.1109/ICoSNIKOM60230.2023.10364344. 

[41] S. Munir, A. Rahmatullah, H. Saptono, and Y. Wirani, “Usability evaluation using NAU method on web design technique for web 

portal development in STT nurul fikri,” in Proceedings of 2019 4th International Conference on Informatics and Computing, 

ICIC 2019, pp. 1–6, 2019, doi: 10.1109/ICIC47613.2019.8985913. 

[42] R. D. Siahaan, A. Barus, P. Panjaitan, and V. Rajagukguk, “Optimizing user experience: evaluation of usability and cognitive 

walkthrough on web DECART,” in 2024 2nd International Conference on Technology Innovation and Its Applications (ICTIIA), 

pp. 1–6, 2024, doi: 10.1109/ICTIIA61827.2024.10761944. 

[43] D. Yuniarto, A. B. A. Rahman, A. Subiyakto, D. Herdiana, E. Firmansyah, and R. R. Marliana, “Enhancing the usability of 

information systems internal quality assurance systems: recently formed universities study,” in 2022 10th International 

Conference on Cyber and IT Service Management (CITSM), Yogyakarta, Indonesia, pp. 1-8, 2022,  

doi: 10.1109/CITSM56380.2022.9936003. 

[44] H. M. Floriano, R. Bonacin, and F. D. F. Rosa, “A user profile based method for usability assessment of distance learning 

systems,” in Learning and Collaboration Technologies: Designing the Learner and Teacher Experience, pp. 275–288, 2022,  

doi: 10.1007/978-3-031-05657-4_20. 

 



                ISSN: 2722-3221 

Comput Sci Inf Technol, Vol. 7, No. 1, March 2026: 30-45 

44 

BIOGRAPHIES OF AUTHORS 

 

 

Caesar Nafiansyah Putra     received his S.Kom. in the Department of Informatic 
Engineering, Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia, in 2024. 
His research interests include the fields of game. He can be contacted at email: 
caesarakmal47@gmail.com. 

  

 

Fresy Nugroho     is a lecturer in Department of Informatic and Mechanical 
Engineering at Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia. He 
received his B.Eng. in the Department of Electrical Engineering of Universitas Brawijaya, 
Malang, Indonesia, in 1997; and received M.Tech. and Ph.D. degrees in Department of 
Electrical Engineering, Institut Teknologi Sepuluh Nopember (ITS), Surabaya, Indonesia in 
2010 and 2022, respectively. He has been an Assistant Professor in Universitas Islam Negeri 
Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia. His research interests include the fields of serious 
game, internet of thing, machines learning, control systems, numerical control machine, and 

intelligence systems. He can be contacted at email: fresy@ti.uin-malang.ac.id. 

  

 

Mochamad Imamudin     is a lecturer in Department of Informatic Engineering at 
the Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia. He received his Lc. 
degree in the Department of Tafsir at Universitas Al-Azhar in 1998, received his master’s 
degree in Tafsir Hadiths from Universitas Islam Negeri Syarif Hidayatullah in 2008, and 
received Dr. degree in Al Quran Studies at Universitas Islam Negeri Sunan Ampel, Surabaya, 
Indonesia in 2021. His research interests include the tafsir-hadith and science integration. He 
can be contacted at email: imamudin@ti.uin-malang.ac.id. 

  

 

Dwi Pebrianti     is a lecturer in Department of Mechanical Aerospace Engineering 
at the International Islamic University Malaysia, Malaysia. She received his B.Eng. in 
Department of Electrical and Electronic Engineering, Faculty of Engineering of Universitas 
Indonesia, Jakarta, Indonesia, in 2001; received her M.Tech. in Engineering Synthesis 
(Mechanical Engineering), Graduate School of Engineering, in The University of Tokyo, 
Tokyo, Japan in 200; and Ph.D. degrees in Artificial Systems Science (Mechatronics 
Engineering), Graduate School of Engineering, Chiba University, Chiba, Japan in 2011. She 

has been an Assistant Professor in International Islamic University Malaysia. Her research 
interests include the fields of nonlinear control and robotics, unmanned aerial vehicle, 
underactuated mobile robot, vision-based robot navigation, motion and dynamics control, 
embedded system design, swarm robot control, optimization technique, machine learning, and 
artificial intelligence. She can be contacted at email: dwipebrianti@iium.edu.my. 

  

 

Jehad Abdelhamid Hammad     is a computer scientist with a master's degree from 
the School of Computer Sciences at the University Sains Malaysia (USM), which he received 
in 2009. He pursued his academic journey further and earned a Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering 
from Institut Teknologi Sepuluh Nopember (ITS) in Surabaya, Indonesia in 2018. Throughout 
his academic career, he has shown a keen interest in various fields such as algorithms, parallel 
and distributed computing architecture, advanced network and data communication,  

e-learning, adaptive e-learning, virtual classes, and security. Currently, he is a faculty member 
at the Faculty of Technology and Applied Sciences at Al-Quds Open University, Bethlehem 
Branch, Palestine. He can be contacted at email: jhammad@qou.edu. 

  

https://orcid.org/0009-0008-1759-5537
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&authuser=1&user=kATFldwAAAAJ
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9448-316X
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=PnQRWl4AAAAJ&hl=en
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57188973147
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/ACB-3337-2022
https://orcid.org/0009-0006-7522-3710
https://scholar.google.co.id/citations?user=uAnFENwAAAAJ&hl=en
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=58967739100
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9938-5219
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&user=goT_dD4AAAAJ
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=55268466200
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2108-4069
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&user=zEKzXqoAAAAJ
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57201449394


Comput Sci Inf Technol  ISSN: 2722-3221  

 

Car selection in games using multi-objective optimization by ratio analysis … (Caesar Nafiansyah Putra) 

45 

 

Tri Mukti Lestari     is a lecturer in Department of Informatical Engineering at the 
Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia. She received her B.Eng. 
in the Department of Informatic Engineering of Universitas Widyagama, Malang, Indonesia, 
in 2015 and received M.Tech. degrees in Department of Informatics, Universitas Islam 
Indonesia Yogyakarta in 2019. Her research interests include the fields of dashboard 
visualization, business intelligence, and surveillance. She can be contacted at email: 

trimuktilestari@ti.uin-malang.ac.id. 

  

 

Dian Maharani     is a lecturer in Department of Mathematic at the Universitas 
Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia. She received her S.Pd. degree in 
Department of Mathematic Education at Universitas Negeri Malang, Malang, Indonesia, in 
2016, and received her M.Si. degrees in Department of Mathematic at Institut Teknologi 
Bandung (ITB), Bandung, Indonesia in 2018. Her research interests include the fields of 
principal component analysis, Mikhlin operator, and Morrey space. She can be contacted at 
email: dian.maharani@mat.uin-malang.ac.id. 

  

 

Alfina Nurrahman     received her S.Kom. in Department of Informatic 
Engineering of Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia, in 2024. 
Now she is studying for her M.Kom. degree in Department of Informatic Engineering at 
Universitas Islam Negeri Maulana Malik Ibrahim, Malang, Indonesia, since 2024. Her 
research interests include the fields of game, internet of thing, machines learning, control 
systems, and intelligence systems. She can be contacted at email: 
alfinanurrahman15@gmail.com. 

 

https://orcid.org/0009-0005-9416-7905
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&user=OgzicY8AAAAJ
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5991-9068
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=e_M29wYAAAAJ&hl=en
https://orcid.org/0009-0004-6871-7849
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=id&user=rpeqCwgAAAAJ&view_op=list_works

