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Abstract: Nowadays, riding comfort is more significant than before for evaluating the quality of
high–speed railways and sitting is the most common posture for its passengers. This study aimed to
analyze and optimize the pressure distribution and sitting comfort of second–class seats with different
design parameters. Firstly, 21 pressure features were calculated after the field sitting tests conducted
on a CRH Train. The subjective comfort was quantified as a linear combination of 6 pressure features
in 21, which were selected using stepwise regression analysis (R2 = 0.684). A seat-human finite
element model was established using THUMS for a human body and MAT_57 for the seat foam.
Finally, this study analyzed the effects of foam and seat angles on interface pressure distribution and
comfort ratings. The set of design parameters with the highest comfort was selected from 12 free
combinations. The results show that the seat foam with less stiffness may not improve sitting comfort
due to the asymmetry of the seat frame. Moreover, appropriately increasing the stiffness of the
cushion and backrest will not lead to a decrease in subjective feelings and the pressure distribution
becomes more reasonable as the inclination angle increases within 10 degrees. The final optimization
increases the computational comfort of the seat-human model by 6.5 in a −50 to 50 scale.

Keywords: riding comfort; interface pressure; high–speed railways; seat-human model

1. Introduction

With the development of modern transportation, riding comfort has become more
important than ever as a parameter for assessing the quality of high–speed railways [1].
Generally, the passenger’s travel experiment can be affected by the seat [2], noise [3,4],
vibration [5], personal space [6], and comprehensive factors [7,8]. Different from subways
and regular–speed trains, sitting is the most common posture for people on high–speed
railways and, therefore, a more comfortable seat will effectively improve subjective feelings
and reduce fatigue [9,10]. In the automotive and furniture manufacturing industries, seats
have become the key to unlocking future brand competitiveness. In the conventional seat
design process, comfort optimization is executed based on the empiricism and reference in
prototype production, as well as subjective ratings by participants in riding tests [11], which
usually come with longer cycle times and higher costs. Due to the important contribution
of Computer Aided Engineering (CAE) in interaction analysis, the seat-human simulation
is used for more efficient and accurate comfort optimization iterations [12].

Sustainability 2022, 14, 15185. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215185 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215185
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215185
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215185
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su142215185?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2022, 14, 15185 2 of 19

In the current research, the muti–body dynamics model and finite element (FE) model
are two types of seat-human simulation [13,14]. The former aims to analyze the transmis-
sion of vibration from the rail–wheel to the seat and human body parts, while the global
deformation can be calculated in this process. Wu and Qiu [15] found the contribution of
stiffness and the dampening of seat-human vertical contact on the seat pan on high–speed
railway riding comfort based on their rigid-flexible coupled model. However, the pene-
tration between the human body and the seat surface cannot be measured, leading to the
neglect of local stresses and deformations [16], which are considered to significantly affect
sitting comfort [17].

On the other hand, finite element simulation allows for more detailed calculations
and to solve the problem with a much lower running speed [18,19]. Finite element models
of passengers and seats are widely used in the analysis of collision damage caused by
high–speed trains. For example, Wang et al. [20] built an electric multiple unit (EMU) train
with a detailed cabin structure based on the FE method and found that the effect of the
driver’s seat position on human injury. Unfortunately, the calculation of crash damage is
accompanied by a rather high deformation rate, while the analysis of riding comfort is more
likely to occur in a quasi–static condition. In furniture and automotive manufacturing,
FE dummies with full–body geometry, which are coupled with seats, have been used
to perform sitting analysis and improve user experiences [21–23]. To study the comfort
influence mechanism from the perspective of the seat-human contact surface, it is necessary
to conduct an FE simulation for high–speed train seats.

Since comfort ratings cannot be fed back from the CAE analysis reports, appropriate
evaluation indicators are required. Interface pressure distribution, which can be read
directly from the FE simulation results, seems to be the objective measure with the most
obvious contribution to the subjective ratings [24,25]. In addition, it is highly correlated with
the seat material and geometry and is suitable for optimal design [26]. However, evaluating
comfort using objective methods is subject to uncertainty. For example, researchers found
that satisfactory pressure levels are different for passengers with different anthropometric
parameters [27,28]. It appears clear that sitting experiments and subjective comfort scales
are still necessary to conduct a comfort assessment with enough precision and accuracy.

The aim of the present work is to establish a seat-human FE model and a comfort
evaluation model based on second–class seats on high–speed railways. Then, a simple
optimization of seat comfort is completed based on the analysis and comparison of several
orthogonal experimental design cases. The field sitting tests were carried out on a China
Railway High–speed (CRH380A) train to obtain original objective and subjective data and
the necessary quasi–static tests were performed with the foam specimens taken from its
second–class seat. Additionally, the genetic algorithm was used in this study to define the
material keywords.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Sitting Experiment Design

The sitting experiments were carried out with 10 healthy adults, including 4 females
and 6 males. Their anthropometric parameters in Mean ± SD were age 23.40 ± 1.50 years,
height 1.65 ± 0.07 m, weight 63.30 ± 10.02 kg, and BMI 23.02 ± 2.46 kg/m2. Based on
the Chinese National Physique Monitoring Bulletin and empirical formulas related to
human factors engineering, their body sizes were validated close to the Chinese 50th
percentile. Before the experiment, they were informed of the experimental content and
provided written consent. The study was conducted in accordance with the American
Psychological Association Code of Ethics and the protocol was approved by Xiangya
No.2 Hospital of Central South University Institutional Review Board 2022–326. The
CRH Train running on the Shanghai-Kunming line were selected as the experiment site to
provide the most realistic riding feeling. Two sensor pads were used to obtain the interface
pressure distribution between the seat and human, each with 32 × 32 capacitive sensors and
a sampling rate of 5 Hz (Figure 1a). The Tactilus software (created by Sensor Products LLC
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in Madison, NJ, USA) was used to generate 2D pressure distribution graph and calculate
the peak pressure, mean pressure, and contact area for each frame. The Visual Analogue
Scale (VAS) method was used to design the comfort questionnaire and obtain subjective
data [29]. These scales ranged from 0 to 50 and 0 to −50 for comfort and discomfort,
respectively (Figure 1b).
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Figure 1. Experiment equipment and subjective comfort scale: (a) the relative position of two sensor
pads and participants; (b) visual analog scale and comfort level corresponding to different scores.

All participants were asked to take the train at 7 AM and 2 PM to complete a round–trip
during the day and all sitting tests are carried out with the same second–class seat in a coach.
After the train started, they had a 10 min break and then sat in second–class seats with
pressure sensor pads to start the experiment. The seat angle was preset to the participants’
preference. The questionnaire needed to be completed at the beginning of the experiment
and then every ten minutes. Typically, long–term sitting can lead to fatigue and cause in–
chair movement, which may affect the accuracy of seat comfort analysis and optimization.
According to the research of Fasulo et al. [30], there are less in–chair movements in the first
20 min and the fatigue is not accumulated at this time. Therefore, the data collection time
was limited to 20 min to obtain at least three comfort questionnaires for each participant.

2.2. Data Analysis and Sitting Comfort Evaluation

Before the analysis of the original data, it is necessary to divide the interface pressure
into several regions. Unlike car drivers, the passengers on high–speed trains do not need to
step on the accelerator or brake, with both sides of bodies in a symmetrical environment.
A simple calculation is used to compare the interface pressure distribution on the left
and right sides of the passenger. The result shows that the difference is not more than
25% during whole test. In this study, the left and right sides of a passenger were not
distinguished. The pressure matrix of the seat was divided into four regions, where
Region 1 was the combination of Region 3 and Region 4 (Figure 2).

According to the research of Romano et al. [31], the pressure features are calculated by
using the average of the pressure matrices over six seconds to reduce measurement errors.
In order to expand the sample set, overlapping sampling was used and the average matrix
was calculated every three seconds. Each sample contains 21 features extracted from one
average matrix (Table 1). The first 12 features described the average peak pressure, mean
pressure, and contact area of each region. In addition, the ratio features have been widely
used in the current study [32]. Therefore, the second 9 features were the ratios of average
peak pressure, mean pressure, and contact area in Regions 2 to 4.
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Figure 2. The division scheme of the pressure matrix. Regions 1 to 4 correspond to the lower limbs,
back, buttocks, and thighs.

Table 1. Pressure features and groups.

Group Feature Number Region Description

Average peak pressure F1 to F4 RO1 to RO4 Average peak pressure of each region

Average mean pressure F5 to F8 RO1 to RO4 Average mean pressure of each region

Average contact area F8 to F12 RO1 to RO4 Average contact area of each region

Average peak pressure ratio
F13 RO2 F2/(F2 + F3 + F4)
F14 RO3 F3/(F2 + F3 + F4)
F15 RO4 F4/(F2 + F3 + F4)

Average mean pressure ratio
F16 RO2 F6/(F6 + F7 + F8)
F17 RO3 F7/(F6 + F7 + F8)
F18 RO4 F8/(F6 + F7 + F8)

Average contact area ratio
F19 RO2 F10/(F10 + F11 + F12)
F20 RO3 F11/(F10 + F11 + F12)
F21 RO4 F12/(F10 + F11 + F12)

Generally, short–term sitting will not exceed 20 min in a seat comfort study [31–33].
As the effect of fatigue is not significant, seat factors contribute more to riding comfort in
short–term sitting. Generally, it can be considered that the subjective comfort rating will
not change significantly within one minute [31]. For this reason, subjective questionnaires
in the first 20 min were used to label samples within one minute around the filling time.
Then, the statistical analysis was used to build a sitting comfort evaluation model based
on all labeled samples. First, the bivariate correlation analysis was performed between
the comfort ratings and 21 pressure features. The independent variable was composed of
features with a significant correlation (p < 0.05) and a correlation coefficient more than 0.4.
Finally, a stepwise regression analysis was used to construct the regression equation of the
independent variables and the subjective comforts.

2.3. Measurement of Polyurethane Foam Characteristic

For simulating the relationship between the human and the seat in LS–DYNA (cre-
ated by Livermore Software Technology Corporation in Livermore, CA, USA), a MAT_57
material model was applied to the seat cushion and backrest in this study. To complete
the definition of the material model, the following parameters need to be known: material
density, loading curves for the compression, Young’s modulus in tensile, hysteretic unload-
ing factor (HU), shape factor for unloading (SHAPE), and decay constant for modeling
creep in reloading (BETA). Two experiments were carried out to identify the compressive
and tensile properties of polyurethane foam with the ISO 3386–1 [34] standard and ASTM
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D 3574–03 [35] standard. The specimens were taken from the middle area of the second–
class seat cushion on the high–speed train. Three had a cuboid shape with dimensions of
60 × 60 × 30 mm for a compression test and the other three had a specific shape for the
tensile test.

Both the compression and tensile test were performed on an MTS electronic testing
machine with a constant displacement rate of 100 mm/min [34,35] (Figure 3a). The force
sensor was set under the cross–beam of the test equipment and the cross–beam displace-
ment was recorded as the compression/tension distance, which was obtained by measur-
ing the number of output pulses of the photoelectric encoder. The loading process had
two sub–processes in the quasi–static compression test: loading up to 0.7 of strain and then
unloading with the same strain rate immediately (Figure 3b). Each specimen needed to be
preloaded twice before the formal experiment. There is no limit to the maximum strain in
a quasi–static tensile test, so the loading continued until the specimen broke (Figure 3c).
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2.4. Parameter Identification Based on Genetic Algorithm

In the MAT_57 material model, the parameters HU, SHAPE, and BETA are used
to describe the behavior of polyurethane foam during the compressive unloading and
reloading. According to the research of Škrlec et al. [33], the loading and unloading
processes in the FE model conform to the following equations:

σunloading(ε) =

HU + (1 − HU) ·
( ∫ ε

0 σloading(ε)dε∫ εmax
0 σloading(ε)dε

)SHAPE
 · σloading(ε), (1)

where σloading(ε) and σunloading(ε) represent the stress–strain curve of the polyurethane foam
during the compressive loading and unloading, respectively, and the integral

∫ ε
0 σloading(ε)dε

represents the strain energy density. The factor BETA determines the deformation pattern
that a reloading curve will follow after a loading and unloading process [36]:

σreloading(ε) = σunloading(ε) +
(

σloading(ε)− σunloading(ε)
)
·
(

1 − e−βt
)

, (2)

where σreloading(ε) represents the mechanical curve while the foam is reloaded after
a complete loading and unloading cycle. If BETA is zero, the reloading curve will co-
incide with the unloading curve in the previous cycle. Since the polyurethane foam is
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loaded and unloaded for only one cycle during the process of sitting, the factor BETA
is set to the default value (zero) in this study. Then, the genetic algorithm was used to
calculate the parameters HU and SHAPE based on the current material science research
results [37,38] and the compression curve obtained in Section 2.3. Each parameter was
described by 20 genes in a chromosome and the genetic code is as follows:

P =
(
b11, b12, · · · , b1j, · · · , b1,20; b21, b22, · · · , b2j, · · · , b2,20

)
, (3)

where bij represents the gene on the chromosome and is defined as a binary number. The
gene code of each individual in the initial population is determined in a completely random
way. This means that each gene in a code has a 50% probability of being either 0 or 1. Using
HU as an example, the decoding formula is defined as follows:

HU = HUmin +
20

∑
j=1

b1j · 2j−1 · (HUmax − HUmin), (4)

where HUmax and HUmin represent the upper and lower limits. The parameter SHAPE
can be calculated in a similar way. Then, the fitness function f (P) was defined to describe
the difference between the experimental and simulated curve and draw a convergence
history graph:

f (HU, SHAPE) =
1∫ εmax

0

[
σsim(ε)− σexp(ε)

]2dε
, (5)

where σsim(ε) and σexp(ε) represent the simulated and experimental results. The initial
population contains 100 randomly generated individuals and the individuals with fitness
in the top 20% will be kept as elites at the beginning of each iteration. All the other
individuals in the population have a probability of 0.9 and 0.1 for crossover and mutation,
respectively. The fitness of the optimal individual in the population is defined as fmax and
the change of function fmax with the generations is recorded as the convergence history. The
calculation will terminate when the iteration number reaches 250 unless the function fmax is
still not stabilized.

2.5. Construction and Validation of Seat-Human Finite Element Model

A generic seat-human finite element model was constructed within this study
(Figure 4b). First, a solid-geometrical model of seat was developed using NX 10.0 (created
by Siemens PLM Software in Plano, TX, USA), a CAD program. The relative positions
of the cushion and backrest are determined by the seat frame (Figure 4a), but the latter
is omitted in the final model. Then, the CAD model was pre–processed by using Hyper-
Mesh 2019 (created by Altair Engineering Inc. in Troy, MI, USA), a finite element analysis
pre–processing software. Both the cushion and backrest models consisted of first–order
hexahedral elements of sizes 10 mm and 5 mm, respectively, and both were constructed
using LOW_DENSITY_FOAM (MAT_57). Finally, the THUMS (Total Human Model for
Safety) with a height 154 cm and weight 52 kg was used in this research to simulate the
seated human body. The seat angle was set to the initial state (0 degree) and human model
was about to touch the seat model at 0 s.

The interactions between the human and the second–class seat were analyzed in
LS–DYNA using a penalty–based contact method. In this case, the penetration of the
component surfaces into each other is resisted by a linear spring force [39].

The human torso and thighs are set to “master surface” and the seat cushion and
backrest are set to “slave surface”. There is no limit to the magnitude of the normal stress
between the contact surface and the shear stress is calculated based on the static and
dynamic friction coefficients and the upper–bound static shear stress limit.
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Figure 4. Seat frame and seat-human model: (a) the skeleton of the second–class seats numbered D
and F; (b) relative position of passenger, seat cushion, and backrest.

To validate the seat-human model built in the present work, a static sitting experiment
was carried out with a female participant (height 157 cm and weight 48 kg) in a laboratory.
The posture and seat angle are the same as the FE model. Then, the calculation result
including the interface pressure distribution and pressure features was compared with
their test counterparts. The pressure curve in transverse and longitudinal directions, σ(x)
and σ(y), were used for further comparison, which are defined as follows:

σ(x) =
∫ ymax

0
σBP(x, y)dy, (6)

σ(y) =
∫ xmax

0
σBP(x, y)dx, (7)

where σBP(x, y) is the pressure distribution function on the contact surface. Generally, the
interface pressure is recorded as a matrix P in the simulation and experiment results, within
which the elements PT

ij follow the equation:

PT
ij = σBP

(
xi, yj

)
, (8)

In this case, Equations (7) and (8) can be rewritten as follows:

σ(xi) =
n

∑
j=1

σBP
(
xi, yj

)
· b, (9)

σ(yj) =
m

∑
i=1

σBP
(

xi, yj
)
· a, (10)

where a and b represent the length and width of a cell, xi = a · i, yj = b · j.

2.6. Seat Comfort Optimization Based on Seat-Human Model

According to the current research, the interface pressure can be affected by the
polyurethane foam characteristic and angle of the seat cushion and backrest [22,25].
Three other different polyurethane foams A, B, and C were obtained through the literature
investigation [40–42], and their mechanical characteristic curves are shown in Figure 5.
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compression; (b) stress–strain curve of quasi–static tensile.

To reduce the influence of irrelevant factors on the interface pressure distribution [43],
the angle of the human pelvis relative to the seat was fixed in simulation [44]. The passenger
always sits in an upright posture and the angle between the backrest and seat cushion is
consistent in any situation. Table 2 shows the 12 orthogonal test conditions obtained by free
combination between three seat inclination angles and four foam materials. In addition,
the seat inclination is defined based on the current second–class seat angle.

Table 2. Orthogonal test combination.

Test Number Polyurethane Foam Type Seat Inclination

1 Foam A 0◦

2 Foam B 0◦

3 Foam C 0◦

4 Second–class seat foam 0◦

5 Foam A 5◦

6 Foam B 5◦

7 Foam C 5◦

8 Second–class seat foam 5◦

9 Foam A 10◦

10 Foam B 10◦

11 Foam C 10◦

12 Second–class seat foam 10◦

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Sitting Comfort Evaluation Based on Statistical Analysis

Based on sitting times of no more than 20 min, a total of 418 samples were extracted
from the original objective and subjective data. According to the results of the bivariate
correlation analysis between 21 pressure features and sitting comfort, the feature with
r > 0.4 were selected as initial independent variables for the next stepwise regression
analysis. After several iterations, the adjusted R–square of the final regression model
reached 0.684. Since the model is only used for comfort prediction, less collinearity of
independent variables is allowed. The parameter values of the final regression model are
shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Comfort evaluation regression model parameters.

Independent
Variable

Unstandardized
Regression Coefficients

Standardized Regression
Coefficients t Test Significance Variance

Inflation Factor

Constant 59.795 13.813 <0.01 3.509

F4 −0.187 −0.491 −9.515 <0.01 2.101

F11 −0.060 −0.397 −9.962 <0.01 7.870

F3 −0.069 −0.617 −7.988 <0.01 2.671

F13 22.334 0.224 4.990 <0.01 12.015

F5 0.152 0.308 3.231 <0.01 4.876

F18 20.237 0.123 2.020 0.044 3.509

3.2. Mechanical Characteristic Measurement of Polyurethane Foam

The tensile and compressive properties of three polyurethane foam taken from second–
class seat specimens are shown in Figure 6. Their curves are almost identical, which verifies
its reliability. According to the measurement during the compression test, no significant
lateral deformation of the foam specimen was observed. Therefore, the Poisson’s ratio effect
is not necessary to be considered in the simulation. In addition, the loading and unloading
curves in Figure 6a coincide at the origin, therefore no plastic deformation occurs in the
compression experiment.
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The calculation result of the genetic algorithm is shown in Figure 7. In the last iteration,
the values of HU and SHAPE are obtained by decoding the genes of the optimal individual,
which are 0.6370 and 4.6416, respectively. Since the fitness function value converges with
the number of iterations, it can be considered that the parameter values in the final result
are the closest to the actual.

3.3. Seat-Human Model Validation

From the comparison of experimental and computational results shown in Figure 8,
there is a moderately good agreement between their pressure matrices. In both cases, the
peak pressure is around 0.021 MPa (or 160 mmHg) and is located at the ischial tuberosity
and spine with a similar shape. Besides, the local maximum pressure at the ribs in Figure 8d
may be due to the less clothing outside the human model.
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Then, the pressure matrices of the experiment and simulation were further compared
by calculating the pressure curve (Figure 9). Since the element size of pressure pads is larger
than that of FE model, which leads to the difference in the size of the pressure matrices, the
pressure curve of the experiment results has fewer sample points and more sharp corners.
In both cases the pressure curves have similar trends, heights, and widths. Moreover, the
difference between the six main pressure features in the actual and calculated cases is
within 15% (Table 4), which means that the comfort assessment model also applies to the
simulation results. Therefore, the present model can reflect the seat-human interactions to
a considerable extent and can be used for further analysis.
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Table 4. Comparison of peak pressure, mean pressure, and contact area between experiment
and simulation.

Region Pressure Features Number Experiment Simulation Relative Error

Region 1
(seat cushion)

Peak pressure (mmHg) F1 175.54 150.23 14.43%

Mean pressure (mmHg) F5 57.31 65.21 13.78%

Contact area (cm2) F9 1152.03 1242.90 7.89%

Region 2
(backrest)

Peak pressure (mmHg) F2 132.45 127.81 3.5%

Mean pressure (mmHg) F6 47.14 53.69 13.89%

Contact area (cm2) F10 390.34 434.31 11.26%
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3.4. Effects of Seat Foam and Angle on Interface Pressure

According to the parameter combinations in Table 2, the calculation results of the seat-
human FE model when the seat angle is 0 degrees are shown in Figures 10a–d and 11a–d.
When sitting upright, a reduction in polyurethane foam stiffness typically results in
a reduction in the symmetry of the lower limbs’ pressure distribution. In the calcula-
tion result of Foam C, the stress is concentrated toward the left hip region and causes the
highest peak of the seat cushion pressure curve. This may be since the rigid constraint
surface at the bottom of the cushion is asymmetrical. When the foam stiffness is suffi-
cient, the interface pressure distribution is mainly affected by the surface shape of the seat
cushion and the defects in thickness are not significant. Generally, higher foam stiffness
means less cushion deformation and a higher symmetry of interface pressure distribution.
Therefore, if a softer foam is required for comfort optimization, the thickness of that cushion
should be appropriately increased and it is necessary to provide a symmetrical bottom
support surface. On the other hand, the backrest frame has better symmetry on the left and
right and its interface pressure shows less pressure and a larger contact area as the foam
becomes softer.
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Figure 11. Comparison of pressure curves of different foam type: (a) lateral and (b) longitudinal
pressure curves of seat cushion, (c) lateral and (d) longitudinal pressure curves of backrest.

Figure 10e–l shows the calculation results of the seat-human model when the seat
inclination is 5 degrees and 10 degrees. The finite element models using different foam
materials show similar changes in the interface pressure distributions as the inclination
increases, which can be described as: the back contact area increases and the non–zero part
of its pressure matrix becomes slenderer, and the pressure in each area of the lower limbs
decreases significantly. Using Foam A as an example, Figure 12a–d shows the effect of
seat inclination on the pressure curve. The lateral and longitudinal pressure curves of the
lower limbs decrease uniformly with a proportional increase in second–class seat angle.
In this case, the passenger’s center of gravity is shifted backward and part of the interface
pressure is transferred from the seat cushion to the backrest. However, no significant
changes occurred at the peak of the backrest pressure curve, which means there are less
pressure changes in the longitudinal line where the spine is located.

3.5. Effects of Seat Foam and Angle on Features and Comfort Ratings

According to the pressure distribution matrices of each case in Table 2, the peak
pressure, mean pressure, and contact area of the seat cushion and backrest were calculated
and shown in Figure 13. As the inclination angle increases, the pressure features in the
calculated results of these four polyurethane foams show similar characteristics, which is
consistent with the conclusion obtained by observing the pressure curve. The pressure on
the lower limbs is gradually transferred to the back in this process.
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are used for simulation: the comparison of (a) peak pressure, (b) average pressure, (c) contact area,
and (d) comfort ratings.

Finally, the comfort rating for each simulation result is calculated by the evaluation
model established in Section 2.2 (Figure 13d). It can be considered that the increase in seat
inclination within 10 degrees has a positive contribution to the improvement of comfort.
This is because in the regression equation, the static features related to lower limbs have
a negative contribution to comfort, and their standardized regression coefficients have
larger absolute values. Moreover, no back–related features are considered in the equation.
Therefore, a transfer of pressure to the back is usually accompanied by an increase in the
overall comfort. In addition, the peak pressure ratio of back (F13) is positively correlated
with comfort, which means that passengers are not sensitive to back pressure when their
riding time is short. In this case, foam A with the greatest stiffness produces a higher level
of comfort. Seats with foam C have severe asymmetry pressure due to its stiffness and
therefore they have the lowest comfort rating. In summary, when sitting upright, seats with
foam B and an inclination angle of 10 degree achieve the best optimization result, which
can improve comfort rating by 6.5 in a −50 to 50 scale.
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4. Conclusions

This study focuses on optimizing the comfort of high–speed railways’ second–class
seats by selecting the best set of seat design parameters that provide the highest comfort
rating based on CAE technology. Firstly, the original interface pressure distribution matrix
and comfort rating were obtained during the field sitting test and 21 pressure features were
extracted for comfort assessment. The final comfort evaluation model is represented as
a linear combination of six of these features with an adjusted R2 of 0.684. Then, the THUMS
and MAT_57 were used to define the human body and seat foam, respectively, of the FE
model. Quasi–static tests and genetic algorithms were performed in this process to obtain
the required keywords. Finally, based on the seat-human FE model and comfort evaluation
method, this work analyzed the effects of 12 sets of seat design parameters, which are freely
combined from four foam types and three seat angles, on interface pressure distribution
and comfort ratings. The results show that polyurethane foams with lower stiffness are not
suitable for current second–class seat frames in terms of improving comfort unless their
symmetry is optimized. Moreover, an appropriate increase in foam stiffness does not result
in a reduction in sitting comfort. The interface pressure distribution on the seat cushion and
backrest become more reasonable as the seat inclination angle increases within 10 degrees
and the highest comfort rating with 6.5 improvement in a −50 to 50 scale occurs when
foam B and 10–degree inclination are applied to the seat-human model. The above finds
provide a novel method for evaluating and optimizing the riding comfort of high–speed
railways from the perspective of seats.
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