H202% 4w LERFFH (BRFFR) Vol.22 No.4
2017 47 H Journal of Jimei University ( Natural Science ) Jul. 2017

[ XEHE] 1007 —7405(2017)04 — 0058 — 10

—MHBANESERNTAENEERE X

RAA, ) %

(Ao if e A FFE 2B, Jui 100876)

(HE] N T 3RO AR R 5 03 S5 8., XA 1] B8 A TR R 47 25 4378 S48 VR 1) 22 43tk
BT —FREAZZ A BRI 2 (linearly decreasing harmony search, LDHS) 3%, Jinsg T
BIEIFT IR R R, WES, b T PARCICEER SRRSOt XHCAZ PR R /IR IR IR JRa]
FE TICICER /NG LDHS HykPERERE M, fe)m, ¥ LDHS Bk | EAM A Z  (harmony search, HS)
Bk 3 IR HS SRILTE CEC 2014 1 8 NI R 8 170 B BEAT AN [RIZE BE A 21247 30 RSEHR, X HLAE SR
F W], LDHS Fikpets oo & )mm i, JERABI RENE,

[REiE] FAMRED, AL 2aEs; RER

[FRESES] TP301.6

A Harmony Search Algorithm with Differential Mutation and
Varying Population Size
ZHAO Xinchao, LIU Zhaohua

(School of Science, Beijing University of Posts and Telecommunications, Beijing 100876, China)

Abstract; In order to make full use of the information of the harmony memory, a differential mutation
operation was proposed to provid an improved direction for the fine tuning of the solution. A harmony search
algorithm was also proposed with linearly decreasing population size-LDHS, which enhanced the exploration
capability for the novel routes of the algorithm. At the same time, in order to balance the diversity and con-
vergence of harmony memory, a linearly decreasing strategy was adopted to the population size of the harmony
memory, and its effect was considered on the performance of the algorithm. Finally, the performance of the
proposed algorithm was verified with the basic HS and other three improved HS variants on the 8 CEC 2014
benchmark functions in 30 independent runs on different dimensions. The experimental results showed that
LDHS algorithm could find the even better solutions more efficiently, and also had better steadiness.
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BEERTA T 8 2 A A A IR i 5a 4 ), i HL, 2L TSRO rp A3 2 1 )2 0
M, 42 mEmBiik | TR BEMEARIY | SSmes | g | KAt
T ES | ZMARGRED | OKE MBI | AL AR s B | S5 A AE
%E@’fjﬁ’f’t[IZJ%O SCHik [13] TERFSE HS %:%E@%E'EHJ:, P —Fh ol gk 0y A s 8 &R (improved harmony
search, THS) FTik, TAEZEL PAR Bitlibli G & AR UCE N Ze PRI 1S, S0 bw Bl UK
PIBGINRFEBGEIN, SCHR [14] 811 T —Fh BiE N 2R m LR 2R (self-adaptive global best harmo-
ny search, SGHS) F3k, BB T —Fh ™ A B fig 00 7 2R — Bl 3 38 B 1) S 50M B R m , SCk
[15] 48 HS BESR L (particle swarm optimization, PSO) FiEAHLE S, ¥l T —FBaing 4
JatiAb 82 (intelligent global harmony search, IGHS) 8k,

J T RS EIEERE, A ST T AR 22 50 7R AR A AR MBS A 4 R (linearly decreasing
harmony search, LDHS) 5%, o0 A RSB A 50 25 R, Rk haa 204
SARAE, [ G AR Z RV T G B, XS i i B N T 3h A T8, ARl FE
P VA R R R IR R AVEE ST o W, Sy T RAIEAS SO R SRS AL AR RE , FZ S S
AR HS Fvk | 3 PR HS SLARRl (THS, SGHS, IGHS) 7E CEC 2014 Ay R%L b4 70 e fy
ELS SR 1T R L SR RS R I R A R NS T

1 EAXHSHEiE
2001 4, SCHR [ 1] 82 T MRS o AU BRI IR T AR B TP AR
I A CrICe, i R HRAR A 25 SR A 1 5 1, ek 3 — DR R A PR R fE . HS
SN R AR P TR B RN S LT O D g 1) gt X RIS OGS BTN T U0 AR ) Y H bR pR AR
FA HS AR ERAE L RAE
FA
HMS: R ILICERAN,
HMCR: FIAICAZ PR
PAR: FIF LI ORMESE
bw: FHIHBIELK,
MAX_ NFE: fie KREEIT R UL,
L.,U, ;. i 2Emsn ERAT S,
1. BEMLRIIRILAE AL HMS AR o 2%, o™ &) = L, + rand(0,1) - (U, - L,),
i =1,2,--,N;j=1,2,--- HMS ,
2: P,
for eachi € [1,N] do
if (rand(0,1) <HMCR) then
%', = xf ,where a € {1,2,---,HMS}
if (rand(0,1) <PAR) then
x', = x'; £ rand(0,1) x bw
end if
else
x', = L, + rand(0,1) - (U, - L,),
(rand(0,1)72(0,1) 51504 UBEALED)
end if
end for,
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3. XERRAEATIAN, AR A(x") RS, FHEH ARG MEASIRFICILE, EFAEt,
1ff(x') < f( x‘mm ) ,then xwm'“ = x' ) f( anm ) = f(x') o
4 WAGRENZRSE, WL, JFERH HM hEr i MA, I mIEIES 2 25,

2 LDHS &%
2.1 BINENTRBENSKEERE
HS Bk Z IR K T ERFEERAE, IR R FZEX O A IR TR, SaaRfHA
COA WA Z ST ROR , AR R R EER SR, &S ROMEM TR, IR,
AR SO 7 R R b B 2P A GO AP SR AT B, (A 22 40 55 TP Y DE/best/2/bin 1972 5 JE
X, DMEE A0 . ZRMER DT ER, AR I —ASE AR T, XA T R
FHAH A BB AR S 20045 — 2 25 IR 7 1), XSRS RERI A T IR A 5 R, X
WA IR T L 486, e SO AR E SO R A R, HEAOE = (1) Fiows.
Xy (1) = 2, (1) + F[ (%, (1) —x,(i)) + (x,(i) —x,(i))] £rand(0,1) x bw, (1)
Hr.i e {1,2,3,--,DIM}, DIM S&BHERE 5« AHTER—D s ror, e, € {1,2,3,
o JHMS| EEARHIFE 4 ADBEYLEEEL; rand (0,1) 0 A1 Z B BENLEL; «,,. & B ATICACEE o b
B — A s F RS, PR T 25 43 i 4 () 4 TEORASE
SR SRR R S TR (L, U], 1R (2) #EATAREE,
o (i) = {Li,i'fxw(i‘) <L, 2)
U,,ifx (i) > U,
2.2 THIRKREE
RS HS Fvk8 5 1 B HMS Sy e, (AU AT EA, HMS B R/ Fia AR5 A
FEEAFZ, 4 HMS BOREE, BRISGE RS, WMk FUEER ;. XY HMS B/hEF, X4
SEALED AR, BAR T BER R R T RebE, T A EAR, AR HMS i
TR, BIVFESR ) 0 5 28 K B 48 R i, SR AR R A AR s i 5 B30 SO R 9 AT
HMS Fifi & EAQREL B N Ze v/, 2805 5 IR — BB RLEL, AF TR B R
VX IR O HER E AL, X HMS BYiEE AT .
HMS = round(HMS, - (HMS__ - HMS_.) x NFE/MAX_ NFE), (3)
Horfr, HMS, & HMS WKl KA M E SRR S 4L DIM A 3¢, W E K rate = DIM |
rate J2— AL HMS . & HMS A5 /ME ; MAX_ NFE 2 KB BUE A OB, NFE 2 24157 i g i1
ER/¢ 8
2.3 HiEiRE
2.3.1 REPLRIGRIEICIC IR, BB
2.3.2 MHTIERREAR, HEARIZOEAM 1) MRIEEQREE A UGE R HMS, IS ICEmUN,
DX ICZ JE H 8 A ) AR IO B RN R AT HE Sy, M BR SRe 2505 2) 77 AR A, I X8 A iE A7 1k
P, AR .
for eachi € [1,DIM ]
if(rand(0,1) < HMCR)
X, (1) = 2, (0)
if(rand(0,1) < PAR) % (r,,ry,ry,r, € {1,2,3,--- HMS}, HHE A )
Xy (1) = 20, () + F[(x, (i) =x,(i)) + (x,(i) —x,(i))] £rand(0,1) x BW
end if

else
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%0, (1) = L, +rand(0,1) - (U, - L,;)
end if
end for,
2.3.3  BEHRCACE  FIRTAE B RS LOICAC R T R e 25 R, WUROE T e i, AR 2R v
R ZE M o

3 {FEXK
ASCN LDHS 8.3k | A HS Bk LA 3 Fhdeitk i HS Bk M Re b7 SE B0 XS tb . X F Hifth 4 A
HS Bk 0S80 B Y8 R SCER I L, W& 1 iR,
®1 BSHIGE
Tab.1 Parameters set

B Algorithm SN E Parameters sel
HS HMS =5 ,HMCR =0.9,PAR =0.3,bw =0. 01
IHS HMS =5,HMCR =0.9,PAR,,, =0.01,PAR,, =0.99,bw,,, =0.0001,bw, = (x" —x")/20
SGHS HMS =5,HMCR,, =0.98 ,PAR, =0.9,Lp =100,bw,, =0.0005,bw,, = (x" —x")/10
IGHS HMS =5, HMCR =0.995 ,PAR =0. 4
LDHS HMS,,, =5,HMS,, =5 x DIM,HMCR =0.99 ,PAR =0.7,F =0.6,bw =0.01

ARSCR R PR EUE CEC 2014 FEENR RS, XFTRra pymE, #R2ME -100,100], HRE
F1~f3 EHIEREL f4 ~f16 RPN ZIERE 17 ~f22 JRIREGHRE £23 ~f30 2R A RE, B4s
B AN R AL — AN 28 B R, AR SCHE CEC 2014 4 2SN R B 4538 5 2 A4S, 43302
f20f30F6,f7. 20, f21, 27, £28, NAMEIESE, FEARSCHESEG S M1 ~f8, XTHrarImN
M4 DIM =10, 30, 50, PREUEITERES 2 DIM *+ 10 000, EJi. 100 000, 300 000, 500 000, %}
ANEIERH A PREOIT 27T 30 1R, I05R 30 YREZEE L 1B FbRE 225 0 B AT EUAR S

4 (REZRSHH
4.1 BIZEXNTE XN

N T HFFTHMS, | = rate * DIM XA PEREAY R IR, A SCHE DIM =10 4 F 43 5B rate 4 1,3,5,7,
X 12 ASeREGEATINR, Z5RE 2 PR,

MR 2 FRTLAE Y, Y rate 1 A3 B, SRR RIAZE, Y rate 35INE] 5 BF, 8 D ra%h A 6 4>
PRES B I 25 . BEFE rate MM, Y rate 7 B, BUEFSEOBRE XTI 45 5R7E £3 Rl fS L2
B, WNF2 hikal A 1, BB HMS X ERE A2 AN B, B AEAR SCH I rate =5, X FpAR
RS PR AR, B HMS MY T E RFXARM RN FEERE, ELBHR BRI, kA
ZIGRRERIE I, S REIE AR BCR B2, (HE Y AR R RIA B E R BN, 250 AR )t T
HARBIERCRA AL B AN BB T,

4.2 LDHS 5 HS. IHS, SGHS, IGHS Xttt 43#f

5 EESTAITE 10, 30, 50 4ESATOECSEES, Hort 30 4ERVEUE DT BLAE R 50 4E 25 A AR 1Y
B, hTAE AN, AXEH DIM =10, 50 MRS5S, W 3 Mk 4 FroR, R “Best”
“Mean” ., “Worst” F1 “SD” 454X B —Fp 5 2 X B — > BB ST 32 4T 30 IR B P A i i) B A 18
I . B RIbREY: . RPERJE—4T “Ranking” XTI “ +/ ~/ = 4331378 LDHS & 5%
NEFAH A PR, RIAY . AL H R B ER
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F2 rate BUIEEMEER RSN (DIM =10)
Tab.2 Influence of rate change on performance(DIM =10)

PR EX Function I H tem rate = 1 rate =3 rate =5 rate =7

) Mean 5.36E +03 1.03E +03 7.67E +00 8.48E +00
1 SD 3.94E +03 3.11E +03 2.20E +00 3.75E +00
Mean 1.27E +02 1.83E -04 1.61E -04 2.07E -04

2 SD 3.28E +02 1.36E -04 1.61E -04 1.83E -04
i Mean 5.47E +00 2.62E +00 2.39E +00 1.86E +00
/3 SD 1.87E +00 1.73E +00 1.46E +00 1. 80E +00
Mean 6.95E -01 8.95E -02 7.50E -02 8.59E -02

f4 SD 3.40E -01 6.04E - 02 4.29E -02 4.80E -02
Mean 4.03E +03 4.15E +00 2.72E +00 1.90E +00

f3 SD 7.15E +03 2.13E +00 1.60E +00 1.56E +00
i Mean 1.22E +03 4.43E +01 4.40E +01 6.08E +01
f6 SD 2.20E +03 5.17E +01 6.50E +01 7.15E +01
Mean 4.36E +02 3.48E +02 2.86E +02 3.15E +02

7 SD 9.79E +01 1.01E +02 1.36E +02 1.15E +02
Mean 5.75E +02 4.45E +02 4.25E +02 4.35E +02

/8 SD 1.52E +02 8. 10E +01 6.35E +01 6.92E +01

MFe3 FiFe 4 palIE 1, 78 DIM =10, 50 BF, LDHS 80 S48 T Hifth 4 Fhxb b ws, &k,
FEIX 2 AYERE I, LDHS B3k 51840 HS 5k . 3 Fl HS 2R AAAH LA, LDHS Sk RE £ 1, £2
YERE RIS, Hk, fELWERE f3 ., £4 b, LDHS B kBl 4 (o3, rEReRPUlLs; K,
LDHS FyEAH T HAth 4 Fp HS BIEAEIR G A%k 5. f6 DYRERIRLS, XU, Rl ] SR fin
AR B A3 0, LDHS Bk B Mok s B M RE L 3 e, X T EARE T, £8 M, FE
DIM =10 150 () 8 FEIEHL, HARE 7 75 10 425 Fms 25 T IGHS Bk, 150 LDHS Bk 7K i
WM Z A s B B dr (O PERE . AT AL, BRS A 6 P A 1) A R B B 2 2R, BT L
LDHS FyE X i e S8 A 16 v () (R BUEA — 2 iR, 28 BTk, 78 CEC 2014 JEUEpR%L |-, LDHS 5
AE DIM e {10,501 8 Ml sk %k 4% 16 FhAGBPIXT L, 43078 16, 16, 16, 15 MEEHILT HS,
HIS, SGHS 1 IGHS %k, FEIZFA L EA B B i S AR e RE A e 1
4.3 LDHS &k aEE G517

5 Fh HS BiLZ HIFE CEC 2014 19 8 ASpR%LE, X4 DIM =10, 50 4R, 247 30 =R iiE
NEREE, HG 25 R e 1 2,

XFF A PRI RREL £ 1 A1 2, WTLUE H LDHS B3ETE 10, 50 4R RE LRI H A R -1 5w L 3
7£ DIM 2y 50 #ERd, ME 2 HnfLIEH, LDHS 5k AH b T H Al 4 R R i B Be iR Bl i, B
A R R R RE S X TR 7, BARAE DIM Ny 10 4k}, LDHS Bk R IIEAE &ML, B2
MAEFGRF] 50 4R, LDHS Sk rEae R ML, [In, MK 2 ik nf IEH, XF 5, f6 X2 4
IRA RS, LDHS Bkrefa b Bk b s, BB, Frid LDHS 5k B B ar i) Bk )=
HRAIRETT, AR e 4 B () RS A7 G O R 80, DAL 1 RNIEL 2 Wil T LA Y, LDHS 55k 7
W f5. f63iX2 MEAREET, 7E 10 4EF 50 EPERERCR L oA 4 FRAREELL

Zia3. K4, B, B2 AR, LDHS FikMMERETE CEC 2014 132 pR 45 (1 504 pR 4%
ZWEREL . TRA RECRE G R AR BRI 154 7, tk, LDHS Sk 76 ff o &2 2= i Ak I R s
LA — R 1 T
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%3 LDHS 54 # HS &A% CEC 2014 E /R FAIMERELL &L (DIM = 10)
Tab.3 Performance comparison among LDHS and four HS algorithms on CEC 2014 (DIM =10)

PR %Y Function T H Item HS THS SGHS IGHS LDHS
Best 1. 18E +02 4.51F -02 3.08E +00 1.48E +06 4.90E +00
Mean 3.94E +03 3.49E +03 3.92E +03 2.37E +07 9.17E +00
/! SD 3.61E +03 3.54E +03 4.04E +03 1.87E +07 2.51E +00
Worst 1.18E +04 1. 14E +04 1.08E +04 7.04E +07 1.57E +01
Best 3.86F +01 6.76E +00 2.62E +01 8.53E +01 2.78E - 05
Mean 4.63E +03 3.85E +03 7.39E +03 4.52E +03 1.42F - 04
/2 SD 3.58E +03 5.04E +03 7.48E +03 4.85E +03 1.09E — 04
Worst 1.19E + 04 2.30E +04 2.73E +04 2.09E +04 4.56E — 04
Best 8.37E -01 8.97E - 01 1.35E +00 2. 06E +00 1.47F - 02
_ Mean 3.36E +00 3.08E +00 4.29E +00 4.07E +00 1. 96E +00
/3 SD 1.21E +00 1. 18E +00 1. 50E +00 1.41E +00 1. 87E +00
Worst 5.75E +00 5.87E +00 7. 64E +00 7.73E +00 6.32E +00
Best 4.93E - 02 2.22E -02 6. 16E - 02 8.68E - 01 2.22E - 02
Mean 2.61E -01 1.63E - 01 1.58E - 01 1. 40E +00 9.80F -02
/4 SD 1.73E -01 8.79E - 02 1.11E -01 4.68E -01 5.29E - 02
Worst 6.69E - 01 4.01E -01 5.76E -01 2.79E +00 2.17E -01
Best 5.31E +01 3.85E +00 7.37E +00 7.20E +00 4.10E -01
Mean 4.85E +03 7.26E +03 8.74E +03 5.67E +03 2.37E +00
/3 SD 6.31E +03 9.95E +03 1.08E +04 6. 14E +03 1. 83E +00
Worst 2. 18E +04 2.94F +04 3.06E +04 2.15E +04 8.93E +00
Best 8.58E +00 1. 98E +00 2.50E +02 7.81E +01 1.21E -01
Mean 4.52E +03 3.86E +03 4.53E +05 1.69E +05 9.05E +01
/e SD 6.43E +03 5.39E +03 5.74E +05 4.58E +05 7.35E +01
Worst 2. 18F +04 2.32F +04 2.06E +06 2.50E +06 1. 80F +02
Best 3.55E +02 3.35E +02 1. 66E +00 3.50E +00 7.88E -01
Mean 4.00E +02 3.99E +02 4.04E +02 1.81E +02 3.09E +02
7 SD 2.22E +01 3.40E +01 8. 66E +01 2.00E +02 1.13E +02
Worst 4.48F +02 4.86E +02 5.29E +02 4.45E +02 4.12E +02
Best 3.60F +02 3.76F +02 4.25F +02 3.80E +02 3.69E +02
Mean 4.77E +02 5.00E +02 5.96F +02 5.08E +02 4.42F +02
/¥ SD 8.05E +01 9.77E +01 1.19E +02 9.60E +01 7.31E +01
Worst 6. 80E +02 8.47E +02 8.74E +02 7. 18E +02 6.26E +02
Ranking +/ ~/ = 8/0/0 8/0/0 8/0/0 7/0/1 —
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Tab.4 Performance comparison among LDHS and four HS algorithms on CEC 2014 ( DIM =50)
PRI Function I H Item HS [HS SGHS IGHS LDHS
Best 7.35E +06 2.74E +02 1.79E +00 2.56E +10 1.91E +03
Mean 1.54E +07 4.67E +04 4.09E +04 3.55E +10 9.84E +03
/2 SD 6.14E +06 1.55E +05 8.96E +04 5.08E +09 8.33E +03
Worst 3.05E +07 8.55E +05 4.01E +05 4.60E +10 2.66E +04
Best 3. 14E +03 3.26E +03 2.96E +03 6.01E +04 1.01E +02
Mean 1.48E + 04 1.20E + 04 2.87E +04 7.10E +04 1.98E +02
/3 SD 7.25E +03 7.07E +03 1.29E + 04 6.69E +03 6.26E +01
Worst 2.97E +04 2.87E +04 5.53E +04 8.71E +04 3.35E+02
Best 2.21E +01 1.95E +01 2.73E +01 5.32E +01 6.72E +00
Mean 2.90E +01 2.69E +01 3.33E +01 5.82E +01 1.44E +01
s SD 3.65E +00 4.05E +00 3.57E +00 2.72E +00 3.59E +00
Worst 3.63E +01 3.60E +01 4.23E +01 6.54E +01 2.08E +01
Best 1.06E +00 6.31E -02 5.69E -08 2.17E +02 2.20E -03
Mean 1.16E +00 1.33E -01 1.26E -01 3.12E +02 4.09E -03
7 SD 7.00E -02 5.40E -02 1.86E -01 4.26E +01 3.04E -03
Worst 1.40E +00 3.27E -01 6.39E -01 3.78E +02 1.55E -02
Best 2.50E +03 9.62E +02 2.02E +04 9.20E +03 1.34E +02
_ Mean 8.54E +03 7.66E +03 6.59E +04 1.79E +04 2.31E+02
/20 SD 4.55E +03 4.01E +03 3.09E +04 5.07E +03 7.13E +01
Worst 2.02E +04 2. 10E +04 1.45E +05 3.30E +04 4.05E +02
Best 8.18E +05 2. 13E +04 5.30E +05 5.55E +05 9.17E +03
) Mean 3.69E +06 3.54E +05 2.49E +06 4.00E +06 9.76E +04
2 SD 2. 15E +06 2.02E +05 2.42E +06 2. 16E +06 6.92E +04
Worst 7.78E +06 8.42E +05 1.22E +07 7.68E +06 2.83E +05
Best 9.18E +02 4.49E +02 1.04E +03 1.77E +03 4. 12E +02
Mean 1. 13E +03 1.05E +03 1.29E +03 1.95E +03 6. 19E +02
/2 SD 1.06E +02 1.40E +02 1.22E +02 6.68E +01 9.26E +01
Worst 1.37E +03 1.23E +03 1.56E +03 2.10E +03 8. 10E +02
Best 1.31E +03 1.30E +03 1.81E +03 2.73E +03 9.92E +02
Mean 1.73E +03 1.66E +03 3.53E +03 3.93E +03 1. 12E +03
/2 SD 4.73E +02 2.38E +02 1. 19E +03 9.45E +02 4.86E +01
Worst 3.46E +03 2.34E +03 5.98E +03 6.32E +03 1.27E +03
Ranking +/ ~/ - 8/0/0 8/0/0 8/0/0 8/0/0 —
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- 1535 N {H. Average function fitness

PR PEAY Function evaluations/10*
a) f1i247 30 X Comparison on f 1 with 30 runs

DN

—H—HS
IHS
—©—8SGHS
< IGHS
—*—LDHS

- 1438 R A Average function fitness

2 3 4 5 8B 7 8 8 0
PR PEHY Function evaluations/10*

¢) f3 1247 30 ¥ Comparison on 3 with 30 runs

—b—HS
4 HS
" —5—SGHS
4 ——IGHS
—=—LDHS

T . |

L e e T I A T
PRBUE T4 Function evaluations/10*

e) f5iz47 30 X Comparison on 5 with 30 runs

10

£ —pb—HS

£ IHS

a,é —S—SGHS
g —*—|GHS
g —%*—LDHS
=

P 3

i)

=

L 1

-

iq]]_f ST G:SVV\/VV::VVV
e %

ﬂ 2

| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]
B o5 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 8 9 10

PR BUE PE 7 Function evaluations/10*
¢) f7 1247 30 ¥ Comparison on f 7 with 30 runs

1
Fig.1

SF- 1538 I {H Average function fitness - 14938 R A Average function fitness - 14938 R A Average function fitness

- 1438 R A Average function fitness

—b—HS

10 % IHS
—o—SGHS

10° E ——|GHS
—%*—LDHS
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10°
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PR PE Y Function evaluations/10*
b) 2247 30 ¥ Comparison on 2 with 30 runs

" § ——Hs
1 HS
10 —6—8GHS
——IGHS

—*—LDHS

1
o 1 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 El 10

PR BUE PE 7 Function evaluations/10*
d) £4 1217 30 K Comparison on f 4 with 30 runs

10
aipriHS
) IHS
108 —©—8GHS
——IGHS
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