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Abstract

This study proposes a hybrid deep learning model based on CNN-LSTM, which combines the static data
feature extraction ability of CNN and the temporal modeling advantage of LSTM to improve intrusion
detection performance. It discusses optimization strategies for intrusion detection systems based on
deep learning and compares the performance of CNN, LSTM, GRU, and CNN-LSTM models on the NSL-
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KDD dataset using simulation experiments. Through experimental verification, the CNN-LSTM model
is superior to the single model in such key indicators as Accuracy (94.1%), Recall (92.8%) and F1-score
(93.4%), and reduces the false positive rate and false negative rate. It verifies the effectiveness of the
CNN-LSTM model in complex attack mode detection and provides a feasible scheme for the optimiza-
tion of intrusion detection system.

Keywords

Deep Learning, Intrusion Detection System, CNN-LSTM Hybrid Model, Optimization Strategy

Copyright © 2025 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 5|8

BEAE LI R AR BB R R, W B T BB IR 2R, AL G 10 22 2 7 47 44 Tt LS v R R 48
£ B (Advanced Persistent Threats, APT)5 8 BB [1]. ANZALM R Si(Intrusion Detection System, IDS)fE
RN 2 2 A B AR R B OGRRIRTYT,  RENE SIS 23 AT X 28 3t B UM FE i [ 2] (AR Ge it AR B3 4
THI BT R 2EA B 7 MO T T SCRHRE, FEB BRI MGG 8 5 R, Rk IR EIR &3], ik
SRR, TR FE 2 2] BT HAA BRI RHE S B S B 5 6 77 B N AR RS A B — AN 5T 2 5. DNNL CNN
PAA RNN X SEARR) O 2 7 W 28 S i R i A3 3 V2 R, 9 ELZESR s D0 P R fff 12 1 S0 A 8
dRE ) LRI TR [4]. SR, REE S SRR T N AT T — 58 AR R e i, B
PRAHME P2 DR DA B v B B R DA S HR R R T S RO L ), AR T P A S B AR 2R I 2% (CNN)
HRFHICAZ M2 (LSTM) TR A B . CNN B S OB (1) 2% (B RFAE, T LSTM T e 8 47l i i 1] 7
SIS R, —E NS AReA RO AR 2 B s R . FEAREFH, CNN H T
PR 2% 3 B (1) 25 (B RFAE, T LSTM WAL BRI (8] Fp BRRAE, TR R— > R [R] I Ak 252 22 (1) 5 IF () AR )
TR, AT ey N AR R U PR A P AN B 1 o AR SO EZEDTHRTE T4 H T —AN4546 CNN Ml LSTM 11
REEA, FRRNDHT T IX AR I % H RIS, P A LR, [RInE, 8 S s N R 7%
HATERES, B8R 7 A SCBI R A 8 . AR I8 AN [ SR B S BRI 0 Hr, #87 TR BSLE AN [A] I
iR TR

2. IRpEAL
2.1. NMREN RS HEAR

Bt 1 2% M0ty T BRI AT AL, N ARASTIIH AR 28 13 1 MA% 458 10 58 T 00 U Fry ke 00 77 3 B BRI B2 27
TREREER . ARG T5 AT I PERRFAEDL G, RERSAS I k0 Mrd ok, (H I 2 H Bt 4 R Sk
P SCRATBR ORI B IR, TR ST HOR A 38 K MR AL B 24 HURE 70 A B2 2% (0 AR 2 A
RIS FENRAI SR AT R 77 B o 5 UL AR E 2 5] B B AR PR FE AR 22 [ 25 (DNIN) « B4
W 2 (CNN) AR AZ X 2% (LSTM) 45 . DNN 8K A0 PR i 4R 850 I 84T S 0 OB iU0n), CNIN 7E 2811
FHESR I ERBLH (. LSTM W AE AT 25 Bie I 18] 7 51 K08l P O B R

gk, AR 2 B E TR BRI RN, RAETE 4210 2 MR L 22 SRR S5 5 77
I AR AL & CNN AL LSTM, (EAEAEAR BER AR X 1 2 A 0 [A) AEALA, 8k Z 0 A R Bty
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Yyt TR RR L GIRLE 3Ho PRIE, VIR 2 2] T AR SR TS TN FEE 075 T A 2 2 A, (B A7 T A
TUARAG S TS B2 U5 FE AN SB35 8 v 1) — Sk R

AR T —MZEE CNN M LSTM KRS, BEZEPIH LA J—RTF ARSI 22 4t 1 HE
PERIEAETE . CNN Gt 5T SISO 1072 (R RFAE, T LSTM DU AR s (1 BF 18] 77 SR AE, AT AR e 68 5
LA TR SRR (X 28 it o IR AP S, ASCH TARSEAN TR IR L HFORRANR
RHECA 5 SR 10T 0 B
2.2. REF IR

RIE S SIE NS 2 T — ML T U, ERENAEZ R A MK Ei, R Wit B
NRI R SURHERTRE /T, T BE W B i Ak 2 )RR AR i 2 SIS 5]. AR TR el d 2 S BOR,
TRIZ S 2 REMB A KA B b Sellim 2w I 4R, DA/ N THRRAE TAEMOE, A 2ITH S s UL H
H RS 5 A BNIE 5 U0) S5 SUR R BT SO 1 MR kR . SRR S ST CNNL RNN Al LSTM
S JXUEARRY T U R 2 ) Bl (I (R A0S TARFAE, - 3R i 2GR e J0 Az AL g

2.3. NREMPERE S S M AIR

I LEAESR, Transformer A3 UM HY 4 1 4 JRRFAESE U RE 70, FE NIRRT AZ 2] 2 5% - Transformer
fEHT BRI EBEAT BE IR AT A B, X SR SEH) RNN AFE BB 22 57, B M ROt S g it i K
PRESHOM R 2, JCHGE F T R HUARSEA e 248 P2 A e Ml Ab B o >R ] Transformer 9 IDS RERY 5 v 24t
WO R RS U APT) I H BT, IXORKFER T Rk W M. BR T DNN A1 LSTM {E i & 73 A0
SR R N 2 A, T B SR 0 B S 2 At N TN R AR .

3. BB ESERIT
3.1. BEFIEFS TR

3.1.1. ERARENBIESE

N R AE S AT AP I AR P 1) 00, R TR A A B ANz Ak Re 7« AN TRI%K
PEERTEHE AL . BUh 2o FrfiE e S R AT & T A ARl . 24ar, ARSIz
ABHEEAFE KDD99. NSL-KDD. UNSW-NB15. CIC-IDS2017 Al TON IoT. iX*S¥E4EiHE T 2 fh
MILE e 25, 40 DoS. U2R X+ R2L K Al Probe M4 . KDD99 Hirdh 48 2 FL 1 A\ AR AG I 45145k 1 3%
MR, RERASZMIGEERN, HBTIUREIEEZ, WIANNFERRKERRE. X —m
B, AT NSL-KDD #E4E, &7E LB IUAREER AR BLHE 210y IR I L, ifide e 75
LI H . A, UNSW-NBI15 fl CIC-IDS2017 S50 # 40 H & B B S@ 1, B8 58 4 Hb A 4L
SRR 4 IR BT AT N . BRI S AR S S R L 1

Table 1. Comparison of commonly used intrusion detection datasets

F 1. BRAARENEEEX

AR AR A B2 ERR(R S IS
KDD99 494,021 DoS, U2R, R2L, Probe 41 {is
NSL-KDD 125,973 DoS, U2R, R2L, Probe 41 [
UNSW-NBI15 2,540,044 9 KWk 49 =
CIC-IDS2017 3,119,345 Z 80 =
TON _IoT 2,268,891 ZH ToT Mril 44 =
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3.1.2. BIRHLTRALIE

TAL R T N R AT R VERE (1 OGP IR . & B R AHE A0 22 U7 V2 Re i A RO s Y (1) 72 1k e
P MRS T mN R . fETUAG B AR, 8 45 2.3 25 (Information Gain)Fl 32 573 73 HT(PCA)
SRR, e 5 O i A G IRRAE AT AR 4 P52 el D TU R B B o BRI D A DR UE B o &
HHZEREE, FEORFEHIGEIAAR, R T H E RN, DLE> Jo 8Os X B AL 25
SO o U — 44 R ek R AR RURE 22 7 )6 28007325, 5 R B B0 3 B /)N - e R JA — 4K (Min-Max Normalization)
F Z-score Fr#fEAK.(Z-score Normalization). 40, XTHRFAE X; AT IH— AL ACEER, g/ - e RIH—1bit5E
ARN:

Ximax ~ Xmin

o, x Fx,, AP IFORERIE X ERERAE T R MERR K. S GE B )E, B AR E
R3] 7 g, A IPERE A PR X T A RS HORE, H RO T B RS 4 2R (Grid Search)
FIBEHLH% 28 (Random Search). 7EVREE S IR, S 40002 3] S GEE 7E 0.0001 £ 0.01 2 [[). #itE K
AN 32, 64, 128 5F). EH(n 2 F 5 RV E AT H (W1 64 128, 256 S5 Y 1 g H A B 2
oM. N, B ) R BT R AR Y, (AR S B2 BRI MR I S A BT
S, AT REA R AN E LA -

BRI NARAS I A WA HERR . 5140, 75 CIC-IDS2017 e, 4Kk 55(DoS) Bt o bt
259 70%, 1 U2R Fl R2L B i LU AR /b, X S OB AL I SR S ) T SCRE 2 B . gk
X — 1), 5 P B SRS AL FE R R AR (Undersampling) Al SR A (Oversampling), U1 SMOTE (Synthetic Minority
Over-sampling Technique) /772, I AE /b BRFE AR S B R 0 D B B R RE 7)o AEVTAR AR
B, B 7 RAAERZE SN, GBS A [ A Fl-score, PLZRETEMEAL T RE

N T BRI R TR A R, A SO IS UM I AR R T VAT TR EE s SEge b, ik
BT AL G ) D7 (A SCHF 1) B URTBEHLARPR) DL S A 4 AT T FE 2 20 (R AR (L ¢ Ao 8 ) 284 11 52
B SHIE RN RRZE . i SB35 7 AR (R R A AL SRR R AT, R 1 45 R AP AT Le . @
TENTEESIREG:, BE A% TR VEA% BT 52 HE D VA AR MRS B2 V2 A B8 77 LA B BT AN [R] 28 B Bk R 3 B 77 T PRI P 34

3.2. REFIRBMESMHL

3.2.1. EFREF IHEASEBRN

FENRIT ARG, TR S FER IR B R M PERER 45 2R - SR, BRI 2% (CNN).
TR0 22 1 28 (RNIN) S HAT AR KA I AZ I 28 (LS TM)TE N AZAS AT 55 1 5 31 T )72 B« CNN JEH &
SR R AR N B Sh3R L, JEHRAE B GER A B 5 TR I, RENE SR A Py B A s (] 4
FRFAE, DRI B L T 30 S TR B R (9 A S5 o AEAL BRI (8] F 71 B4 I, RNN A LSTM B T th
@rtae, FeaE M T NRAT AR . LSTM 51 NHJICIZ 8 TCRENS A RUR AL 48 RNN 7EAb K0
AN A7 AL [RIRB L % IRl AL, XA AR R SV Ml AR ) 5 T B 29

ASCHEH HR AR LS 5 7 CNN A1 LSTM A X1 2% 45 44, LASIIL 2 6] MU [R)RFAE A BK 552 > - CNN
T E TN S R EUR 0 2 R, R TR A AR BB AN A5 R, T LSTM JUIAE B S it
b D A SPRAE RIS TR AR A U, AT BE 8 RN B S AL I NARAT o XA A AR e Sk
Ak B I 2 B (R S AN B AR, 58 T I R A MR AR BE 7T

3.2.2. RBUMEMLRME
TR 2 ST LA SR 0 TR TR R M R 28 G . FERE ISR A b, B S B0 e mT L L i
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BEEESIER L RO/ I JZE DL RBE s A S, B R R A WSSO FE R i A PR . LB S8
VAR 7R B HE RS 2% L BEATLEE 20 DL AL 45 . IE AR ER, n L2 14 dropout 1 early stopping,
W Befg A R85 LA UE, IREHZARE Jy . BRI, L2 1E WAk I8 I 78 453 2K R Al N 25 97 00k PR
HIEE A S A ()3 KA, dropout I8 FENL 25 700 48 Jo kD £ TO IR AR, S A A I & st . b4t
e g 2 AR T A AR D I E T B, JUHAERUR BN LT, i el . BB, 48 oRin
W SRR A R Z IR, FEEEREN M, TG SR AR 1 St . D0 SR R AR
*® 2.

Table 2. Common model optimization strategies and their effects

2. BRERMICKRRE R ER

Hete Hens (3! St T i

S IR GRR, NSRS 5 PRI BERHLER . DU e ss
ENfE ik, SRIHEEA I AL RE L2 IENE. dropout. {545
Ko i SIS Ve FtEZ o5 SO bR s BB U (VR BIGHERE . #BYT. ZEi. 0 s S5 At

3.3. SLWRE ST e

3.3.1. =R SRE
KIS R I 1 .

A | (w2 Bz |,
B 0| toe o] a8 (o] B9 |o| gom o] 2R
P g || ek B i

Figure 1. Experimental flowchart
1. SERIEE

3.3.2. PE(hIEER

TENRATI R G PEREVEAL T, B VP AS FE AR B 48 LR DM . X Se bR A T4 T i 2 20 E A [+
MRS 5T Rl Re /)5 R .

1) #ERIZ(Accuracy)

2) A[FIZ (Recall)

3) F1 43 % (F1-score)

4) ROC #hZk(Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve)

4. TRERSDR
4.1. FEENEEMRER

4.1.1. {RENEREIRIRRTEL

NI R B 2 STASE R0 N AR RSl R Gt e ARt A B2 iR R 28 LRV ST RS ERA B R X il R T &
AR Ve REREAT & 5 L A4S, 188 T Accuracy. Recall. Fl-score 1 AUC {HAE AT RN b
ELE 7 CNN. LSTM. GRU FITEA[EEHRSE FRR R, SLinss BRI LSTM X 8] 7 51 %4 1 ik
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PRGN RAITERE, Rl RE S BOE R B A R = 1 A Bl 238 . CNN ZE AL BE #5250 240 nO AR 32
BRI 7R E RS, Rl R e M B 07 R It v th . GRU BERE BRI T84
NReERFIR AT IR MRG B, & A RS2 PRI . SRIR g AR, ASCHEH A CNN-LSTM R & B BUTE N2
KA S5 b B BRI 2 A R, EUERARIE B 94.1%, HIEIH N 92.8%, F1 73-%¥0N 93.4%, AUC {E
A 0.96, PUTUZ AR T B — A . SRR CRAE S U 2R (0 R B, SEBL T A 57 AR R A il e 0,
XFPPERER A EEAR A T CNN BIUE 2 RIRHESEHOT T A5 LSTM B 7 @A A 71 1A AU b 31X
BeZE R IRUE TR A AR AE X 28 NAZASTIAT 55 (0 S I E AR 35 . 36 3 TEARR T & HdnsE
AN TR 1 i L &

Table 3. Performance comparison of various deep learning models

3. BEREF IEBHMEREXIE

e} Accuracy (%) Recall (%) F1-score (%) AUC

CNN 92.5 88.3 90.3 0.94

LSTM 90.8 91.7 91.2 0.95

GRU 91.2 89.6 90.4 0.93
CNN-LSTM Hybrid Model 94.1 92.8 93.4 0.96

4.12. ERBNRESHE

ANFITR P 2 SRR NARAS IR 55 h B A LA S5 RIR . CNN BRI S8 KRR RS- HURE 7, AEXT SR
BHAEREAT 2 RS RIS, AEAER AR AEAL BE 7 T AAAE — € AR PR . LSTM BE6 4 L A [a]
MR 2, IR A BRI (8] 7 51 B0 B RE g, TR AE RS BT AS I 7 i oA 2 25009, (El
SR R IR, THEAUN LR . GRU 1EJY LSTM I SSCHE RR AT 7 ORFF AL s Tk e O R I 9/ i+ BT
B, G T B IR IO . AR R R T, HaE I BE I Mg KT LSTM. CNN-LSTM ¢
ME5E 7 CNN 5 LSTM [%Fsi, BERESRHUHSHAE, SREEBIN A5 8, RBLH T m kil i
AR NE -

4.2. FRIEZENRRS RO
4.2.1. EEZENERESFERES W

O FRL N WA ULIOON OO

CNN LSTM GRU Hybrid Model
R (%) ——RIRE (%)

Figure 2. Comparison of false positive rate and false negative rate of various deep learning models
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%3 3 (False Positive Rate, FPR)5 i % (False Negative Rate, FNR)& PPl AR5 R St M gE ) 2L
FEFR o R SO 1A A R bR 1E IR A N BGE EA,  TUR 3 U) R AR AR A e L ) S
Bt AT R Seier, CNN SRR R EUR, HINIRER S, RUNZBEE T IR R E 1 7 K5
NFafd, {HAE—SeH AT ARSI 5 A TR . LSTM BRI LS i 18] 5 AR AIE RO BUsbE , IR R B,
HIRH A E . GRU SCHL T iR R AR AR, 10 VR S8 R AR R R AR IR R I BN, e
FESEAS IS TE i R R 7 B A RIFISEEEETT. B 2 R T AR R IR E S iRk E BT

4.2.2. RBESRBOEZWERILTSZ

PR AR N AR AT I 2R G 1 S FH A A 2 Ak P2 AR R 25 R . Ry AR AT BE 3 BUE H IR E R AN
Yoy, #EM PR AN BE R B, RS AT AR, HESIRE R EIIR . NN
Refd SRR M R I,  ATIRT R G022 A PG ™ B gl o DRI, A iR AR B AT R 4R 2 2 $2 T AR A
RGMEREH S

AT F EAHE

MU RFE LR I I B B AR R BORRAE, AT DABS SR A AN [ R AR E I X A Re T, AN D
AR I G . B, AT DASE AR 2 S 3 A B SR 7 126 5 e A 2 FE A OQ HARRAIE, 93/b TG R
FEX AR

R X o BRI EA R E IR E R S AR, W RLS] N 2 B AR 2 M mi i T vk Bl AL
o) AN, AFAE AL REAS T A MR AN X ) IR R E S B R R, R AT B R B AR N, R
RS R A R UM

LN 21 G5 2 B AR IR 2 BRORER TS I B < e i B AN [R) 52322 CNNLLSTML GRU 4%),
RERE PRAC L — IR () 22, SRR E MRt o BRI T RE A G 28030 R 4 2 I i v o DU YR Aff 12 o

FLIE N B R AR SR B, AR 4T I X 2 RS TR R R MBS R 2R . @it iR A
GG, AR TN R s U R T O B, AT A R AR AR PR~

Bl @Y RINGEIEE, IR DBERBEEFEAR IG5, B RE S 7 o 35 2 (W Mk
B, 38R D BRI R RE JT . ILA S 58 5 75 L3S SMOTE (Synthetic Minority Over-sampling
Technique)FHAR, XA LA BERTHERLKZ A0 RE /1, AT BRI

X LTy 1R S ] DA R BRI IR R B & A, 3 e N AR A DN ZR G £ S BB FH A () il S e Rl 22 4
PE, TR RGN B AR RN, R A2 Al 2 T
4.3. BITHREHIRHER
4.3.1. VLR B SHERR A jE) 2of

YGRS [A] ()RR TR e B AR 5 m 08, YR (Rl T e 2 S BOT R A IR, HEER i A K
T E R SE AT RE 7T SRR EHE R, CONN BN ZREHAR R, R HERR B R i (Rl A, Rtk
WIEAHATELZ . LSTM 5 GRU PRI H: 75 Ab 2 (149 B 18] 7 51 500808 17 B A SEAC AR IR [a), (L A B s (1)
Lt CNN Bhf, &G mAEdE 2. CNN-LSTM BERIZEE T SRR R3S, BARIIZGR &%, H2
HEPRACR TSy, &G TR BE R S R SEI AR IAT 55 o & PR 28 5 31| ST TR R4 3 B () 777 100 19%) b2 <
3 frRe

4.3.2. AESHHEBENERER

MNARAT I Z G i BR P 2 ST, RSB BN AR S THR BRI AR oL, NN BRI S8
5 AAE LR, (R HEE Y BUR T B R L K . LSTM 5 GRU H T+ 75 B A7 K I (8] (i i 45 . H 2
HOUBR, ERNAE S IR, (HR TSRS . CNN-LSTM #7254 CNN 5 LSTM % A It siik
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B AT RS BRI TRIIN , THELR IR SRR, AR VEREIR ST A B A o DUAR 5 3 2 A A A
RBTBA AL BT B u&t%%ﬁ’%&ﬂﬁ&ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ% B RBIBATHER . HHEEH GPU InigiHE
AT LA E DT HRER L ISR SR AR N BE ST PRAE S A% IR R ARG R G4 T A%

140

120

100

80
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0 -

LSTM Hybrid Model

mYIZETR (el mHERLR A (ZAP/AEAD

Figure 3. Comparison of training time and reasoning time for various deep learning models

3. BIREF SIEBNIZRATE) 5 HERR A (B X EE

4.4. BENESRMSENY

4.4.1. ZABHEHEN

AR FPENARAT N BVRRAE 0 A S B A 3 2 5, I BRI FE 5 S B AR M M REAR — . SR gl
R CONN A T M AR A, 10 LSTM X T3 FE 18 . FRSid A I i) e o A AR (G ) e
71 GRU X FRBRBAAERE. 5110 HER 2 MRS, It %R G BRI 2 Bl 5 2040 2 os
T AR . ORI BE ) T A SRR ACE Y L R R R LS IR GBI . 5 R A
RUMSE A INBRIZALRE ST o P NARAT N AN RIS I (R AE R R an 1] 4 Fios.

100
956 94.8

92.1
W 90.7
90 9$%UT —
91 20T 9122 87.8

95
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85 88.5 86.7 84.6
80 82.1
75
T BRI RIS EiIkE
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Figure 4. Detection accuracy of different types of intrusion behaviors by various deep learning models (%)
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4.4.2. FEMME THSEWERITLE

IR ANFIPR R R IR, 5 SRR WA R AG I BE 0 W A 32 B HdiE A B B AR AL S R R RS . S
RBUE WAEAEA R, Bl SR A F 2% 578G O N AT PEREDNK. &l 5 Pros, CNN ££
RAABEEA T VD RELERF e BRI 5, JCACIHER 4 ik 94.2% . £E 3K DoS Bl 5t , LSTM
FIHERIE C20IA 3] 1 93.4%. GRU FEAWIARALKIFR G 26 AF T, 0 T8 B (AL 3 A0 118Gk s 1A
MR, AR R 2 5ER] T 90.3%H1 89.2%. CNN-LSTM A 7E - FhIAEE T # R FF L
93% AR M AERPE,  TXAERT 1 G PR ) v A S

0,
96.0% 94.2% . 93.0%  93.5%
94.0% i 93.4% 932% 93.1%

o (o]

0,

92.0% 89.0% L 90.3%
9.29 89:0% 89.2%
90.0% P — 2% 29
: =7 87.8%

88.0%
86.0% 85.19
84.0%
82.0%
80.0%

CNN LST™M GRU CNN-LSTM

FiRE "mHhEk DoSKE) - EMERMHMERE WEINIHRE

Figure 5. Detection accuracy of various models in different environments

E 5. FRIME T SRR EHE

5. &

A FEIE TR L2 ST EARRS NIRRT Z YO AT, $eth T —FhEla CNN 28 [A 4R
HURE I LSTM I 7 i LA 3 AR A B2, R XHARBE 2% ST T ARG R AT AT AiAl . SEB4 RR
B, HH—HRAHLL, CNN-LSTM HALER MK HERTE . IR iR DR T SRR 25 2 AN J5 T #R 4K
FLAEIARTE 10% AN - WFFCIE RGUL Y DU T8 S 201k . Dropout IEWALEL & SMOTE 4 1 i 4%
SKI%, UEW] CNN-LSTM 5 747E NSL-KDD ##i 4 b K145 & PEREFR AR Fl-score 52715 93.4%. =T 47 Hf
FUBAR, AR AR AT A2 WA SR I 27 50 HE 2R Ak e At ALy ol AL, &5 5 X U SRR I 58 R G xt
B BGR FIB e

SE MK

1 AR, WA, AFFE, & ETRES MK NERNREI]. WEKMNEAR, 2025, 15(5): 63-67.

1 RE, ZEM, B, % JETURRIREE S 11 CAN MG N IRMAESL[T]. K2 TH%, 2024, 46(11): 2039-2045.
1 BREASE. BETUREE Q FE ML NRE GRS S I [T]. 2 M SO 2 e 224 (B SRR RR), 2024, 38(5): 42-47.
]

PURHE, e, WL, BT IR IR B E R & M 25 N RAS DL T2 ). 15 2 2 2eW 5L, 2025, 11Q2):
122-129.

[5] KMz, HETUREES TR Tl M MR R RSB I]. BTEOR, 2025, 54(1): 118-120.
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