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Compulsory REVISION comments
Minor REVISION comments

This paper’s technique is in the paper “The convolutionsums “\sum_{M<N/2}  m sigma_e (m) sigma_f(n-2m)”.Using compare the coefficient of product of Eisensteinseries, the author find results. This technique is verywell-known.  I cannot find  your motivations of thispaper. Your results are similar to 1+1 =2, 1+1+1=3,1+1+1+1=4, …. 1+1+1+… +1= n, and then you find 1+1+…+1=n+1,….., You only  find more and more values usingthis style computations.  This is very bad..Please! Explain why your result is importantPlease! Write your result history.
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