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Compulsory REVISION
comments

The aurhor(s) convey(s) the equivalence relation B to
supplement via maximal submodules. The manuscript can
be accepted, but the author make a revision in the following
statements.

1) The reference of notion of +-supplemented modules is
given in the introduction.

2) It had better to delete section 2 (Properties of B
relation ) except for Proposition 2.6 and Proposition 2.7.
Here, two propositions come in before Definition 3.1.

3) The proof of Proposition 3.8, line 19, ‘By previous
theorem...." must be ‘By Theorem 3.7...

4) The proof of Corollary 3.10, line 1, ".. and previous
Proposition..." must be “... and Proposition 3.9...".

5) Above Proposition 3.24, line -7, the notion of coatomic
has a reference number [13]. In this definition, it would be

M M
rather that Rad (;) = 5 implies M=N.

6) Hypothesis of Theorem 3.26 is deficient. So this Theorem
must be proved clearly once again.

7) The proof of Proposition 3.27 is wrong. It must be proved
again.

8) References [10] and [11] didn't be used in the fex

anywhere. So author(s) must be either remove these
references or verify the attribution.

Ethical issue:

1) We add to introduction two references about
+-supplemented modules.

2) We remove section 2 except for Proposition
2.6 and 2.7.

3-4-5) We correct them.

6) We try to write the proof clearly.

7) Proposition 3.27 is wrong, that's why, we
delete it.

8) We add definition of maximally +-
supplemented module after definition 3.11 and
reference [12] is refered for this definition.

Thank you for your suggestions.
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Supplement, ﬁ relation, maximal submodule, M’ module
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