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4 Fixed point theorems for weak, partial, Bianchini

and Chatterjea-Bianchini contractions in

semimetric spaces with triangle functions

Ravindra K. Bisht and Evgen O. Petrov

Abstract. This paper advances a line of research in fixed point the-

ory initiated by M. Bessenyei and Z. Páles, building on their introduction
of the triangle function concept in [J. Nonlinear Convex Anal, Vol 18
(3), 515-524 (2017)]. By applying this concept, the study revises several
well-known fixed point theorems in metric spaces, extending their appli-
cability to semimetric spaces with triangle functions. The paper focuses
on general theorems involving weak, partial, Bianchini and Chatterjea-
Bianchini contractions, deriving corollaries relevant to metric spaces,
b-metric spaces, ultrametric spaces, and distance spaces with power tri-
angle functions. Notably, several new and interesting findings emerge in
the context of weak and partial contractions.
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1 Introduction

Fixed point theorems, in general, provide a sturdy framework for under-
standing and tackling solutions to both linear and nonlinear problems
encountered in biological, engineering, and physical sciences.

The concept of successive approximations for solving differential and
integral equations and in approximation theory has roots in the works
of Chebyshev, Picard, Caccioppoli, and others. However, in 1922, Ba-
nach [1] was the first to correctly formulate the contraction mapping
principle, known as the Banach Contraction Principle, in an abstract
form suitable for diverse applications.

In 1968, Kannan’s fixed point theorem proved a significant result in-
dependent of the Banach Contraction Principle [2]. This breakthrough
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spurred the development of numerous contractive definitions, many of
which permitted discontinuities within their domains while characteriz-
ing metric completeness. Notable among these contractive conditions are
those investigated by Chatterjee [3], Ćirić, Reich, and Rus [4–6], Zam-
firescu [7], and Hardy-Rogers [8]. These conditions share similar charac-
teristics, thereby enriching the understanding of contractive mappings
in metric spaces. For a comprehensive overview of various contractive
definitions, we refer authors to the survey paper by Rhoades [9].

Over more than a century, researchers worldwide have maintained a
strong interest in fixed point theorems. This is evidenced by the publi-
cation of numerous articles and monographs in recent decades dedicated
to fixed point theory and its applications. For comprehensive surveys
of fixed point results and their diverse applications, refer to the mono-
graphs [10–14].

Let X be a nonempty set. A mapping d : X × X → R
+, where

R
+ = [0,∞), is defined as a metric if it satisfies the following axioms

for all x, y, z ∈ X:

(i) (d(x, y) = 0) ⇔ (x = y) (non-negativity condition),

(ii) d(x, y) = d(y, x) (symmetric condition),

(iii) d(x, y) 6 d(x, z) + d(z, y) (triangle inequality).

The combination of a set X with a distance-measuring function d is
termed a “metric space”. If d satisfies the first two axioms, namely (i)
and (ii), it earns the label “semimetric”. Consequently, when d qualifies
as a semimetric on X, the pair (X, d) is referred to as a “semimetric
space”. These spaces were initially explored by Fréchet in [15], where he
referred to them as “classes (E)”. Subsequently, they garnered attention
from researchers, as evidenced by works such as [16–20]. In semimet-
ric spaces, one can introduce the concepts of convergent and Cauchy
sequences, as well as completeness, following the standard procedures.

The concept of b−metric spaces, originally introduced by Bakhtin [21]
under the name of quasi-metric spaces. Czerwik later expanded on this
concept by applying it to generalizations of Banach’s fixed point theo-
rem [22, 23]. In a b−metric space, the traditional triangle inequality is
modified to include a constant K ≥ 1, ensuring that for all x, y, z ∈ X,
the inequality

d(x, y) ≤ K[d(x, z) + d(z, y)]

holds. Fagin and Stockmeyer [24] delved deeper into the relaxed form
of the triangle inequality, terming it nonlinear elastic matching (NEM).
They highlighted its diverse applications, including trademark shape
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analysis [25] and the measurement of ice floes [26]. For further details
one may see [27], [28].

An ultrametric is a special type of metric that satisfies the strong
triangle inequality:

d(x, y) 6 max{d(x, z), d(z, y)}.

When this condition is met, the pair (X, d) is known as an ultrametric
space. It is worth noting that Hausdorff formulated the ultrametric
inequality in 1934, and Krasner introduced the concept of ultrametric
spaces in 1944 [29].

In 2017, Bessenyei and Páles [30] extended the Matkowski fixed point

theorem [31] by introducing a definition of a triangle function Φ: R
2
+ →

R
+

for a semimetric d. In this paper, we adopt this definition in a
slightly different form, restricting the domain and the range of Φ by R

2
+

and R
+, respectively.

Definition 1.1. Consider a semimetric space (X, d). We say that
Φ: R+ × R

+ → R
+ is a triangle function for d if Φ is symmetric and

non-decreasing in both of its arguments, satisfies Φ(0, 0) = 0 and, for all
x, y, z ∈ X, the generalized triangle inequality

d(x, y) 6 Φ(d(x, z), d(z, y)) (1.1)

holds.

Clearly, metric spaces, ultrametric spaces, and b-metric spaces are
all examples of semimetric spaces, each with a specific triangle function:
Φ(u, v) = u + v for metric spaces, Φ(u, v) = max{u, v} for ultrametric
spaces, and Φ(u, v) = K(u+ v), K > 1 for b-metric spaces.

In [30], the study focused on regular semimetric spaces with basic
triangle functions that are continuous at the origin. These spaces were
shown to be Hausdorff, with unique limits for convergent sequences, and
to satisfy the Cauchy property. For further developments on semimetric
spaces with generalized triangle inequalities, see [32–36].

In [37] generalizations of Banach, Kannan, Chatterjea, Ćirić-Reich-
Rus fixed point theorems, as well as of the fixed point theorem for map-
pings contracting perimeters of triangles were proved via considering
corresponding mappings in semimetric spaces with triangle functions.

In this paper, we extend the study of fixed point theorems by modify-
ing assumptions to broaden their applicability within semimetric spaces
using triangle functions. Our findings offer new insights, applicable not
only to metric spaces but also to broader contexts, such as b-metric
spaces, ultrametric spaces, and distance spaces with power triangle func-
tions.
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2 Main results

The following lemma and theorem establish necessary conditions im-
posed on triangle function ensuring that the semimetric is continuous.

Lemma 2.1. Let (an) and (bn) be sequences such that an, bn > 0,
an, bn → 0 as n→ ∞, and let (cn) be any sequence with cn > 0. Suppose
the following conditions hold for the triangle function Φ:

l 6 Φ(bn,Φ(an, cn)), (2.1)

cn 6 Φ(an,Φ(l, bn)), (2.2)

where l > 0 is a positive real number, and

|Φ(xn, yn)− yn| → 0 as n→ ∞, (2.3)

for every sequence (xn) such that xn → 0 as n→ ∞ and every arbitrary
sequence (yn) with xn, yn > 0. Then cn → l as n→ ∞.

Proof. Let sn = Φ(bn,Φ(an, cn)) and tn = Φ(an,Φ(l, bn)). By condi-
tion (2.3), we have

|sn − cn| = |Φ(bn,Φ(an, cn))− Φ(an, cn) + Φ(an, cn)− cn|

6 |Φ(bn,Φ(an, cn))− Φ(an, cn)|+ |Φ(an, cn)− cn| → 0
(2.4)

and
|tn − l| = |Φ(an,Φ(l, bn))−Φ(l, bn) + Φ(l, bn)− l|

6 |Φ(an,Φ(l, bn))− Φ(l, bn)|+ |Φ(l, bn)− l| → 0 as n→ ∞.

Suppose cn 9 l. Then by (2.4) sn 9 l. Since sn > l for every n and
sn 9 l, it follows from (2.4) that

lim sup
n→∞

sn = lim sup
n→∞

cn > l.

Given that tn → l, condition (2.2) implies that lim supn→∞
cn 6 l,

leading to a contradiction.

Theorem 2.1. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space with the triangle func-
tion Φ satisfying condition (2.3). Then the semimetric d is continuous.

Proof. Let x, y ∈ X and let (xn) and (yn) be sequences in X such that
xn → x and yn → y as n → ∞. Define an = d(xn, x), bn = d(yn, y),
cn = d(xn, yn), and l = d(x, y). Clearly, conditions (2.1) and (2.2) are
satisfied. By applying Lemma 2.1, we obtain d(xn, yn) → d(x, y), which
is the desired result.
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Example 2.1. Let Φ(u, v) = (uq + vq)
1

q , where q > 0. Consider any
sequence (xn) such that xn → 0 as n → ∞ and an arbitrary sequence
(yn) with xn, yn > 0. We have

lim
n→∞

∣

∣

∣
(xqn + yqn)

1

q − yn

∣

∣

∣
= 0.

Thus, by Theorem 2.1, the semimetric d is continuous when Φ(u, v) =

(uq + vq)
1

q , q > 0.

Remark 2.1. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space with the power triangle

function Φ(u, v) = (uq + vq)
1

q , where q > 0. If q > 1, then (X, d) is a
metric space. Indeed, by (1.1), it is sufficient to note that for such q,

the inequality (uq + vq)
1

q 6 u+ v holds, as shown, e.g., in Section 2.12
of [38]. If 0 < q < 1, then (X, d) is not necessarily a metric space. For
instance, let X = {x, y, z} with d(x, y) = d(x, z) = 1 and d(y, z) = 3. In
this case, (X, d) is clearly not a metric space. A simple verification of
the triangle inequalities for q = 1

2 can demonstrate this.
Distance spaces with power triangle functions were considered in [39].

The following lemma, which we need below, was proved in [37]. For
the convenience of the reader, we give it with the proof.

Lemma 2.2. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space with the triangle function
Φ satisfying the following conditions:

1) The equality
Φ(ku, kv) = kΦ(u, v) (2.5)

holds for all k, u, v ∈ R
+.

2) For every 0 6 α < 1 there exists C(α) > 0 such that for every p ∈ N
+

the inequality

Φ(1,Φ(α,Φ(α2, ....,Φ(αp−1, αp)))) 6 C(α) (2.6)

holds.

Let (xn), n = 0, 1, . . ., be a sequence in X having the property that
there exists α ∈ [0, 1) such that

d(xn, xn+1) 6 αd(xn−1, xn) (2.7)

for all n > 1. Then (xn) is a Cauchy sequence.
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Proof. By (2.7) we have

d(x1, x2) 6 αd(x0, x1), d(x2, x3) 6 αd(x1, x2), d(x3, x4) 6 αd(x2, x3), . . . .

Hence, we obtain
d(xn, xn+1) 6 αnd(x0, x1). (2.8)

Applying consecutively the generalized triangle inequality (1.1) to
the points xn, xn+1, xn+2, . . . ,xn+p, where p ∈ N

+, p > 2, we obtain

d(xn, xn+p) 6 Φ(d(xn, xn+1), d(xn+1, xn+p))

6 Φ(d(xn, xn+1),Φ(d(xn+1, xn+2), d(xn+2, xn+p)))

. . .

6 Φ(d(xn, xn+1),Φ(d(xn+1, xn+2), . . . ,Φ(d(xn+p−2, xn+p−1), d(xn+p−1, xn+p))))

(by the monotonicity of Φ and by inequalities (2.8) we have)

6 Φ(αnd(x0, x1),Φ(α
n+1d(x0, x1), · · · ,Φ(α

n+p−2d(x0, x1), α
n+p−1d(x0, x1)))) 6

(applying several times equality (2.5), we obtain)

6 αnΦ(1,Φ(α, · · · ,Φ(αp−2, αp−1)))d(x0, x1).

By condition (2.6) we obtain

d(xn, xn+p) 6 αnC(α)d(x0, x1).

Since 0 6 α < 1, we have d(xn, xn+p) → 0 as n→ ∞ for every p > 2. If
p = 1, then the relation d(xn, xn+1) → 0 follows from (2.8). Thus, (xn)
is a Cauchy sequence, which completes the proof.

Remark 2.2 ([37]). Let (X, d) be a complete semimetric space. Then
the sequence (xn) has a limit x∗. If additionally the semimetric d is
continuous, then we get d(xn, xn+p) → d(xn, x

∗) as p → ∞. Also,
letting p→ ∞, we get

d(xn, x
∗) 6 αnC(α)d(x0, x1). (2.9)
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2.1 Partial contractions in semimetric spaces

In [40], the concept of partial contractivity was introduced in the context
of a b-metric space. Let X be a b−metric space. A self-map T : X → X
is a partial contractivity on a b−metric space (X, d) if there exist α, β ∈
R with 0 ≤ α < 1 and β ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ X,

d(Tx, Ty) ≤ αd(x, y) + βd(x, Tx). (2.10)

Due to the symmetric property in a metric space, T also satisfies the
following dual condition:

d(Tx, Ty) ≤ αd(x, y) + βd(y, Ty). (2.11)

If (X, d) is a metric space and T : X → X satisfies either a Banach
contraction, Kannan contraction, Chatterjea contraction, Zamfirescu
contraction, Hardy-Rogers contraction, or Ćirić-Reich-Rus contraction,
then T is a partial contraction [40].

Remark 2.3. It is pertinent to mention here that fixed point theorems
in a metric space (X, d), satisfying a combination of conditions (2.10)
and (2.11) were initiated by Proinov in [41].

We begin with the following fixed point theorem:

Theorem 2.2. Let (X, d) be a complete semimetric space with the tri-
angle function Φ continuous at (0, 0) and satisfying conditions (2.5)
and (2.6). Let T : X → X satisfy (2.10) with 0 ≤ α + β < 1. Then
T has a unique fixed point.

Proof. Let x0 ∈ X. Define xn = Txn−1, i.e, xn = T nx0 for n = 1, 2, . . ..
Then, in view of (2.10), it follows straightforwardly that

d(xn, xn+1) = d(Txn−1, Txn) 6 αd(xn−1, xn) + βd(xn−1, Txn−1)

= (α+ β)d(xn−1, xn).

Hence,
d(xn, xn+1) 6 δd(xn−1, xn),

where δ = α+ β, 0 6 δ < 1.
By Lemma 2.2, (xn) is a Cauchy sequence and by the completeness

of (X, d), this sequence has a limit x∗ ∈ X. Let us prove that Tx∗ = x∗.
Using the generalized triangle inequality (1.1), the continuity of Φ and
(2.10), we have
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d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ (d(x∗, T nx0), d(T
nx0, Tx

∗))

= Φ
(

d(x∗, T nx0), αd(T
n−1x0, x

∗) + βd(T n−1x0, T
nx0)

)

→ 0.

This implies that x∗ is a fixed point.
Suppose that there exist two distinct fixed points x and y. Then

Tx = x and Ty = y, which contradicts (2.10) since α < 1.

In [37], it was proved that the triangle functions Φ(u, v) = u + v,

Φ(u, v) = max{u, v}, Φ(u, v) = (uq + vq)
1

q , q > 0, satisfy condition (2.5)

and condition (2.6) with C(α) being 1/(1 − α), 1 and 1/(1 − αq)
1

q ,
respectively. Clearly, all these triangle functions are continuous at (0, 0).
Hence, we have the following.

Corollary 2.1. Theorem 2.2 holds for semimetric spaces with all tri-
angle functions mentioned above. Moreover, the following estimations
hold:

d(xn, x
∗) 6

δn

1− δ
d(x0, x1) if Φ(u, v) = u+ v,

d(xn, x
∗) 6 δnd(x0, x1) if Φ(u, v) = max{u, v},

d(xn, x
∗) 6

δn

(1− δq)
1

q

d(x0, x1) if Φ(u, v) = (uq + vq)
1

q , q > 0,

where δ = α+ β.

Proof. To apply (2.9), we need to establish the continuity of d for every
triangle function. The continuity of d is well-known for the cases where
Φ(u, v) = u + v and Φ(u, v) = max{u, v}. The continuity of d when

Φ(u, v) = (uq + vq)
1

q , with q > 0, follows from Theorem 2.1 (see also
Example 2.1).

Corollary 2.2. Theorem 2.2 holds for b-metric spaces with the coeffi-
cient K if δK < 1, where δ = α+ β.

Proof. It is clear that Φ(u, v) = K(u+ v) satisfies condition (2.5) and it
is continuous at (0, 0). One can see from the proof that Lemma 2.2 holds
even in a weaker form: it is sufficient that condition (2.6) is satisfied with
α from inequality (2.7) but not necessarily for all 0 6 α < 1. In this
connection, consider expression (2.6) (with α = δ) for the function Φ:

K +K2δ +K3δ2 + · · ·+Kpδp−1 +Kpδp (2.12)
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6 K +K2δ +K3δ2 + · · ·+Kpδp−1 +Kp+1δp.

It is clear that this sum consists of p + 1 terms of geometric progres-
sion with the common ratio δK and the start value K. According to
the formula for the sum of infinite geometric series sum (2.12) is less
than K/(1 − δK) = C(δ) for every finite p ∈ N

+, which establishes
inequality (2.6).

Remark 2.4. Note that in the case Φ(u, v) = K(u+v) estimation (2.9)
cannot be established since in general case d is not continuous in b-metric
spaces with K > 1, see [42].

Remark 2.5. It is interesting to note that despite the fact that condi-
tions (2.10) and (2.11) are equivalent replacing condition (2.10) by con-
dition (2.11) in Theorem 2.2 requires an additional condition Φ(0, v) < 1
for all 0 ≤ v < 1. Indeed, let x0 ∈ X. Define xn = Txn−1, i.e, xn = T nx0
for n = 1, 2, . . .. Similarly, in view of (2.11), we get

d(xn, xn+1) = d(Txn−1, Txn) 6 αd(xn−1, xn) + βd(xn, Txn)

= αd(xn−1, xn) + βd(xn, xn+1).

Hence, d(xn, xn+1) 6 δd(xn−1, xn), where δ =
α

1−β , 0 6 δ < 1.
Also, by the generalized triangle inequality (1.1), the monotonicity

of Φ and (2.11), we get

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), d(T
nx0, Tx

∗))

6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), αd(T
n−1x0, x

∗) + βd(x∗, Tx∗)).

Letting n→ ∞, by the continuity of Φ, we obtain d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(0, βd(x∗, Tx∗)).
Using (2.5), we have d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 d(x∗, Tx∗)Φ(0, β). By Φ(0, β) < 1, we
get d(x∗, Tx∗) = 0, i.e. x∗ = Tx∗.

2.2 Weak contractions in semimetric spaces

In 2004, the concept of a weak contraction [43] was introduced by
Berinde within the framework of a metric space. Let (X, d) be a metric
space. A self-map T : X → X is a weak contraction on X if there exist
α, δ ∈ R with 0 ≤ α < 1 and δ ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ X,

d(Tx, Ty) ≤ αd(x, y) + δd(x, Ty). (2.13)

Because of the symmetry property in a metric space, T also satisfies the
following dual condition:

d(Tx, Ty) ≤ αd(x, y) + δd(y, Tx). (2.14)
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If (X, d) is a metric space and T : X → X is either a Banach contraction,
Kannan contraction, Chatterjea contraction or Zamfirescu contraction,
then T is a weak contraction [43].

We now proceed to prove the following result:

Theorem 2.3. Let (X, d) be a complete semimetric space with the tri-
angle function Φ continuous at (0, 0) and satisfying conditions (2.5)
and (2.6). Let T : X → X satisfy (2.14). Then T has a fixed point.
If δ = 0, then the fixed point is unique.

Proof. Let x0 ∈ X. Define xn = Txn−1, i.e, xn = T nx0 for n = 1, 2, . . ..
Then, in view of (2.14), it follows

d(xn, xn+1) = d(Txn−1, Txn) 6 αd(xn−1, xn) + δd(xn, Txn−1)

= αd(xn−1, xn).

Hence,
d(xn, xn+1) 6 αd(xn−1, xn),

where 0 ≤ α < 1. By Lemma 2.2, (xn) is a Cauchy sequence and by
the completeness of (X, d), this sequence has a limit x∗ ∈ X. Let us
prove that Tx∗ = x∗. By the generalized triangle inequality (1.1), the
continuity of Φ and (2.14), we have

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), d(T
nx0, Tx

∗))

= Φ
(

d(x∗, T nx0), αd(T
n−1x0, x

∗) + δd(x∗, T nx0)
)

→ 0,

as n → ∞, which means that x∗ is a fixed point. Let δ = 0. Suppose
that there exist two distinct fixed points x and y. Then Tx = x and
Ty = y, which contradicts (2.14), since α < 1.

Corollary 2.3. Theorem 2.3 holds for semimetric spaces with the fol-
lowing triangle functions: Φ(u, v) = u+v; Φ(u, v) = max{u, v}; Φ(u, v) =

(uq + vq)
1

q , q > 0, and with the corresponding estimations from above
for d(xn, x

∗), see Corollary 2.1.

Corollary 2.4. Theorem 2.3 holds for b-metric spaces with the coeffi-
cient K if αK < 1.

Proof. See the proof of Corollary 2.2.

Remark 2.6. It is noteworthy that although conditions (2.14) and (2.13)
are equivalent, substituting condition (2.14) with condition (2.13) in
Theorem 2.3 under the constraint α + 2δ < 1 necessitates additional
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requirements: (i) Φ(a, b) 6 a+ b for all a, b > 0; (ii) Φ is continuous at
the domain of definition.

Indeed, let x0 ∈ X. Define xn = Txn−1, i.e, xn = T nx0 for n =
1, 2, . . .. Similarly, in view of (2.13), we get

d(xn, xn+1) = d(Txn−1, Txn) 6 αd(xn−1, xn) + δd(xn−1, Txn)

= αd(xn−1, xn) + δd(xn−1, xn+1).

Hence, by the generalized triangle inequality (1.1) and condition (i) we
get

d(xn, xn+1) 6 αd(xn−1, xn) + δΦ(d(xn−1, xn), d(xn, xn+1))

6 αd(xn−1, xn) + δ(d(xn−1, xn) + d(xn, xn+1)).

Consequently,
d(xn, xn+1) 6 γd(xn−1, xn),

where γ = α+δ
1−δ , 0 6 γ < 1. By Lemma 2.2, (xn) is a Cauchy sequence

and by the completeness of (X, d), this sequence has a limit x∗ ∈ X.
Let us prove that Tx∗ = x∗. By the generalized triangle inequal-

ity (1.1), the monotonicity of Φ and (2.13), we get

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), d(T
nx0, Tx

∗))

= Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), αd(T
n−1x0, x

∗) + δ(d(T n−1x0, Tx
∗))).

Letting n→ ∞, by the continuity of Φ, we obtain

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(0, δd(x∗, Tx∗)).

By condition (i), we get

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 δd(x∗, Tx∗).

Hence, since δ < 1
2 we obtain the equality d(x∗, Tx∗) = 0.

2.3 Bianchini’s contractions in semimetric spaces

In 1972, Bianchini [44] proved the following result, which extends the
Kannan fixed point theorem [2]. Let T : X → X be a mapping on a
complete metric space (X, d) such that

d(Tx, Ty) 6 βmax{d(x, Tx), d(y, Ty)}, (2.15)

where 0 6 β < 1 and x, y ∈ X. Then T has a unique fixed point.
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Theorem 2.4. Let (X, d) be a complete semimetric space with the con-
tinuous triangle function Φ, satisfying conditions (2.5) and (2.6) and
additionally to the condition:

(i) Φ(0, v) < 1 for all 0 6 v < 1.

Let T : X → X satisfy inequality (2.15) with 0 6 β < 1. Then T has a
unique fixed point.

Proof. Let x0 ∈ X. Define xn = Txn−1, i.e., xn = T nx0 for n = 1, 2, . . ..
It follows straightforwardly that

d(xn, xn+1) = d(Txn−1, Txn)

6 βmax{d(xn−1, Txn−1), d(xn, Txn)} = βmax{d(xn−1, xn), d(xn, xn+1)}.

We now consider two cases:
Case 1: max{d(xn−1, xn), d(xn, xn+1)} = d(xn−1, xn). Then we have

d(xn, xn+1) 6 βd(xn−1, xn). (2.16)

Case 2: max{d(xn−1, xn), d(xn, xn+1)} = d(xn, xn+1). Then we get

d(xn, xn+1) 6 βd(xn, xn+1) < d(xn, xn+1),

which is a contradiction.
Hence, inequality (2.16) holds for 0 6 β < 1. By Lemma 2.2, (xn) is

a Cauchy sequence and by the completeness of (X, d), this sequence has
a limit x∗ ∈ X.

Let us prove that Tx∗ = x∗. By the generalized triangle inequal-
ity (1.1), the monotonicity of Φ and (2.15), we get

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), d(T
nx0, Tx

∗))

= Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), βmax{d(T n−1x0, T
nx0), d(x

∗, Tx∗)}).

Letting n→ ∞, by the continuity of Φ, we obtain

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(0, βd(x∗, Tx∗)).

Using (2.5), we have

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 d(x∗, Tx∗)Φ(0, β).

By condition (i), we get d(x∗, Tx∗) = 0. Suppose that there exist two dis-
tinct fixed points x and y. Then Tx = x and Ty = y, which contradicts
to (2.15).

12



Corollary 2.5. Theorem 2.4 holds for semimetric spaces with the fol-
lowing triangle functions: Φ(u, v) = u+v; Φ(u, v) = max{u, v}; Φ(u, v) =

(uq + vq)
1

q , q > 0, and with the corresponding estimations from above
for d(xn, x

∗), see Corollary 2.1.

Remark 2.7. Note that the triangle function Φ(u, v) = K(u+ v) does
not satisfy condition (i) of Theorem 2.4 in the case K > 1.

2.4 Chatterjea-Bianchini contractions in semimetric spaces

In [3] Chatterjea proved the following result. Let T : X → X be a
mapping on a complete metric space (X, d) such that

d(Tx, Ty) 6 β(d(x, Ty) + d(y, Tx)), (2.17)

where 0 6 β < 1
2 and x, y ∈ X. Then T has a unique fixed point. If we

substitute condition (2.17) with the following

d(Tx, Ty) 6 βmax{d(x, Ty), d(y, Tx)}, 0 ≤ β < 1, (2.18)

we refer to it as Chatterjea-Bianchini contraction, since this condition
has features of both Chatterjea and Bianchini contractions. Note that
condition (2.18) appeared earlier in the well-known survey paper of
Rhoades [9] under number (12).

To prove the following theorem, we require the notion of an inverse
function for a non-increasing function. This is necessary because the
theorem aims to encompass the class of ultrametric spaces, and the
function Ψ(u) = max{1, u} is not strictly increasing. By [45, p. 34] for
every non-decreasing function Ψ: [0,∞] → [0,∞] the inverse function
Ψ−1 : [0,∞] → [0,∞] can be well defined by setting

Ψ−1(τ) = inf
Ψ(t)>τ

t.

Here, inf is equal to ∞ if the set of t ∈ [0,∞] such that Ψ(t) > τ is
empty. Note that the function Ψ−1 is non-decreasing too. It is evident
immediately by the definition that

Ψ−1(Ψ(t)) 6 t for all t ∈ [0,∞]. (2.19)

The proof of the following theorem is similar to the fixed point the-
orem for Chatterjea contraction mappings [3] in semimetric spaces with
triangle functions [37]. For completeness, we provide the proof of this
theorem.
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Theorem 2.5. Let (X, d) be a complete semimetric space with the con-
tinuous triangle function Φ such that the semimetric d is continuous.
Let T : X → X satisfy inequality (2.18) with some β > 0. Let Φ also
satisfy conditions (2.5) and (2.6) and additionally the following condi-
tions hold:

(i) Φ(0, β) < 1,

(ii) Ψ−1(1/β) > 1 if β > 0, where Ψ(u) = Φ(u, 1).

Then T has a fixed point. If 0 6 β < 1, then the fixed point is unique.

Proof. Let β = 0. Then (2.18) is equivalent to d(Tx, Ty) = 0 for all
x, y ∈ X. Let x0 ∈ X and x∗ = Tx0, then d(Tx0, T (Tx0)) = 0 and
d(x∗, Tx∗)=0. Hence, x∗ is a fixed point. Suppose there exists another
fixed point x∗∗ 6= x∗, x∗∗ = Tx∗∗. Then, by the equality d(Tx, Ty) = 0,
we have d(Tx∗, Tx∗∗) = d(x∗, x∗∗) = 0, which leads to a contradiction.

Let β > 0 and x0 ∈ X be given. Define xn = Txn−1, i.e., xn = T nx0
for n = 1, 2, . . .. If xi = xi+1 for some i, then it is clear that xi is a fixed
point. Suppose that xi 6= xi+1 for all i. It is evident that

d(xn, xn+1) = d(Txn−1, Txn) ≤ βmax{d(xn−1, Txn), d(xn, Txn−1)}

= βmax{d(xn−1, xn+1), d(xn, xn)}

= βmax{d(xn−1, xn+1), 0}

= βd(xn−1, xn+1).

Hence, by the generalized triangle inequality (1.1) and condition (2.5),
we obtain

d(xn, xn+1) 6 βΦ(d(xn−1, xn), d(xn, xn+1))

and
1

β
6 Φ

(

d(xn−1, xn)

d(xn, xn+1)
, 1

)

= Ψ

(

d(xn−1, xn)

d(xn, xn+1)

)

, (2.20)

where Ψ(u) = Φ(u, 1), u ∈ [0,∞). It is clear that Ψ(u) is non-decreasing
on [0,∞). Consequently, Ψ−1(u) is also non-decreasing on [0,∞).

Hence, it follows from (2.19) and (2.20) that

Ψ−1

(

1

β

)

6
d(xn−1, xn)

d(xn, xn+1)

and

d(xn, xn+1) 6
(

Ψ−1
(

1/β
))

−1
d(xn−1, xn).

14



Consequently,
d(xn, xn+1) 6 αd(xn−1, xn),

where α =
(

Ψ−1
(

1/β
))

−1
. Since by condition (ii) Ψ−1(1/β) > 1, we

get 0 6 α < 1. By Lemma 2.2, (xn) is a Cauchy sequence and by
the completeness of (X, d), this sequence has a limit x∗ ∈ X. Let us
prove that Tx∗ = x∗. By the generalized triangle inequality (1.1), the
monotonicity of Φ and (2.18), we get

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), d(T
nx0, Tx

∗))

6 Φ(d(x∗, T nx0), βmax(d(T n−1x0, Tx
∗), d(x∗, T nx0))).

Letting n→ ∞, by the continuity of Φ and d we obtain

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 Φ(0, βd(x∗, Tx∗)).

Using (2.5), we have

d(x∗, Tx∗) 6 d(x∗, Tx∗)Φ(0, β).

By condition (i), we get d(x∗, Tx∗) = 0.
Suppose that there exist two distinct fixed points x and y. Then

Tx = x and Ty = y, which contradicts to (2.18) in the case 0 6 β <
1.

Corollary 2.6. Theorem 2.5 holds in ultrametric spaces with the coef-
ficient 0 6 β < 1.

Proof. According to the assumption Φ(u, v) = max{u, v}, Ψ(u) = max{u, 1}
and

Ψ−1(u) =

{

0, u ∈ [0, 1],

u, u ∈ (1,∞).

Clearly, condition (i) holds for all 0 6 β < 1 and condition (ii) holds for
all 0 < β < 1.

Corollary 2.7. Theorem 2.5 holds for semimetric spaces with the fol-

lowing triangle functions Φ(u, v) = (uq + vq)
1

q , q > 0, and with the
coefficient 0 6 β < 2−1/q in (2.18).

Proof. By Example 2.1 the semimetric d is continuous. Further, we have

Ψ(u) = (uq + 1)
1

q and Ψ−1(u) = (uq − 1)
1

q . Clearly, condition (i) holds
for all 0 6 β < 1 but condition (ii) holds if 0 < β < 2−1/q.
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3 Conclusion

This paper extends several known general fixed point theorems related
to weak and partial contractions by modifying assumptions. Using
Lemma 2.2, the study deepens the understanding of fixed point the-
orems and broadens their applicability beyond metric spaces. The find-
ings suggest potential future research directions, including applying the
approach to other contractive mappings under diverse conditions and
categorizing various contractive definitions that can be proved using
this technique. The significance of these generalized theorems extends
across multiple disciplines, including optimization, mathematical mod-
eling, and computer science. They may serve to establish stability con-
ditions, demonstrate the existence of optimal solutions, and improve
algorithm design.
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[4] Ćirić, L. B. (1971). Generalized contractions and fixed-point theo-
rems, Publ. Inst. Math., 12(26), 19–26.

[5] Reich, S. (1971). Some remarks concerning contraction mappings,
Canad. Math. Bull., 14, 121–124.

[6] Rus, I. A. (1971). Some fixed point theorems in metric spaces,
Rend. Istit. Mat. Univ. Trieste, 3, 169–172.

[7] Zamfirescu, T. (1972). Fix point theorems in metric spaces, Arch.
Math., 23, 292–298.

[8] Hardy, G. E., Rogers, T. D. (1973). A generalization of a fixed
point theorem of Reich, Can. Math. Bull., 16(2), 201–206.

[9] Rhoades, B. E. (1977). A comparison of various definitions of con-
tractive mappings, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 226, 257–290.

16



[10] Khamsi, M. A., Kirk, W. A. (2001). An introduction to metric
spaces and fixed point theory. Wiley-Interscience, New York.

[11] Agarwal, P., Jleli, M., Samet, B. (2018). Fixed point theory in
metric spaces. Springer, Singapore.

[12] Subrahmanyam, P. V. (2018). Elementary fixed point theorems.
Forum for Interdisciplinary Mathematics, Springer, Singapore.

[13] Agarwal, R. P., Karapinar, E., O’Regan, D., Roldán-López-de
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