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1. Introduction and preliminaries

Since the appearance of Banach’s contraction principle, a variety of generalizations, exten-

sions and applications of this principle have been obtained; see Rhoades[24] for a complete
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survey of this subject, Alber and Guerre-Delabriere [14]defined weakly contractive mappings

on a Hilbert spaces and established a fixed point theorem for such mappings, Dutta and Choud-

hury [13]generalized the weak contractive condition and proved a fixed point theorem for a self-

mapping, which in turn extends Theorem 1 in[24] and the corresponding result in [14], Zhang

and Song [20] introduced generalized weak contractive mappings and obtained a common fixed

point result. Doric [15] extended the result of Zhang and Song using a pair of functions ψ

and ϕ . On the other hand, Banach’s contraction principle is broadly applicable in proving the

existence of solutions to operator equations, including the ordinary differential equations, par-

tial differential equations and integral equations. This principle has been generalized in many

directions. For instance, Matthews [23] introduced the concept of a partial metric as a part of

the study of denotational semantics of dataflow networks. He gave a modified version of Ba-

nach’s contraction principle, more suitable in this context. Many authors followed his idea and

gave their contributions in that sense, see for example [4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 19, 21, 22, 25, 27, 28].

Subsequently, several authors studied the problem of existence and uniqueness of a fixed point

for mappings satisfying different contractive conditions (e.g., [2, 3, 7, 8, 12, 26, 29]). Existence

of fixed points in ordered metric spaces has been initiated in 2004 by Ran and Reurings [9], and

further studied by Nieto and López [10]. Finally, several interesting and valuable results have

appeared in this direction[16, 17]. The aim of this article is to study the necessary conditions

for existence of common fixed points of six maps satisfying generalized weak contractive con-

ditions in the framework of complete two partial metric spaces endowed with a partial order.

Our results extend and strengthen various known results[1, 18, 20].

Following are some definitions and known results needed in the sequel.

Definition 1.1.[23] Let X be a nonempty set. A mapping p : X ×X → R+ is said to be a

partial metric on X if for any x,y,z ∈ X , the following conditions hold true:

(P1): p(x,x) = p(y,y) = p(x,y) if and only if x = y;

(P2): p(x,x)≤ p(x,y);

(P3): p(x,y) = p(y,x);

(P4): p(x,z)≤ p(x,y)+ p(y,z)− p(y,y).
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A nonempty set X equipped with a partial metric p is called partial metric space. We shall

denote it by a pair (X ; p).

If p(x,y) = 0, then (P1) and (P2) imply that x = y. But converse does not hold always.

A trivial example of a partial metric space is the pair (R+, p), where p : R+×R+ → R+ is

defined as p(x,y) = max{x,y}.

Each partial metric p on X generates a T0 topology τp on X which has as a base the family of

open p-balls {Bp(x,ε) : x ∈ X ,ε > 0}, where Bp(x,ε) = {y ∈ X : p(x,y)< p(x,x)+ ε}, for all

x ∈ X and ε > 0. Observe (see [23], p. 187) that a sequence xn in X converges to a point x ∈ X ,

with respect to τp, if and only if p(x,x) = lim
n→∞

p(x,xn). If p is a partial metric on X , then the

mapping pS : X×X → R+ (set of all non-negative real numbers) given by

pS(x;y) = 2p(x;y)− p(x;x)− p(y;y)

is a metric on X .

Example 1.1.[23] If X = {[a,b] : a,b ∈R,a≤ b} then p([a,b], [c,d]) = max{b,d}−min{a,c}

defines a partial metric p on X .

Definition 1.2.[23] Let X be a partial metric space.

(a): A sequence {xn} in X is said to be a Cauchy sequence if lim
n,m→∞

p(xn,xm) exists and

is finite.

(b): X is said to be complete if every Cauchy sequence {xn} in X converges with respect

to τp to a point x ∈ X such that lim
n→∞

p(x,xn) = p(x,x). In this case, we say that the

partial metric p is complete.

Aydi [5] obtained the following result in partial metric spaces.

Theorem 1.1. Let (X ,≤X) be a partially ordered set and let p be a partial metric on X such

that (X , p) is complete. Let f : X → X be a nondecreasing map with respect to ≤X . Suppose

that the following conditions hold: for y≤ x, we have:

(i): p( f x, f y)≤ p(x,y)−ϕ(p(x,y));

where ϕ : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ is a continuous and non-decreasing function such that it is

positive in ]0,+∞[, ϕ(0) = 0 and lim
t→+∞

ϕ(t) = ∞

(ii): there exist x0 ∈ X such that x0 ≤X f x0;
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(iii): f is continuous in (X , p), or;

(iiii): if a non-decreasing sequence {xn} converges to x ∈ X , then xn ≤X x for all n.

Then f has a fixed point u ∈ X . Moreover, p(u,u) = 0.

Recently, Abbas and Nazir [1] extended Theorem (1.1) and obtained the following theorem.

Theorem 1.2.[1] Let (X ,�) be a partially ordered set such that there exist a complete partial

metric p on X and f a nondecreasing selfmap on X . Suppose that for every two elements

x,y ∈ X with y� x, we have

ψ(p( f x, f y))≤ ψ(M(x,y))−ϕ(M(x,y)),

where

M(x,y) = max {p(x,y), p( f x,x), p( f y,y),
p(x, f y)+ p(y, f x)

2
},

ψ,ϕ : R+→R+,ψ is continuous and nondecreasing, ϕ is a lower semi continuous, and ψ(t) =

ϕ(t) = 0 if and only if t = 0. If there exists x0 ∈ X with x0 � f x0 and one of the following two

conditions is satisfied:

(a): f is continuous self map on (X , pS);

(b): for any nondecreasing sequence xn in (X ,�) with lim
n→+∞

pS(z,xn) = 0 it follows xn� z

for all n ∈ N,

then f has a fixed point. Moreover, the set of fixed points of f is well ordered if and only if f

has one and only one fixed point.

A nonempty subset W of a partially ordered set X is said to be well ordered if every two elements

of W are comparable.

2. Fixed point results

Throughout the rest of this paper, we denote by (X ,≤,d,δ ) be a complete two partially

ordered metric spaces, i.e., � is a partial order on the set X and d, δ are complete two partially

ordered metric spaces on X. A mapping F : X → X is said to be nondecreasing if x,y in X , x�

y⇒ Fx� Fy .
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Theorem 2.1. Let (X ,≤,d,δ ) be a complete two partially ordered metric space; let F : X → X

be a continuous and nondecreasing mapping such that for all comparable x,y in X :

(1)

(2)

ψ(d(Fx,Fy))≤ ψ(Mδ (x,y))−φ(Mδ (x,y)),

ψ(δ (Fx,Fy))≤ ψ(Md(x,y))−φ(Md(x,y)).

where:

Md(x,y) = max{d(x,y),d(x,Fx),d(y,Fy),d(x,x),d(y,y),
[d(x,Fy)+d(Fx,y)]

2
},

Mδ (x,y) = max{δ (x,y),δ (x,Fx),δ (y,Fy),δ (x,x),δ (y,y),
[δ (x,Fy)+δ (Fx,y)]

2
},

(a): ψ : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ is a continuous and monotone nondecreasing function with

ψ(t) = 0 if and only if t = 0.

(b): φ : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ is a lower semi-continuous function with φ(t) = 0 if and only if

t = 0.

If there exists x0 ∈ X with x0 � Fx0, then F has a fixed point .

Proof. Since F is a nondecreasing function, we obtain by induction that:

x0 � Fx0 � F2x0 � .....� Fnx0 � Fn+1x0 � ....

Put x0 ∈ X , xn+1 = Fxn, Then, for each integer n = 0,1,2, ...., as the elements xn+1 and xn are

comparable, from (1) we get:

(3) ψ(d(xn+1,xn)) = ψ(d(Fxn,Fxn−1))≤ ψ(Mδ (xn,xn−1))−ϕ(Mδ (xn,xn−1)).

Which implies ψ(d(xn+1,xn)) ≤ ψ(Mδ (xn,xn−1)). Using the monotone property of the ψ −

f unction, we get:

d(xn+1,xn) ≤ Mδ (xn,xn−1).(4)
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Now, from the triangle inequality, for δ we have:

Mδ (xn,xn−1) = max{δ (xn,xn−1),δ (xn,Fxn),δ (xn−1,Fxn−1),δ (xn,xn),

δ (xn−1,xn−1),
[δ (xn,Fxn−1)+δ (Fxn,xn−1)]

2
}

= max{δ (xn,xn−1),δ (xn,xn+1),δ (xn−1,xn),δ (xn,xn),

δ (xn−1,xn−1),
[δ (xn,xn)+δ (xn+1,xn−1)]

2
}

≤ max{δ (xn,xn−1),δ (xn+1,xn),
[δ (xn,xn+1)+δ (xn,xn−1)]

2
}

= max{δ (xn,xn−1),δ (xn+1,xn)}.(5)

If: δ (xn+1,xn)> δ (xn,xn−1), then Mδ (xn,xn−1) = δ (xn+1,xn)> 0 .

By (3) it furthermore implies that:

ψ(d(xn+1,xn)) ≤ ψ(δ (xn+1,xn))−φ(δ (xn+1,xn))

≤ ψ(δ (xn+1,xn))

= ψ(δ (Fxn,Fxn−1)).

From (2) implies:

(6) ψ(d(xn+1,xn))≤ ψ(Md(xn,xn−1))−φ(Md(xn,xn−1)).

Similarly the (5) , we can show that:

Md(xn,xn−1) = max{d(xn,xn−1),d(xn+1,xn)}.

If: d(xn+1,xn)> d(xn,xn−1) then Md(xn,xn−1) = d(xn+1,xn)> 0. By (6) it furthermore implies

that:

ψ(d(xn+1,xn))≤ ψ(d(xn+1,xn))−φ(d(xn+1,xn)).

Which is a contradiction. So, we have:

(7) d(xn+1,xn)≤Md(xn,xn−1)≤ d(xn,xn−1).

Put in (2) , x = xn,y = xn−1 we get:

ψ(δ (Fxn,Fxn−1))≤ ψ(Md(xn,xn−1))−φ(Md(xn,xn−1)).
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Using (7) implies:

ψ(δ (xn+1,xn))≤ ψ(d(xn,xn−1))−φ(d(xn,xn−1)).

Which implies:

ψ(δ (xn+1,xn))≤ ψ(d(xn,xn−1)).

Using the monotone property of the ψ− f unction, we get:

(8) δ (xn+1,xn)≤ d(xn,xn−1).

Put in (1) , x = xn−1,y = xn−2 we get:

ψ(d(Fxn−1,Fxn−2))≤ ψ(Mδ (xn−1,xn−2))−φ(Mδ (xn−1,xn−2)).

Which implies

ψ(d(xn,xn−1))≤ ψ(Mδ (xn−1,xn−2)).

Using the monotone property of the ψ− f unction, and (5) , we have:

(9) d(xn,xn−1))≤Mδ (xn−1,xn−2) = δ (xn,xn−1).

(8) and (9) implies

δ (xn+1,xn)≤ δ (xn,xn−1).

Which is a contradiction. So, we have:

(10) δ (xn+1,xn)≤Mδ (xn,xn−1)≤ δ (xn,xn−1).

Therefore, (7) and (10) , the sequence {d(xn+1,xn)} (resp{δ (xn+1,xn)}) is monotone non in-

creasing and bounded, thus, there exists r ≥ 0 such that:

(11) lim
n→+∞

d(xn+1,xn) = lim
n→+∞

Md(xn,xn−1) = r.

Using (3) , (10) , (2) , and (7) , we obtain:

(12) ψ(d(xn+1,xn))≤ ψ(d(xn−1,xn−2))−φ(d(xn−1,xn−2)).

We suppose that r > 0, then, letting n→ ∞ in the inequality (12) , we get:

ψ(r)≤ ψ(r)−φ(r),
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Which is a contradiction unless r = 0, hence,

(13) lim
n→+∞

d(xn+1,xn) = 0.

Next we prove that {xn} is a d-Cauchy (resp δ -Cauchy ) sequence suppose that {xn} is not a

d-Cauchy (resp δ -Cauchy ) sequence, then, there exists ε > 0 (resp ε , > 0) for which we can

find subsequences {xmk} and {xnk} of {xn} with nk > mk > k (resp nk, > mk, > k, ) such that:

(14) d(xnk ,xmk)≥ ε (resp δ (xnk, ,xmk, )≥ ε
,).

Further, corresponding to mk, we can choose nk in such a way that it is the smallest integer with

nk > mk satisfying (14) , then

(15) d(xnk−1,xmk)< ε.

Using (14) , (15) and the triangle inequality , we have:

ε ≤ d(xnk ,xmk)≤ d(xnk ,xnk−1)+d(xnk−1,xmk)< d(xnk ,xnk−1)+ ε.

Letting k→+∞ and using (13) , we obtain:

(16) lim
k→+∞

d(xnk ,xmk) = ε ( resp lim
k→+∞

δ (xnk ,xmk) = ε
,).

Again, the triangle inequality gives us:

d(xnk−1,xmk) ≤ d(xnk−1,xnk)+d(xnk ,xmk)

d(xnk ,xmk) ≤ d(xnk ,xnk−1)+d(xnk−1,xmk).

Then we have:

| d(xnk−1,xmk)−d(xnk ,xmk) |≤ d(xnk ,xnk−1).

Letting k→+∞ in the above inequality and using (13) and (16) , we get:

(17) lim
k→+∞

d(xnk−1,xmk) = ε.
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Similarly, we can show that:

lim
k→+∞

d(xnk ,xmk−1) = lim
k→+∞

d(xnk−1,xmk−1)

= lim
k→+∞

d(xnk ,xmk+1)

= lim
k→+∞

d(xnk−1,xmk) = ε.(18)

As:

Md(xnk−1,xmk−1) = max{d(xnk−1,xmk−1),d(xnk−1,xnk),d(xmk−1,xmk),d(xnk−1,xnk−1),

d(xmk−1,xmk−1),
[d(xnk−1,xmk)+d(xnk ,xmk−1]

2
}.

Using (13) and (16) , (18) , we have:

(19) lim
k→+∞

Md(xnk−1,xmk−1) = max{ε,0,0,0,0,ε}= ε.

For example is chosen k = max{k,k,} , similarly (19) , we have:

(20) lim
k→+∞

Mδ (xnk−1,xmk−1) = ε
,.

As nk > mk and xnk−1 , xmk−1 are comparable. Setting x = xnk−1 and y = xmk−1 in (1) , (2) , we

obtain:

ψ(d(Fxnk−1,Fxmk−1)) = ψ(d(xnk ,xmk)) ≤ ψ(Mδ (xnk−1,xmk−1)))−φ(Mδ (xnk−1,xmk−1))

ψ(δ (Fxnk−1,Fxmk−1)) = ψ(δ (xnk ,xmk)) ≤ ψ(Md(xnk−1,xmk−1)))−φ(Md(xnk−1,xmk−1)).

Letting k→+∞ in the above inequality and using (16) , (19) , (20) , we get:

ψ(ε) ≤ ψ(ε ,)−φ(ε ,)

ψ(ε ,) ≤ ψ(ε)−φ(ε).

Implies:

ψ(ε)≤ ψ(ε ,) ≤ ψ(ε)−φ(ε)

ψ(ε ,)≤ ψ(ε) ≤ ψ(ε ,)−φ(ε ,).
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Which is a contradiction as ε > 0 and ε ,> 0 . Hence {xn} is a d-Cauchy (resp δ -Cauchy)sequence.

By the completeness of X , there exists z ∈ X such that lim
n→+∞

xn = z , that is,

(21) lim
n→+∞

d(xn,z) = d(z,z) = lim
m,n→+∞

d(xm,xn) = 0.

Moreover, the continuity of F implies that:

lim
n→+∞

d(xn+1,z) = lim
n→+∞

d(Fxn,z) = d(Fz,z) = 0.

And this proves that z is a fixed point.

Notice that the continuity of F in Theorem (2.1) is not necessary and can be dropped.

Theorem 2.2. Under the same hypotheses of Theorem (2.1) and without assuming the continu-

ity of F , assume that whenever {xn} is a nondecreasing sequence in X such that xn→ x ∈ X im-

plies xn ≤ x for all n ∈ N, then F has a fixed point in X .

Proof. Following similar arguments to those given in Theorem (2.1), we construct a nonde-

creasing sequence{xn} in X such that xn→ z for some z ∈ X . Using the assumption of X , we

have xn � z for every n ∈ N. Now, we show that Fz = z. By (1) , (2) , we have:ψ(d(Fz,xn+1)) = ψ(d(Fz,Fxn))≤ ψ(Mδ (z,xn))−φ(Mδ (z,xn)),

ψ(δ (Fz,xn+1)) = ψ(δ (Fz,Fxn))≤ ψ(Md(z,xn))−φ(Md(z,xn)).

Which implies:

(22)

ψ(d(Fz,xn+1))≤ ψ(Mδ (z,xn)),

ψ(δ (Fz,xn+1))≤ ψ(Md(z,xn))−φ(Md(z,xn)).

Where:

d(Fz,z) ≤ Md(z,xn) = max{d(z,xn),d(Fz,z),d(xn,xn+1),d(z,z),

d(xn,xn),
[d(z,xn+1)+d(Fz,xn)]

2
}

≤ max{d(z,xn),d(Fz,z),d(xn,xn+1),d(z,z),

d(xn,xn),
[d(z,xn+1)+d(Fz,z)+d(z,xn)]

2
}.
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Taking limit as n→+∞, by (21) , we obtain :

lim
n→+∞

Md(z,xn) = d(Fz,z).

Similarly, we can show that:

lim
n→+∞

Mδ (z,xn) = δ (Fz,z).

Therefore, letting n→ ∞ in (22) , we get:

(23)

ψ(d(Fz,z))≤ ψ(δ (Fz,z)),

ψ(δ (Fz,z))≤ ψ(d(Fz,z))−φ(d(Fz,z)).

Which implies:

ψ(d(Fz,z))≤ ψ(d(Fz,z))−φ(d(Fz,z)).

Which is a contradiction unless d(Fz,z) = 0, thus Fz = z.

Next theorem gives a sufficient condition for the uniqueness of the fixed point.

Theorem 2.3. Let all the conditions of Theorem (2.1) (resp.Theorem (2.2)) be fulfilled and let

the following condition be satisfied: For arbitrary two point x,y ∈ X . There exists z ∈ X which

is comparable with both x and y. Then the fixed point of F is unique.

Proof. Suppose that there exist z,x ∈ X which are fixed points. We distinguish two cases.

Case 1: If x is comparable to z, then Fnx = x is comparable to Fnz = z for n = 1,2,3, ... and:

ψ(d(x,z)) = ψ(d(Fnx,Fnz))

≤ ψ(Mδ (F
n−1x,Fn−1z))−φ(Mδ (F

n−1x,Fn−1z))

≤ ψ(Mδ (x,z))−φ(Mδ (x,z)).(24)

Where:

Mδ (x,z) = max{δ (x,z),δ (x,Fx),δ (z,Fz),δ (x,x),δ (z,z),
[δ (x,Fz)+δ (Fx,z)]

2
}

= max{δ (x,z),δ (x,x),δ (z,z), [δ (x,z)+δ (x,z)]
2

}

= δ (x,z).(25)
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Using (24) and (25) , we have:

(26) ψ(d(x,z))≤ ψ(δ (x,z))−φ(δ (x,z)).

Similarly, we can show that:

(27) ψ(δ (x,z))≤ ψ(d(x,z))−φ(d(x,z)).

Using (26) and (27) , we have:

ψ(d(x,z))≤ ψ(d(x,z))−φ(d(x,z)).

Which is a contradiction unless d(x,z) = 0 , this implies that x = z

Case 2: If x is not comparable to z, then there exists y ∈ X comparable to x and z, the mono-

tonicity of F implies that Fny is comparable to Fnx = x and Fnz = z, for n = 0,1,2, ...

Moreover,

(28)

ψ(d(z,Fny)) = ψ(d(Fnz,Fny))≤ ψ(Mδ (F
n−1z,Fn−1y))−φ(Mδ (F

n−1z,Fn−1y)),

ψ(δ (z,Fny)) = ψ(δ (Fnz,Fny))≤ ψ(Md(Fn−1z,Fn−1y))−φ(Md(Fn−1z,Fn−1y)).

Where:

Md(Fn−1z,Fn−1y) = max{d(Fn−1z,Fn−1y),d(Fn−1z,Fnz),d(Fn−1y,Fny),d(Fn−1z,Fn−1z),

d(Fn−1y,Fn−1y),
[d(Fn−1z,Fny)+d(Fnz,Fn−1y)]

2
}

= max{d(z,Fn−1y),d(z,z),d(Fn−1y,Fny),d(Fn−1y,Fn−1y),

[d(z,Fny)+d(z,Fn−1y)]
2

}

≤ max{d(z,Fn−1y),d(z,Fny)}.(29)

Similarly, we can show that:

(30) Mδ (F
n−1z,Fn−1y)≤max{δ (z,Fn−1y),δ (z,Fny)}.

For n sufficiently large, because d(Fn−1y,Fn−1y)→ 0 and d(Fn−1y,Fny)→ 0

(resp.δ (Fn−1y,Fn−1y)→ 0 and δ (Fn−1y,Fny)→ 0) when n→ ∞.

Similarly as in the proof of Theorem (2.1.), it can be shown that:

d(z,Fny)≤Md(z,Fn−1y)≤ d(z,Fn−1y) (resp δ (z,Fny)≤Mδ (z,F
n−1y)≤ δ (z,Fn−1y)).
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It follows that the sequence {d(z,Fny)} (resp {δ (z,Fny)} is nonnegative decreasing and, con-

sequently, there exists α ≥ 0 (resp α , ≥ 0) such that:

lim
n→∞

d(z,Fny) = lim
n→∞

Md(z,Fn−1y) = α (resp lim
n→∞

δ (z,Fny) = lim
n→∞

Mδ (z,F
n−1y) = α

,).

We suppose that α > 0 (resp α , > 0 ), then letting n→ ∞ in (28), we have:

ψ(α)≤ ψ(α ,)−φ(α ,),

ψ(α ,)≤ ψ(α)−φ(α).

Which implies:
ψ(α)≤ ψ(α ,),

ψ(α ,)≤ ψ(α)−φ(α).

Then:

ψ(α)≤ ψ(α)−φ(α).

Which is a contradiction. Hence α = 0 . Similarly, it can be proved that:

lim
n→∞

d(x,Fny) = 0.

Now, passing to the limit in d(x,z)≤ d(x,Fny)+d(Fny,z) , it follows that d(x,z) = 0 , so x =

z , and the uniqueness of the fixed point is proved.

Now we present an example to support the useability of our results.

Example 2.1. Let X = {0,1,2} and a partial order be defined as x� y whenever y � x , and

define d : X×X → R+ as follows:

d(0,0) = 1, d(1,1) = 3, d(2,2) = 0,

d(1,0) = d(0,1) = 12, d(2,0) = d(0,2) = 7, d(2,1) = d(1,2) = 5.

Then (X ,�,d) is a complete partially ordered metric space.

And define δ : X×X → R+ as follows:

δ (0,0) = 1, δ (1,1) = 0, δ (2,2) = 0,

δ (1,0) = δ (0,1) = 12, δ (2,0) = δ (0,2) = 10, δ (2,1) = d(1,2) = 6.

Then (X ,�,δ ) is a complete partially ordered metric space.

Let F : X → X be defined by:

F0 = 1, F1 = 2, F2 = 2.

Define ψ , φ : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ by ψ(t) = 2t and φ(t) = t
2 . We next verify that the function
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F satisfies the two inequalities (1) and (2) . For that, given x,y ∈ X with x� y , so y� x . Then

we have the following cases.

Case 1:If x = 1 , y = 0 , then:

d(F1,F0) = d(2,1) = 5, δ (F1,F0) = δ (2,1) = 6.

And:

Md(1,0) = max{d(1,0),d(1,F1),d(0,F0),d(1,1),d(0,0),
[d(1,F0)+d(F1,0)]

2
},

= max{12,5,12,3,1,
3+7

2
}= 12.

Mδ (1,0) = max{δ (1,0),δ (1,F1),δ (0,F0),δ (1,1),δ (0,0),
[δ (1,F0)+δ (F1,0)]

2
},

= max{12,6,12,0,1,
0+10

2
}= 12.

As: 
ψ(d(F1,F0) = 10≤ 24− 12

2 = 18 = ψ(Mδ (1,0))−φ(Mδ (1,0)),

ψ(δ (F1,F0) = 12≤ 24− 12
2 = 18 = ψ(Md(1,0))−φ(Md(1,0)).

The inequality (1) and (2) are satisfied in this case.

Case 2: If x = 2 , y = 0 , then:

d(F2,F0) = d(2,1) = 5, δ (F2,F0) = δ (2,1) = 6.

And:

Md(2,0) = max{d(2,0),d(2,F2),d(0,F0),d(2,2),d(0,0),
[d(2,F0)+d(F2,0)]

2
},

= max{7,0,12,0,1,
5+7

2
}= 12.

Mδ (2,0) = max{δ (2,0),δ (2,F2),δ (0,F0),δ (2,2),δ (0,0),
[δ (2,F0)+δ (F2,0)]

2
},

= max{10,0,12,0,1,
6+10

2
}= 12.

As: 
ψ(d(F2,F0) = 10≤ 24− 12

2 = 18 = ψ(Mδ (2,0))−φ(Mδ (2,0)),

ψ(δ (F2,F0) = 12≤ 24− 12
2 = 18 = ψ(Md(2,0))−φ(Md(2,0)).
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The inequality (1) and (2) are satisfied in this case.

Case 3: If x = 2, y = 1, then as d(F2,F1) = 0, δ (F2,F1) = 0, Md(2,1) = 5 and Mδ (2,1) = 6,

the inequality (1) and (2) are satisfied in this case.

Case 4: If x= 0, y= 0, then as d(F0,F0) = 3, δ (F0,F0) = 0, Md(0,0) = 12 and Mδ (0,0) = 12,

the inequality (1) and (2) are satisfied in this case.

Case 5: If x = 1, y = 1, then as d(F1,F1) = 0, δ (F1,F1) = 0, Md(1,1) = 5 and Mδ (1,1) = 6,

the inequality (1) and (2) are satisfied in this case.

Case 6: If x = 2, y = 2, then as d(F2,F2) = 0, δ (F2,F2) = 0, Md(2,2) = 0 and Mδ (2,2) = 0,

the inequality (1) and (2) are satisfied in this case.

So, F, ψ and φ satisfy all the hypotheses of Theorem (2.1). Therefore F has a unique fixed

point. Here 2 is the unique fixed of F .

If we take ψ(t) = t in Theorem (2.1) , we have the following corollary.

Corollary 2.1. Let (X ,≤,d,δ ) be a complete two partially ordered metric space; let F : X→ X

be a nondecreasing mapping such that for all comparable x,y in X with:d(Fx,Fy)≤Mδ (x,y)−φ(Mδ (x,y)),

δ (Fx,Fy)≤Md(x,y)−φ(Md(x,y)).

where:

Md(x,y) = max{d(x,y),d(x,Fx),d(y,Fy),d(x,x),d(y,y),
[d(x,Fy)+d(Fx,y)]

2
},

Mδ (x,y) = max{δ (x,y),δ (x,Fx),δ (y,Fy),δ (x,x),δ (y,y),
[δ (x,Fy)+δ (Fx,y)]

2
},

φ : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ is a lower semi-continuous function with φ(t) = 0 if and only if t = 0.

If there exists x0 ∈ X with x0 � Fx0 and one of the following two conditions is satisfied:

(i): F is a continuous in (X ,d,δ ).

(ii): {xn} is a nondecreasing sequence in X such that xn→ x ∈ X implies xn ≤ x for all

n ∈ N .

Then F has a fixed point. Moreover, if the following condition is satisfied: For arbitrary two

points x,y in X , there exists z ∈ X which is comparable with both x and y , then the fixed point

of F is unique.
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If we take φ(t) = (1− k)t for k ∈ [0,1[ in Corollary (2.1), we have the following corollary:

Corollary 2.2. Let (X ,≤,d,δ ) be a complete two partially ordered metric space ;let F : X→ X

be a nondecreasing mapping such that for all comparable x,y in X with:d(Fx,Fy)≤ kMδ (x,y),

δ (Fx,Fy)≤ kMd(x,y),

where:

Md(x,y) = max{d(x,y),d(x,Fx),d(y,Fy),d(x,x),d(y,y),
[d(x,Fy)+d(Fx,y)]

2
},

Mδ (x,y) = max{δ (x,y),δ (x,Fx),δ (y,Fy),δ (x,x),δ (y,y),
[δ (x,Fy)+δ (Fx,y)]

2
},

And k ∈ [0,1[ . If there exists x0 ∈ X with x0 � Fx0 and one of the following two conditions is

satisfied:

(i): F is a continuous in (X ,d,δ ).

(ii): {xn} is a nondecreasing sequence in X such that xn→ x ∈ X implies xn ≤ x for all

n ∈ N .

Then F has a fixed point. Moreover, if the following condition is satisfied: For arbitrary two

points x,y in X , there exists z ∈ X which is comparable with both x and y , then the fixed point

of F is unique.

Corollary 2.3. Let (X ,≤,d,δ ) be a complete two partially ordered metric space; let F : X→ X

be a nondecreasing mapping such that for all comparable x,y in X with:d(Fx,Fy)≤ δ (x,y)−φ(Mδ (x,y)),

δ (Fx,Fy)≤ d(x,y)−φ(Md(x,y)),

where:

φ : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ is a lower semi-continuous function with φ(t) = 0 if and only if t = 0.

If there exists x0 ∈ X with x0 � Fx0 and one of the following two conditions is satisfied:

(i): F is a continuous in (X ,d,δ ).

(ii): {xn} is a nondecreasing sequence in X such that xn→ x ∈ X implies xn ≤ x for all

n ∈ N .
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Then F has a fixed point. Moreover, if the following condition is satisfied:For arbitrary two

points x,y in X , there exists z ∈ X which is comparable with both x and y , then the fixed point

of F is unique.

Remark. So our results can be viewed as the generalization and extension of corresponding

results in [1, 5, 12] and several other comparable results.

3. Application

De note by Λ the set of functions α : [0,+∞[→ [0,+∞[ satisfying the following hypotheses:

(h1): : α is Lebesgue-integrable mapping on each compact subset of [0,+∞[

(h2): : For every ε > 0 , we have:

∫
ε

0
α(s)ds > 0.

We have the following results.

Corollary 3.1. Let (X ,≤,d,δ ) be a complete two partially ordered metric space; let F : X →

X be a nondecreasing mapping such that for all comparable x,y in X with:
∫ d(Fx,Fy)

0
α1(s)ds≤

∫ Mδ (x,y)

0
α1(s)ds−

∫ Mδ (x,y)

0
α2(s)ds,∫

δ (Fx,Fy)

0
α1(s)ds≤

∫ Md(x,y)

0
α1(s)ds−

∫ Md(x,y)

0
α2(s)ds,

where: α1,α2 ∈ Λ . If there exists x0 ∈ X with x0 � Fx0 , Then F has a fixed point.

Proof. Follows from Theorem (2.1) by taking ψ(t) =
∫ t

0
α1(s)ds and φ(t) =

∫ t

0
α2(s)ds .

Corollary 3.2. Under the same hypotheses of Corollary (3.1) and without assuming the continu-

ity of F, assume that whenever {xn} is a nondecreasing sequence in X such that xn→ x ∈ X im-

plies xn ≤ x for all n ∈ N, then F has a fixed point in X.

Proof. Follows from Theorem (2.2) by taking ψ(t) =
∫ t

0
α1(s)ds and φ(t) =

∫ t

0
α2(s)ds .

Conflict of Interests

The authors declare that there is no conflict of interests.



SOME RELATED FIXED POINTS THEOREMS OF WEAK CONTRACTION 389

REFERENCES

[1] Abbas, M, Nazir,T: Fixed point of generalized weakly contractive mappings in ordered partial metric spaces.

Fixed Point Theory Appl. 2012 (2012), Article ID 1.

[2] Altun, I, Erduran, A: Fixed point theorems for monotone mappings on partial metric spaces. Fixed Point

Theory Appl 2011 (2011). Article ID 508730.

[3] I. Altun, F. Sola and H. Simsek, Generalized contractions on partial metric spaces, Topology Appl. 157 (2010)

2778-2785.

[4] Aydi, H: Fixed point results for weakly contractive mappings in ordered partial metric spaces.J. Adv. Math.

Stud. 4(2), 1-12 (2011)

[5] H. Aydi, Some Fixed point results in ordered partial metric spaces, The J. Nonlinear Sci. Appl.4 (2) (2011)

210-217.

[6] H. Aydi, Common Fixed points for four maps in ordered partial metric spaces, Fasc. Math.49 (2012) 15-31.

[7] Abbas, M, Nazir, T, Romaguera, S: Fixed point results for generalized cyclic contraction mappings in partial

metric spaces. Revista de la Real Academia de Ciencias Exactas, Fisicas y Naturales. Serie A. Matematicas

106(2012), 287297.

[8] Valero, O: On Banach fixed point theorems for partial metric spaces. Appl Gen Topol. 6(2005), 229-240.

[9] Ran, ACM, Reuring, MC: A fixed point theorem in partially ordered sets and some applications to matrix

equations. Proc Am Math Soc. 132 (2004), 1435-1443.

[10] Nieto, JJ, Rodriguez-Lopez, R: Contractive mapping theorems in partially ordered sets and applications to

ordinary differential equations. Order. 22(2005), 223-239.

[11] Agarwal, RP, El-Gebeily, MA, ORegan, D: Generalized contractions in partially ordered metric spaces. Appl.

Anal. 87 (2008), 109-116.

[12] Huseyin Isik and Duran Turkoglu: Fixed point theorems for weakly contractive mappings in partially ordered

metric-like spaces,Fixed Point Theory and Applications 2013 (2013), Article ID 51.

[13] P.N.Dutta, B.S.Choudhury, A generalization of contraction principle in metric spaces,Fixed Point Theory and

Applications(2008)8.Article ID 406368.

[14] ALBER, YA. I.GUERRE-DELABRIERE, S.: Principle of weakly contractive maps in Hilbert spaces.

In: New Results in Operator Theory, I. (Gohberg,Yu,Lyubich, eds.).Advances and Applications, Vol. 98,

Birkhauser Verlag, Basel, 1997, pp. 7-22.

[15] D.Doric, Common fixed point for generalized (ψ,ϕ)-weak contraction, Appl. Math. Letters 22 (2009) 1896-

1900.

[16] Abbas, M, Nazir, T, Radenovic, S: Common fixed points of four maps in partially ordered metric spaces.

Appl. Math. Lett. 24 (2011), 1520-1526.



390 YOUSSEF ERRAI, EL MILOUDI MARHRANI AND MOHAMED AAMRI

[17] Shatanawi, W, Samet, B, Abbas, M: Coupled fixed point theorems for mixed monotone mappings in ordered

partial metric spaces. Math Comput Model 55(3)(2012): 680-687.

[18] Aydi, H: Some fixed point results in ordered partial metric spaces. 1-8 (2011) arxiv: 1103.3680v1 [math.GN]

[19] P. P. Murthy and Uma Devi Patel:Common fixed point theorems using (ψ1,ψ2,φ )-weak contraction in partial

ordered metric spaces. FACTA UNIVERSITATIS (NIS) Ser. Math. Inform. 30 (4) (2015), 445-464.

[20] Q. Zhang, Y. Song, Fixed point theory for generalized ϕ-weak contractions, Appl. Math. Lett. 22 (2009)

75-78.

[21] A. Abkar and B. S. Choudhary: Fixed Point result in Partial Ordered Metric Spaces using Weak Contractive

Inequaitys, Facta Universitatis (NIS) Ser. Math. Inform. 27(1)(2012), 1 - 11.

[22] C. Di Bari, M. Milojevic, S. Radenovic, P. Vetro, Common fixed points for self-mappings on partial metric

spaces, Fixed Point Theory Appl. 2012 (2012), Article ID 140.

[23] S. G. Matthews, Partial metric topology, in: Proc. 8th Summer Conference on General Topology and Appli-

cations, in: Ann. New York Acad. Sci. 728 (1994) 183-197.

[24] B. E. Rhoades, A comparison of various definitions of contractive mappings, Trans. Amer.Math. Soc. 226

(1977) 257-290.

[25] D. Paesano, P. Vetro: Suzuki’s type characterizations of completeness for partial metric spaces and fixed

points for partially ordered metric spaces,Topology Appl. 159 (2012), 911-920.

[26] Abdeljawad, T: Fixed points for generalized weakly contractive mappings in partial metric spaces. Math.

Comput.Model. 54(11-12)(2011), 2923-2927.

[27] C. Di Bari and P. Vetro, Fixed points for weak ϕ-contractions on partial metric spaces, Int.J. of Engineering,

Contemporary Mathematics and Sciences 1 (2011) 5-13.

[28] F. Vetro and S. Radenovic, Nonlinear ψ-quasi-contractions of Ciric-type in partial metric spaces, Appl. Math.

Comput. 219 (2012) 1594-1600.

[29] Radenovic, S.-Kadelburg, Z.: Generalized weak contractions in partially ordered metric spaces, Comput.

Math. Appl. 60 (2010), 1776-1783.


