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Faculty of Sciences
Scientific Studies and Research
Series Mathematics and Informatics
Vol. 35 (2025), No. 1, 47 - 68

ALMOST ALTERING DISTANCE FUNCTIONS AND
COMMON FIXED POINT THEOREMS FOR TWO

PAIRS OF MAPPINGS SATISFYING A NEW TYPE
OF COMMON LIMIT RANGE PROPERTY IN

SEMIMETRIC SPACES
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Abstract. In this paper, we prove a general common fixed point
theorem for two pairs of mappings satisfying a new type of common
limit range property in semimetric (symmetric) spaces. Our result
relies on the use of an almost altering distance and of implicit rela-
tions and generalizes known results. As applications, we obtain new
fixed point theorems for mappings satisfying contractive conditions of
integral type and for c-class functions.

1. Introduction and preliminaries

Classical fixed point results are usually formulated in metric
spaces and rely essentially on the triangle inequality. However, in
many applications this condition is too restrictive, while the first two
axioms of a distance are still preserved. This motivates the study of
fixed point theory in semimetric (symmetric) spaces, which general-
ize metric spaces but retain a meaningful notion of convergence. To
overcome the lack of the triangle inequality, additional regularity as-
sumptions such as 1-continuity and condition (H.E.) are commonly
employed.
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On the other hand, various generalizations of contractive conditions
have been developed to unify and extend classical results. Altering dis-
tance functions and their recent extension to almost altering distances
provide a flexible framework that includes contractive conditions of
integral type and nonlinear inequalities. Furthermore, the common
limit range property has proved to be an effective substitute for con-
tinuity and strong compatibility assumptions in the study of common
fixed points.

Motivated by these developments, this paper introduces a new vari-
ant of the common limit range property and combines it with implicit
contractive conditions that involve almost altering distance functions
in the setting of semimetric spaces. The results obtained generalize
several known common fixed point theorems and yield new applica-
tions to mappings satisfying integral-type contractions and conditions
involving C-class functions.

Definition 1.1. For a non-empty set X, a function d : X ×X → R+

is called semimetric on X if the following two conditions hold:
(S1) d(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y;
(S2) d(x, y) = d(y, x) for all x, y ∈ X.

The couple (X, d), where d is a semimetric on X will be called a
semimetric space. In the literature, semimetric spaces are also called
symmetric spaces. In this paper, we will use the name ”semimetric
space”, as symmetric space is also the name of an important concept
in Riemannian geometry.

As in metric spaces, given a semimetric d on X, open balls are
defined and an induced topology τd is obtained. This topology is
first-countable, but it is not always Hausdorff. Note that there exist
semimetrics for which every open ball is not an open set and every
closed ball is not a closed set [11, Theorem 5.6]. As d generally does
not satisfy the triangle inequality, it is possible to encounter the case
where the function y 7→ d(x, y) is no longer 1−Lipschitz on X for any
x ∈ X.

Example 1.2. Consider a nonempty finite set X = {x1, x2, ..., xm}
and a symmetric matrix A = (aij) ∈ Mn (R) with nonnegative entries,
having zero entries only on the main diagonal. Define d(xi, xj) = aij
for all i, j ∈ {1, 2, ...,m}. Then d is semimetric on X. If there exist
i, j, k ∈ {1, 2, ...,m} such that |aij − aik| > ajk, then the function y 7→
d(xi, y) is not 1−Lipschitz on X.
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The definition of a convergent sequence is the same as in metric
spaces: a sequence (xn)n≥1 in X is said to converge to a point x ∈ X
if lim

n→∞
d(xn, x) = 0.

In order to compensate the lack of the triangle inequality, in the
study of convergent sequences, some additional regularity axioms have
been introduced for the semimetric.

As mentioned in [11], in 1931 Wilson [32] introduced the following
substitutes for the triangle inequality regarding convergent sequences
in a semimetric space (X, d): for all x, y ∈ X and all sequences (xn)n≥1,
(yn)n≥1 and (zn)n≥1 in X,
(W1) (The uniqueness of the limit) If lim

n→∞
d(xn, x) = 0 and

lim
n→∞

d(xn, y) = 0, then x = y;

(W2) If lim
n→∞

d(xn, x) = 0 and lim
n→∞

d(xn, yn) = 0, then lim
n→∞

d(yn, x) =

0;
(W3) If lim

n→∞
d(xn, yn) = 0 and lim

n→∞
d(yn, zn) = 0, then

lim
n→∞

d(xn, zn) = 0.

In the following, we recall another substitute for the triangle in-
equality with regard to convergent sequences in a semimetric space,
namely the notion of 1−continuous semimetric, which has been in-
troduced in [12], and the condition (H.E.) satisfied by a semimetric,
introduced in [3].

Definition 1.3. (1) A semimetric d on X is said to be 1−continuous
if lim

n→∞
d(xn, x) = 0 implies lim

n→∞
d(xn, y) = d(x, y), for all x, y ∈ X and

all sequences (xn)n≥1 in X;
(2) A semimetric d on X is said to satisfy the condition (H.E) if

lim
n→∞

d(xn, x) = 0 and lim
n→∞

d(yn, x) = 0 imply lim
n→∞

d(xn, yn) = 0, for all

x ∈ X and all sequences (xn)n≥1, (yn)n≥1 in X.

More conditions used as a substitute for the triangle inequality and
involving convergent sequences are given in [20].

The notion of weakly compatible pair of mappings was intro-
duced by Jungck in 1996 [19] and was used to prove the existence
of common fixed points for non-continuous self-mappings of a met-
ric space. The sets of coincidence points of f, g : X → X is
C(f, g) = {x ∈ X : f(x) = g(x)} and the values w = f(x) = g(x)
are called coincidence values of f and g. Two weak compatible map-
pings commute at their coincidence points, as the following definition
shows.
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Definition 1.4. [19] Two mappings f, g : X → X are called weakly
compatible if f(g(x)) = g(f(x)) for all x ∈ C(f, g), i.e. for all x ∈ X
such that f(x) = g(x).

In 2011, Sintunavarat and Kumam [31] introduced the notion of
common limit range property for a pair of self-mappings of a fuzzy
metric space. In 2012, Imdad, Pant and Chauhan [13] introduced the
notion of common limit range property for two pairs of self-mappings
of a Menger space and used this property to prove fixed point results.
In 2013, Imdad, Chauhan and Kadelburg [15] proved fixed point the-
orems for weakly compatible pairs of self-mappings of a metric space,
possessing a common limit range property and satisfying some gener-
alized (ψ, φ)−weak contractive condition. The notion of common limit
range property has been used in the study of common fixed points for
self-mappings of metric spaces [14] and self-mappings of semimetric
spaces [10], [17], [23].

Definition 1.5. [13], [15] Let (X, d) be a semimetric space and
A,B, S, T be self-mappings of X. The pairs (A, S) and (B, T ) are
said to satisfy the common limit range property with respect to (S, T ),
denoted by (CLRST ), if there exist two sequences (xn)n≥1 and (yn)n≥1

in X such that

lim
n→∞

A(xn) = lim
n→∞

S(xn) = lim
n→∞

B(yn) = lim
n→∞

T (yn) =: z,

where z ∈ S(X) ∩ T (X).

We introduce a variant of the common limit range property as fol-
lows.

Definition 1.6. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space and A, S, T be self-
mappings of X. The pair (A, S) is said to satisfy the common limit
range property with respect to T if there exists a sequence (xn)n≥1 in
X such that

lim
n→∞

A(xn) = lim
n→∞

S(xn) =: z,

where z ∈ S(X) ∩ T (X).

Obviously, if two pairs (A, S) and (B, T ) satisfy (CLRST ), then
(A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with respect to T .
The converse is not true for arbitrary B, as the following example
shows.

Example 1.7. Let X = R+ and d(x, y) = (x − y)2 for x, y ∈ X.
Then (X, d) is a semimetric space. But (X, d) is not a metric space,
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as d(x, y) − [d(x, z) + d(z, y)] = −2(z − x)(z − y) for all x, y, z ∈ X,
hence d(x, y) > d(x, z) + d(z, y) whenever x < z < y or y < z < x.

Define the following self-mappings of X: A(x) = 1
2
(x2 + 1),

S(x) = 1
2
(x + 1) and T (x) = x + 1

4
. Then S(X) ∩ T (X) =

[
1
2
,∞

)
.

For a sequence (un)n≥1 in X such that lim
n→∞

un = 0 we see that

lim
n→∞

A(un) = lim
n→∞

S(un) =
1
2
∈ S(X)∩T (X), therefore, the pair (A, S)

satisfies the common limit range property with respect to T . Assume
that for some mapping B : X → X the pairs (A, S) and (B, T ) satisfy
(CLRST ). Then there exist some sequences (xn)n≥1 and (yn)n≥1 in X
such that lim

n→∞
A(xn) = lim

n→∞
S(xn) = lim

n→∞
B(yn) = lim

n→∞
T (yn) =: t and

t ∈ S(X) ∩ T (X) =
[
1
2
,∞

)
. Then lim

n→∞
(xn)

2 = lim
n→∞

xn = 2t − 1, and

hence t = 1
2
. As lim

n→∞
T (yn) = t, it follows that lim

n→∞
yn = 4t − 1 = 1,

while lim
n→∞

B (yn) = t = 1
2
. If B is continuous and B(1) ̸= 1

2
, we obtain

a contradiction, therefore, the pairs (A, S) and (B, T ) do not satisfy
(CLRST ).

Branciari [9] proved a general fixed point theorem for mappings sat-
isfying a contractive condition of integral type. The notion of altering
distance function φ has been used by Khan, Swaleh and Sessa [21] in
proving fixed point theorems for self-mappings of a complete metric
space (X, d), satisfying contractive conditions where a distance d(x, y)
is replaced by φ(d(x, y)). Popa and Mocanu [28] proved a common
fixed point theorem for two pairs of occasionally weakly compatible
mappings satisfying an implicit relation, using the observation that
some contractive conditions of integral type can be reduced to con-
tractive conditions involving an altering distance function. Popa and
Patriciu [29] introduced the notion of almost altering distance function
in order to formulate contractive conditions used in fixed point theo-
rems for a pair of self-mappings with common limit range property in
G-metric spaces.

Definition 1.8. [29] An almost altering distance function is a function
ψ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) which satisfies the following conditions:

(A1) ψ is continuous on [0,∞);
(A2) ψ(t) = 0 if and only if t = 0.
An altering distance function is an increasing almost altering dis-

tance function.

Here, the term ”increasing” is used in a non-strict sense, as a syn-
onim for ”non-decreasing”, i.e. ψ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) is called increasing
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if t1 < t2 implies ψ(t1) ≤ ψ(t2), for all t1, t2 ∈ [0,∞).
Obviously, there exist almost altering distance functions that are not
increasing, e. g. ψ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) defined by ψ(t) = t for t ∈ [0, 1]
and ψ(t) = 1

t
for t ∈ (1,∞).

In 2014, Ansari [4] introduced the notion of C−class function, as a
control function in contractive conditions.

Definition 1.9. [4] A mapping G : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → R is called a
C−class function if it is continuous and satisfies the following condi-
tions:

(G1) G(s, t) ≤ s for all s, t ∈ [0,∞);
(G2) G(s, t) = s implies s = 0 or t = 0, for all s, t ∈ [0,∞) .

Some fixed point theorems via C−class functions have been proved
in [4] in complete metric spaces, in [5] and [8] in the setting of met-
ric spaces and by Ansari and Kumari [6] in semimetric spaces. Ansari
and Razani [7] proved fixed point theorems for self-mappings of a com-
plete b−metric space, satisfying some general contractive conditions
involving an altering distance function or a so-called C−class function.

The purpose of this paper is to prove a general common fixed point
theorem in the setting of semimetric spaces, for two pairs of mappings
satisfying a new type of common limit range property, and a con-
tractive condition involving an almost altering distance and implicit
relations. Our main result generalizes Theorem 3.2 in [16]. As ap-
plications, some common fixed point results for mappings satisfying
contractive conditions of integral type are obtained.

2. Implicit relations

Several fixed point theorems have been unified by using contractive
conditions involving implicit functions [24], [25]. The use of implicit
contractive conditions in fixed point theorems has the advantage of
unifying and generalizing a wide class of classical contractive condi-
tions, usually with simpler proofs.

Imdad and Chauhan [14] used implicit contractive conditions to ob-
tain common fixed point theorems for pairs of self-mappings with the
common limit range property, in metric spaces. Similar results, using
implicit contractive conditions and the common limit range property,
have been proved in the setting of semimetric (symmetric) spaces by
Imdad, Sharma and Chauhan [16] and in the setting of metric spaces
by Popa [26].

Ali and Imdad [2] introduced the following class of implicit relations.
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Definition 2.1. Let F be the family of all real lower semicontinuous
functions F : R6

+ −→ R satisfying the following inequalities:

(F1) F (t, 0, t, 0, 0, t) > 0 for all t > 0;
(F2) F (t, 0, 0, t, t, 0) > 0 for all t > 0;
(F3) F (t, t, 0, 0, t, t) > 0 for all t > 0.
Consider in R6 the following vectors : v1 = (1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1), v2 =

(1, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0) and v3 = (1, 1, 0, 0, 1, 1). Then the conditions (F1), (F2)
and (F3) can be written in a unified form as: for each k ∈ {1, 2, 3},

F (tvk) > 0 for all t > 0.

Below are some examples of functions belonging to the class F intro-
duced by Ali and Imdad.

Example 2.2. F1 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1 − at2 − bt3 − ct4 − dt5 − et6, where
a, b, c, d, e ≥ 0 and a+ b+ c+ d+ e < 1.

Indeed, F1(tv1) = t(1− b− e), F1(tv2) = t(1− c− d) and F1(tv3) =
t(1− a− d− e) are positive for all t > 0.

Example 2.3. [2] F2 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1 − kmax {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6}, where
k ∈ [0, 1).

Example 2.4. F3 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1−kmax
{
t2, t3, t4,

t5+t6
2

}
, where k ∈

[0, 1).

For each k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, F2(tvk) = F3(tvk) = t(1−k) > 0 for all t > 0.

Example 2.5. F4 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1−at2−bmax {t3, t4}−cmax {t5, t6} ,
where a, b, c ≥ 0 and a+ b+ c < 1.

For each k ∈ {1, 2}, F4(tvk) = t(1−b−c), while F4(tv3) = t(1−a−c).
Example 2.6. F5 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1 − αmax {t2, t3, t4} − (1− α)(at5 +
bt6), where α ∈ [0, 1) and a, b ≥ 0 with a+ 2b < 1.

Indeed, F5(tv1) = t (1− α) (1 − b), F5(tv2) = t (1− α) (1 − a) and
F5(tv3) = t (1− α) (1− a− b) are positive for all t > 0.

Example 2.7. F6 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1 − at2 − b t5+t6
1+t3+t4

, where a, b ≥ 0 and
a+ b < 1.

For each k ∈ {1, 2}, F6(tvk) = t(1− b
1+t

), while F4(tv3) = t(1−a−2b).

Example 2.8. F7 (t1, . . . t6) = t1 −max {ct2, ct3, ct4, at5 + bt6}, where
a, b, c ≥ 0 and max {a+ b, c} < 1.

Here F7(tv1) = t (1−max {b, c}), F7(tv2) = t (1−max {a, c}) and
F7(tv3) = t (1−max {a+ b, c}) t (1−max {a+ b, c}).
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Example 2.9. F8 (t1, . . . , t6) = t1 − at2 − b(t3 + t4) − cmin {t5, t6} ,
where a, b, c ≥ 0 and max {a+ c, b} < 1.

For each k ∈ {1, 2}, F8(tvk) = t(1− b), while F8(tv3) = t(1− a− c).
For other examples see [2] and [14].

3. Main results

In the following, F is the family of functions given by Definition
2.1. For simplicity, for every self-mapping f of X we denote f(x) by
fx.

Theorem 3.1. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space and A, S,B, T be
self-mappings of X such that for all x, y ∈ X the following inequality
holds

(3.1) F

(
ψ(d(Ax,By)), ψ(d(Sx, Ty)), ψ(d(Ax, Sx)),
ψ(d(By, Ty)), ψ(d(By, Sx)), ψ(d(Ax, Ty))

)
≤ 0

for some F ∈ F and some almost altering distance function ψ.
If there exist u, v ∈ X such that Au = Su and Bv = Tv, then

Au = Bv and z = Au = Su = Bv = Tv is the unique coincidence
value of A and S and the unique coincidence value of B and T .

Proof. First we prove that Au = Bv. It follows that z := Au = Su =
Bv = Tv is a coincidence value of A and S and also a coincidence
value of B and T .

Substituting x = u and y = v in (3.1), we obtain

F

(
ψ(d(Au,Bv)), ψ(d(Su, Tv)), ψ(d(Au, Su)),
ψ(d(Bv, Tv)), ψ(d(Bv, Su)), ψ(d(Au, Tv))

)
≤ 0.

As Au = Su and Bv = Tv, the inequality above is equivalent to
(3.2)
F (ψ(d(Au,Bv)), ψ(d(Au,Bv)), 0, 0, ψ(d(Au,Bv)), ψ(d(Au,Bv))) ≤ 0.

Here we used the axioms (S1) (sufficiency) and (S2) of the semimetric
d.

If Au ̸= Bv, then the axiom (S1) (necessity) shows that d(Au,Bv) >
0, therefore ψ(d(Au,Bv)) > 0, according to condition (A2) (necessity)
from the definition of an almost altering distance function. In this case,
(3.2) contradicts condition (F3) from the definition of F . We proved
that Au = Bv.

Assume that there exists a coincidence value t ∈ X of A and S, i.e.
there exists w ∈ X such that t = Aw = Sw. Setting x = u and y = v
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in (3.1), we get

F (ψ(d(t, z)), ψ(d(t, z)), 0, 0, ψ(d(t, z)), ψ(d(t, z))) ≤ 0.

If t ̸= z, then we conclude as above that the latter inequality con-
tradicts (F3). It follows that t = z, hence A and S have the unique
coincidence value z.

Similarly, z is the unique coincidence value of B and T . Indeed,
assume that there exists p ∈ X such that Bp = Tp and denote q :=
Bp = Tp. By (3.1), for x = u and y = p we get

F (ψ(d(z, q)), ψ(d(z, q)), 0, 0, ψ(d(z, q)), ψ(d(z, q))) ≤ 0.

If q ̸= z, then the latter inequality contradicts (F3). It follows that
q = z, as claimed. □

Remark 3.2. In Theorem 3.1, one may relax the assumption that
F ∈ F ; it is enough to assume that F : R6

+ −→ R satisfies condition
(F3) from the definition 2.1 of the class F .

We recall that the existence of a unique coincidence value ensures
the existence of a unique common fixed point, for a pair of weakly
compatible self-mappings of an arbitrary non-empty set.

Lemma 3.3. [1] Let f and g be weakly compatible self-mappings of
a non-empty set X. If f and g have a unique coincidence value w =
fx = gx, where x ∈ X, then w is the unique common fixed point of f
and g.

We will consider two pair of mappings satisfying the generalized
contractive condition (3.1) from Theorem 3.1, assumming in addition
that each pair is weakly compatible and that the first pair satisfies
the common limit range property with respect to a mapping from
the second pair, see Definition 1.6. A common fixed point result is
obtained, as follows.

Theorem 3.4. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space, where d is
1−continuous and satisfies condition (H.E.) from Definition 1.3. Let
A, S,B, T be self-mappings of X satisfying (3.1) for all x, y ∈ X,
where F ∈ F and ψ is an almost altering distance function.

If the pair (A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with
respect to T , then

(1) A and S have at least one coincidence point and
(2) B and T have at least one coincidence point.
Moreover, if both (A, S) and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly compatible

mappings, then
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(3) A, S,B, T have a unique common fixed point.

Proof. Since (A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with re-
spect to T , there exists a sequence (xn)n≥1 inX such that lim

n→∞
A(xn) =

lim
n→∞

S(xn) =: z, where z ∈ S(X) ∩ T (X).

Since z ∈ T (X), there exists u ∈ X such that z = Tu. By (3.1) for
x = xn and y = u, we obtain
(3.3)

F

(
ψ(d(Axn, Bu)), ψ(d(Sxn, Tu)), ψ(d(Axn, Sxn)),
ψ(d(Bu, Tu)), ψ(d(Bu, Sxn)), ψ(d(Axn, Tu))

)
≤ 0.

Having lim
n→∞

A(xn) = lim
n→∞

S(xn) =: z, the 1-continuity of d

and the continuity of ψ imply lim
n→∞

ψ(d(Axn, Bu)) = ψ(d(z, Bu)),

lim
n→∞

ψ(d(Sxn, Tu)) = ψ(d(z, Tu)) = 0, lim
n→∞

ψ(d(Bu, Sxn)) =

ψ(d(Bu, z)) and lim
n→∞

ψ(d(Axn, Tu)) = ψ(d(z, Tu)) = 0. In addi-

tion, lim
n→∞

A(xn) = lim
n→∞

S(xn) =: z, the property (H.E.) of d and

the continuity of ψ imply lim
n→∞

ψ(d(Axn, Sxn)) = ψ(0) = 0. Denote

t = ψ(d(z,Bu)).
Applying lim inf

n→∞
in (3.3), taking into account the above limits and

the lower semicontinuity of F , we obtain

(3.4) F (t, 0, 0, t, t, 0) ≤ 0.

If Bu ̸= z, then t > 0, by axiom (S1) (necessity) from Definition
1.1 and axiom (A2) (necessity) from Definition 1.8. If t > 0, then
(3.4) contradicts the assumption that F satisfies condition (F2). This
contradiction shows that

Bu = z = Tu,

therefore u is a coincidence point of the pair (B, T ).
On the other hand, z ∈ S(X) implies the existence of a point v ∈ X

such that z = Sv. Setting x = v and y = u in (3.1), we get

F

(
ψ(d(Av,Bu)), ψ(d(Sv, Tu)), ψ(d(Av, Sv)),
ψ(d(Bu, Tu)), ψ(d(Bu, Sv)), ψ(d(Av, Tu))

)
≤ 0.

i.e.

(3.5) F (ψ(d(Av, z)), 0, ψ(d(Av, z)), 0, 0, ψ(d(Av, z))) ≤ 0.

If Av ̸= z, then ψ(d(Av, z)) > 0 and (3.5) contradict the assumption
that F satisfies condition (F1). It follows that Av = z = Sv, therefore,
v is a coincidence point of the pair (A, S).
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Note that z = Av = Sv = Bu = Tu is a coincidence value for
each of the pairs (A, S) and (B, T ). As F satisfies condition (F3), by
Theorem 3.1 it follows that z is the unique coincidence value of A and
S and the unique coincidence value of B and T .

Finally, assume that both (A, S) and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly
compatible mappings. As z = Av = Sv = Bu = Tu, applying Lemma
3.3 for the pairs (A, S) and (B, T ) we find that z is the unique common
fixed point of A, S, B and T . □

Remark 3.5. In Theorem 3.4, in order to obtain the conclusions (1)
and (2) it suffices to assume that F : R6

+ −→ R satisfies the conditions
(F1) and (F2) from the Definition 2.1 of the class F .

Considering the special case where the almost altering function ψ
is the identity function, by Theorem 3.4 and the above we obtain the
following result, which generalizes Theorem 1 from [16].

Corollary 3.6. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space, where d is
1−continuous and satisfies condition (H.E.) from Definition 1.3. Let
A, S,B, T be self-mappings of X such that for all x, y ∈ X the follow-
ing inequality holds
(3.6)
F (d(Ax,By), d(Sx, Ty), d(Ax, Sx), d(By, Ty), d(By, Sx), d(Ax, Ty)) ≤ 0

for some F : R6
+ −→ R satisfying conditions (F1) and (F2) from

Definition 2.1.
If the pair (A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with

respect to T , then
(1) A and S have at least one coincidence point and
(2) B and T have at least one coincidence point.
Moreover, if both (A, S) and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly compatible

mappings and if F satisfies condition (F3) from Definition 2.1, then
(3) A, S,B, T have a unique common fixed point.

The following examples show that the assumptions of Corollary 3.6
can be satisfied simultaneously.

Example 3.7. Consider the symmetric space (X, d) from Example
1.7, with X = R+ and d(x, y) = (x− y)2 for x, y ∈ X. We check that
d is 1−continuous and satisfies condition (H.E.).

a) Assume that lim
n→∞

d(xn, x) = 0, which is equivalent to

lim
n→∞

|xn − x| = 0. Let y ∈ X. As |d(xn, y)− d(x, y)| =

|xn − x| |xn + x− 2y|, for every n ≥ 1 and the sequence (xn)n≥1 is
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bounded in (R, |·|), it follows that lim
n→∞

d(xn, y) = d(x, y). We proved

that d is 1−continuous.
b) Assume that lim

n→∞
d(xn, x) = 0 and lim

n→∞
d(yn, x) = 0. We will

prove that lim
n→∞

d(xn, yn) = 0, which shows that d satisfies the con-

dition (H.E.). As lim
n→∞

d(xn, x) = 0 implies lim
n→∞

|xn − x| = 0 and

lim
n→∞

d(yn, x) = 0 implies lim
n→∞

|yn − x| = 0, by the usual triangle in-

equality in R it follows that lim
n→∞

|xn − yn| = 0. Then lim
n→∞

d(xn, yn) =

lim
n→∞

(xn − yn)
2 = 0, as required.

Example 3.8. Consider the symmetric space (X, d) from Example
1.7, with X = R+ and d(x, y) = (x − y)2 for x, y ∈ X. Let
A, S,B, T be self-mappings of X defined by Ax = ax, Sx = sx,
Bx = bx and Tx = tx, for all x ∈ X, for some distinct positive
constants a, s, b, t. Then S(X) = [0, s] and T (X) = [0, d], hence
S(X) ∩ T (X) = [0,min {s, t}]. We check that the pair (A, S) satisfies
the common limit range property with respect to T , and that (A, S)
and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly compatible mappings.

c) Assume that (zn)n≥1 is a sequence in X, with lim
n→∞

zn = 0. Then

lim
n→∞

A(zn) = lim
n→∞

S(zn) = 0 ∈ S(X) ∩ T (X), therefore (A, S) satisfies

the common limit range property with respect to T.
d) Ax = Sx if and only if x = 0 and A(S(0)) = S(A(0)) = 0,

therefore A and S are weakly compatible. Similarly, Bx = Tx if and
only if x = 0 and B(T (0)) = T (B(0)) = 0, therefore B and T are
weakly compatible.

Now we check that the following condition is satisfied:
e) there exists F ∈ F such that (3.6) holds for all x, y ∈ X.
Note that d(Ax,By) = (ax − by)2, d(Sx, Ty) = (sx − ty)2,

d(Ax, Sx) = (a−s)2x2, d(By, Ty) = (b−t)2y2, d(By, Sx) = (sx−by)2,
d(Ax, Ty) = (ax− ty)2.
We look for some positive constants a, s, b, t and c such that (3.6)

is satisfied with F (t1, t2, t3, t4, t5, t6) = t1 − kmax {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6}, for
some k ∈ [0, 1). By Example 2.3, it is known that F ∈ F .

It suffices to require that for all x, y ∈ X one of the following in-
equalities holds:

(ax− by)2 ≤ k(sx− ty)2;(3.7)

(ax− by)2 ≤ k(a− s)2x2; (ax− by)2 ≤ k(b− t)2y2;

(ax− by)2 ≤ k(sx− by)2; (ax− by)2 ≤ k(ax− ty)2.
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In general, assuming that a, b, p, q are not all zero, then (ax− by)2 ≤
k(px − qy)2 for all x, y ∈ X = R+ if and only if there exists λ ∈ R
with |λ| ≤

√
k such that a = λp and b = λq.

Since we require k ∈ [0, 1) and a, s, b, t > 0, only the first case from
(3.7) is possible, namely (ax−by)2 ≤ k(sx−ty)2 for all x, y ∈ X = R+

and this condition is satisfied if and only if there exists λ ∈ R with
0 < λ ≤

√
k such that a = λs and b = λt.

Taking k ∈ (0, 1), two distinct positive numbers s, t and a = s
√
k

and b = t
√
k, we obtain that the following inequality is satisfied for all

x, y ∈ X = R+:

d(Ax,By) = kd(Sx, Ty)

≤ kmax {d(Sx, Ty), d(Ax, Sx), d(By, Ty), d(By, Sx), d(Ax, Ty)}

4. Applications

4.1. Fixed points for mappings satisfying contractive condi-
tions of integral type. In [9], Branciari proved the following the-
orem, a strong generalization of Banach contraction principle, which
opened the way for the study of fixed points for mappings satisfying
contractive conditions of integral type.

Theorem 4.1. Let (X, d) be a complete metric space, c ∈ (0, 1) and
let f : X → X be a mapping such that, for each x, y ∈ X,

(4.1)

d(fx,fy)∫
0

h(t)dt ≤ c

d(x,y)∫
0

h(t)dt,

where h : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞] is a Lebesgue-measurable function which
is summable (i.e., with finite integral) on each compact subset of

[0,+∞), such that
ε∫
0

h(t)dt > 0 for all ε > 0. Then f has a unique

fixed point z ∈ X such that lim
n→∞

fnx = z for all x ∈ X.

Lemma 4.2. [28]Let h : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞] be a Lebesgue-measurable
function that is summable on each compact subset of [0,+∞), such

that
ε∫
0

h(t)dt > 0 for all ε > 0. Define ψ(t) =
t∫
0

h(τ)dτ, t ∈ [0,+∞).

Then ψ is an altering distance.

Theorem 4.3. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space, where d is
1−continuous and satisfies the condition (H.E.) from Definition 1.3.
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Let A, S,B, T be self-mappings of X satisfying for all x, y ∈ X the fol-
lowing condition, for some F ∈ F and some function h : [0,+∞) →
[0,+∞] which is Lebesgue-measurable and summable on each compact
subset of [0,+∞):

(4.2) F


d(Ax,By)∫

0

h(t)dt,
d(Sx,Ty)∫

0

h(t)dt,
d(Ax,Sx)∫

0

h(t)dt,

d(By,Ty)∫
0

h(t)dt,
d(By,Sx)∫

0

h(t)dt,
d(Ax,Ty)∫

0

h(t)dt

 ≤ 0

If the pair (A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with re-
spect to T , then

Theorem 4.4. (1) A and S have at least one coincidence point and
(2) B and T have at least one coincidence point.
Moreover, if both (A, S) and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly compatible

mappings, then
(3) A, S,B, T have a unique common fixed point.

Proof. Define ψ(t) =
t∫
0

h(τ)dτ, t ∈ [0,+∞). According to Lemma 4.2,

ψ is an altering distance, hence ψ is an almost altering distance. Now
condition (4.2) writes as follows, for all x, y ∈ X:

F

(
ψ(d(Ax,By)), ψ(d(Sx, Ty)), ψ(d(Ax, Sx)),
ψ(d(By, Ty)), ψ(d(By, Sx)), ψ(d(Ax, Ty))

)
≤ 0.

The above inequality is (3.1) from Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.4.
Applying Theorem 3.4, all the claims follow. □

By Theorem 4.3 and Example 2.3, we obtain the following

Corollary 4.5. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space, where d is
1−continuous and satisfies condition (H.E.) from Definition 1.3. Let
A, S,B, T be self-mappings of X satisfying the following condition, for
some F ∈ F , a constant k ∈ [0, 1) and some function h : [0,+∞) →
[0,+∞], which is Lebesgue-measurable and summable on each compact
subset of [0,+∞): for all x, y ∈ X,
(4.3)

d(Ax,By)∫
0

h(t)dt ≤ kmax


d(Sx,Ty)∫

0

h(t)dt,
d(Ax,Sx)∫

0

h(t)dt,
d(By,Ty)∫

0

h(t)dt,

d(By,Sx)∫
0

h(t)dt,
d(Ax,Ty)∫

0

h(t)dt


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If the pair (A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with
respect to T , then A and S have at least one coincidence point and B
and T have at least one coincidence point. Moreover, if both (A, S)
and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly compatible mappings, then A, S,B, T
have a unique common fixed point.

4.2. Fixed point results in semimetric spaces via C-class func-
tions. Below we give a lemma that provides some general examples of
C−class functions, a concept introduced by Ansari [4], see Definition
1.9. For particular examples, see [4], [5], [8].

Lemma 4.6. Let G : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → R. Then G is a C−class
function in each of the following cases:

1) G(s, t) = f2(s)− f1(t), where f1, f2 : [0,∞) → R are continuous
functions, with f1(t) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [0,∞) and f2(s) ≤ s for all
s ∈ [0,∞), such that: f1(t) = 0 implies t = 0 or f2(s) = s implies
s = 0.

(2) G(s, t) = f3(s)f4(t), where f3, f4 : [0,∞) → [0,∞) are contin-
uous functions, with f4(t) ≤ 1 for all t ∈ [0,∞) and f3(s) ≤ s for all
s ∈ [0,∞), such that: f4(t) = 1 implies t = 0 or f3(s) = s implies
s = 0.

Proof. 1) The continuity of G : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → R follows from the
continuity of f1, f2 : [0,∞) → R and the continuity of the projections
p1, p2 : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → [0,∞) with p1(s, t) = s and p2(s, t) = t for
all (s, t) ∈ [0,∞)× [0,∞).
We have G(s, t) = f2(s) − f1(t) ≤ f2(s) ≤ s for all (s, t) ∈ [0,∞) ×
[0,∞), therefore, the condition (G1) from Definition 1.9 is satisfied.
If G(s, t) = s, then the above inequalities hold as equalities, hence
f1(t) = 0 and f2(s) = s. If f1(t) = 0 implies t = 0, then we obtain
t = 0. If f2(s) = s implies s = 0, then we get s = 0. In any case, it
follows that s = 0 or t = 0.

2) The continuity of G : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → R follows from the
continuity of f3, f4 : [0,∞) → R and the continuity of the projections
p1, p2 : [0,∞)× [0,∞) → [0,∞).

The condition (G1) from Definition 1.9 is satisfied, since G(s, t) =
f3(s)f4(t) ≤ f3(s) ≤ s. Assume now that G(s, t) = s. Then
the latter inequalities hold as equalities, so (i) f3(s) = s and (ii)
f3(s) (f4(t)− 1) = 0. If it is assumed that f3(s) = s implies s = 0,
then by (i) we get s = 0. In the case where f3(s) = s ̸= 0, the above
assumption on f3 does not hold, therefore f4(t) = 1 implies t = 0,
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whence using (ii) we get t = 0. In any case, it follows that s = 0 or
t = 0, therefore G satisfies condition (G2). □

In the following examples, G : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → R is a C−class
function, ψ is an almost altering distance function, and φ : [0,∞) →
[0,∞) is a continuous function such that φ(t) > 0 for all t > 0. In all
these examples, it turns out that the function Hk : R6

+ −→ R belongs
to the class F . So, using C−class function and almost altering distance
functions many examples of functions belonging to the class F can be
obtained.

For brevity, denote v1 = (1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1), v2 = (1, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0) and
v3 = (1, 1, 0, 0, 1, 1).

Example 4.7.

H1 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f1 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f1 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f1 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6}

Example 4.8.

H2 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f2 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f2 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f2 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, (t5 + t6)/2} .

Example 4.9.

H3 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f1 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f2 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f1 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6} and f2 (t1, . . . , t6) =
max {t2, t3, t4, (t5 + t6)/2} .

Example 4.10.

H3 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f2 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f1 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f1 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6} and f2 (t1, . . . , t6) =
max {t2, t3, t4, (t5 + t6)/2} .

Example 4.11.

H5 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f3 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f1 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f3 (t1, . . . , t6) = max
{√

t2t5,
√
t3t6,

√
t4t5,

√
t5t6

}
and f1 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6}.

Example 4.12.

H6 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f4 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f4 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f4 (t1, . . . , t6) = max

{
t2, t3, t4,

t3t4
1 + t2

,
t5t6
1 + t1

}
.
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We will check that the functions given in the above examples are in
the class F .
Let i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}. For each k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we have Hi(tvk) =
ψ(t)−G(ψ(t), φ(t)). By condition (G1) from Definition 1.9 Hi(tvk) ≥
0 for all t ≥ 0. According to condition (G2) from Definition 1.9,
Hi(tvk) = 0 implies ψ(t) = 0 or φ(t) = 0, hence t = 0, by condition
(A2) from Definition 1.8 and the assumption φ(t) > 0 for all t > 0.
Then Hi(tvk) > 0 for all t > 0 and all k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, therefore Hi

belongs to the class F , according to Definition 2.1.

Example 4.13.

H7 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f5 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f2 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f5 (t1, . . . , t6) =
√
t2t3 +

√
t3t4 +

√
t3t6 +

√
t5t6

and f2 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, (t5 + t6)/2}

For k ∈ {1, 3}, we have H7(tvk) = ψ(t) − G(ψ(t), φ(t)) and, as
above, we see that H7(tvk) > 0 for all t > 0. In addition, H7(tv2) =
ψ(t) − G(ψ(0), φ(t)) = ψ(t) − G(0, φ(t)), but G(0, φ(t)) ≤ 0 for all
t ≥ 0 and ψ(t) > 0 for all t > 0, hence H7(tv2) > 0 for all t > 0.

In the following example we will assume that ψ is an altering dis-
tance function, as monotonicity is needed.

Example 4.14.

H8 (t1, . . . , t6) = ψ(t1)−G (ψ(f6 (t1, . . . , t6)), φ(f1 (t1, . . . , t6))) ,

where f6 (t1, . . . , t6) =

√
t3t6 +

√
t4t5 +

√
t5t6

1 + t3
and f1 (t1, . . . , t6) = max {t2, t3, t4, t5, t6} .

For k ∈ {2, 3}, we have H8(tvk) = ψ(t) − G(ψ(t), φ(t)), hence
H8(tvk) > 0 for all t > 0. In addition, H8(tv1) = ψ(t) −
G
(
ψ
(

t
1+t

)
, φ(t)

)
≥ ψ(t) − ψ

(
t

1+t

)
. As we assumed that ψ is non-

decreasing and t
1+t

≤ t for all t ≥ 0, it follows that H8(tv1) ≥
ψ(t) − ψ

(
t

1+t

)
≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0. Moreover, if H8(tv1) = 0, then

ψ
(

t
1+t

)
= 0 or φ(t) = 0, hence t = 0.

Theorem 4.15. Let (X, d) be a semimetric space, where d is
1−continuous and satisfies condition (H.E.) from Definition 1.3. As-
sume that G : [0,∞) × [0,∞) → R is a C−class function, ψ is an
almost altering distance function and φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) is a contin-
uous function such that φ(t) > 0 for all t > 0.
Let f1, f2 : [0,∞)5 → [0,∞) such that for each i ∈ {1, 2}, all t ≥ 0
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and all (t2, t3, t4, t5, t6) ∈ {(0, t, 0, 0, t) ; (0, 0, t, t, 0) ; (t, 0, 0, t, t)}, we
have fi (t2, t3, t4, t5, t6) = t.
Define ω : [0,∞)5 → [0,∞)× [0,∞) by ω = (ψ ◦ f1, φ ◦ f2).
Let A, S,B, T be self-mappings of X such that for all x, y ∈ X the

following inequality holds
(4.4)
ψ(d(Ax,By)) ≤ G(ω(d(Sx, Ty), d(Ax, Sx), d(By, Ty), d(By, Sx), d(Ax, Ty))).

If the pair (A, S) satisfies the common limit range property with respect
to T , then

(1) A and S have at least one coincidence point and
(2) B and T have at least one coincidence point.
Moreover, if both (A, S) and (B, T ) are pairs of weakly compatible

mappings, then
(3) A, S,B, T have a unique common fixed point.

Proof. Define H : [0,∞)6 → [0,∞) by

H(t1, t2, t3, t4, t5, t6) = ψ(t1)

−G (ψ (f1 (t2, t3, t4, t5, t6)) , φ(f2 (t2, t3, t4, t5, t6))) .

For all t ≥ 0 and for all

(t2, t3, t4, t5, t6) ∈ {(0, t, 0, 0, t) ; (0, 0, t, t, 0) ; (t, 0, 0, t, t)}, we can see
by calculations that G (ψ (f1 (t2, t3, t4, t5, t6)) , φ(f2 (t2, t3, t4, t5, t6))) =
G (ψ (t) , φ(t)).

Consider in R6 the following vectors : v1 = (1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1), v2 =
(1, 0, 0, 1, 1, 0) and v3 = (1, 1, 0, 0, 1, 1). For each k ∈ {1, 2, 3} and all
t ≥ 0,

H(tvk) = ψ(t)−G (ψ (t) , φ(t)) .

By condition (G1) from Definition 1.9 H(tvk) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0. Ac-
cording to condition (G2) from Definition 1.9, H(tvk) = 0 implies
ψ(t) = 0 or φ(t) = 0, hence t = 0, by condition (A2) from Definition
1.8 and the assumption φ(t) > 0 for all t > 0.
Then H(tvk) > 0 for all t > 0 and all k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, therefore H belongs
to the class F , according to Definition 2.1.

The contractive condition (4.4) can be written as: for all x, y ∈ X,

H(d(Ax,By), d(Sx, Ty), d(Ax, Sx), d(By, Ty), d(By, Sx), d(Ax, Ty)) ≤ 0,

Applying Corollary 3.6 with F := H we obtain the claim. □
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