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Metric Domains and Common Fixed Points with Application
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abstract: In this paper, in the first step, we prove the existence and uniqueness of common fixed points for
four occasionally weakly biased maps of type (A) in a dislocated metric (d-metric) space. In the second step,
we derive some results of one map, two and three maps. In the third step, we create two examples to clarify
the validity and credibility of our results. In the fourth and last step, we furnish an application for solving an
integral equation.
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1. Introduction and preliminaries

In 1985, Matthews introduced the concept of dislocated metric spaces under the notion of metric
domains in order to promote the notion of completeness in domain theory. Also, he pointed out that
there is a one to one correspondence between the class of metric domains and the class of metric spaces.
In order to justify his reformulation of metric spaces, he showed how the Banach Contraction Map
Theorem from elementary metric space theory can be used in metric domain theory as a tool for program
verification.

Definition 1.1 ( [7]) A Metric Domain is a pair < D, d > where D is a non-empty set, and d is a
function from D ×D to R+ such that

1. ∀ x, y ∈ D d(x, y) = 0 ⇒ x = y,

2. ∀ x, y ∈ D d(x, y) = d(y, x),

3. ∀ x, y, z ∈ D d(x, y) ≤ d(x, z) + d(z, y).

After many years, precisely in 2012, Amini-Harandi introduced a new generalization of partial metric
spaces which is called metric-like spaces. Then, he gave some fixed point results in such spaces which
generalize and improve some well-known results in the literature even in the case of partial metric spaces.

Definition 1.2 ( [1]) A map σ : X × X → R+, where X is a nonempty set, is said to be metric-like on
X if for any x, y, z ∈ X , the following three conditions hold true:

(σ1) σ(x, y) = 0 ⇒ x = y,
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(σ2) σ(x, y) = σ(y, x),

(σ3) σ(x, y) ≤ σ(x, z) + σ(z, y).

The pair (X , σ) is then called a metric-like space. Then a metric-like on X satisfies all of the conditions
of a metric except that σ(x, x) may be positive for x ∈ X .

Remark 1.1 Closely looking at the two above definitions, we see that they are identical, only their names
are different.

Mention that several authors proved the existence and uniqueness of common fixed points in dislocated
metric spaces using different conditions (see for example: [2,3,5,6,9,10]).

In a few months, we put in a new definition called occasionally weakly biased maps of type
(A) and we asserted that our notion has an edge over weak and occasionally weak compatibility; that is,
weakly compatible and occasionally weakly compatible maps are subclasses of occasionally weakly biased
maps of type (A).

Definition 1.3 ( [4]) Let M and N be self-maps of a non-empty set X . The pair (M,N) is said to
be occasionally weakly M-biased of type (A) and occasionally weakly N-biased of type (A),
respectively, if and only if, there exists a point p in X such that Mp = Np implies

d(MMp,Np) ≤ d(NMp,Mp),

d(NNp,Mp) ≤ d(MNp,Np),

respectively.

Now, in their paper [8], Panthi and Jha established a common fixed point theorem for pairs of weakly
compatible maps in a dislocated metric space which generalizes and improves similar fixed point results.

Theorem 1.1 Let (X , d) be a complete d-metric space. Let A, B, S, T : X → X be continuous maps
satisfying,

1. T(X ) ⊂ A(X ), S(X ) ⊂ B(X ),

2. the pairs (S,A) and (T,B) are weakly compatible and

3. d(Sx,Ty) ≤ α[d(Ax,Ty) + d(By,Sx)] + β[d(By,Ty) + d(Ax,Sx)] + γd(Ax,By)

for all x, y ∈ X where α, β, γ ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ α+β+γ <
1

4
. Then A, B, S, and T have a unique common

fixed point.

In this work, we will improve the above theorem and other similar results by deleting some conditions;
in one hand by letting constants α, β and γ as they are and in other hand by extending them to real
functions.

2. Main results

2.1. Existence and uniqueness of common fixed point for quadruple maps

Theorem 2.1 Let M, N, O and P be self-maps of a complete d-metric space X satisfying the following
condition

d(Mx,Ny) ≤ α[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)] + β[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Py)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ ≥ 0 and 2α + 4β + γ < 1. If the pair (M,O) as well as (N,P) is
occasionally weakly O-biased of type (A) and occasionally weakly P-biased of type (A), respectively, then
M, N, O and P have a unique common fixed point.
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Proof: By hypotheses, there are two points u and v in X such that Mu = Ou implies d(OOu,Mu) ≤
d(MOu,Ou) and Nv = Pv implies d(PPv,Nv) ≤ d(NPv,Pv).

First, we are going to prove that Mu = Nv. We have

d(Mu,Nv) ≤ α[d(Ou,Nv) + d(Pv,Mu)] + β[d(Pv,Nv) + d(Ou,Mu)]

+γd(Ou,Pv)

= α[d(Mu,Nv) + d(Nv,Mu)] + β[d(Nv,Nv) + d(Mu,Mu)]

+γd(Mu,Nv)

≤ α[d(Mu,Nv) + d(Nv,Mu)] + γd(Mu,Nv)

+β[d(Nv,Mu) + d(Mu,Nv) + d(Mu,Nv) + d(Nv,Mu)]

= [2α+ 4β + γ]d(Mu,Nv)

< d(Mu,Nv)

a contradiction, hence Mu = Nv.

Now, we assert that MMu = Mu. If not, then we have

d(MMu,Nv) ≤ α[d(OMu,Nv) + d(Pv,MMu)] + β[d(Pv,Nv) + d(OMu,MMu)]

+γd(OMu,Pv);

i.e.,

d(MMu,Mu) ≤ α[d(OOu,Mu) + d(Mu,MMu)] + β[d(Mu,Mu) + d(OOu,MMu)]

+γd(OOu,Mu)

≤ α[d(MOu,Ou) + d(Mu,MMu)] + γd(MOu,Ou)

+β[d(Mu,MMu) + d(MMu,Mu) + d(MOu,Ou) + d(Mu,MMu)]

= [2α+ 4β + γ]d(MMu,Mu)

< d(MMu,Mu)

a contradiction, thus MMu = Mu and so OMu = Mu.

Suppose that NNv ̸= Nv, then, we obtain

d(Mu,NNv) ≤ α[d(Ou,NNv) + d(PNv,Mu)] + β[d(PNv,NNv) + d(Ou,Mu)]

+γd(Ou,PNv);

i.e.,

d(Nv,NNv) ≤ α[d(Nv,NNv) + d(PNv,Nv)] + β[d(PNv,NNv) + d(Nv,Nv)]

+γd(Nv,PNv)

= α[d(Nv,NNv) + d(PPv,Nv)] + β[d(PPv,NNv) + d(Nv,Nv)]

+γd(Nv,PPv)

≤ α[d(Nv,NNv) + d(NPv,Pv)] + γd(Pv,NPv)

+β[d(NPv,Pv) + d(Nv,NNv) + d(Nv,NNv) + d(NNv,Nv)]

= [2α+ 4β + γ]d(Nv,NNv)

< d(Nv,NNv)

which implies that NNv = Nv and so PNv = Nv; i.e., NMu = Mu and PMu = Mu. Put Mu = Ou =
Nv = Pv = ω, therefore ω is a common fixed point of maps M, N, O and P.
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Finally, let ω and ϖ be two distinct common fixed points of maps M, N, O and P. Then, ω = Mω =
Nω = Oω = Pω and ϖ = Mϖ = Nϖ = Oϖ = Pϖ. We have

d(Mϖ,Nω) ≤ α[d(Oϖ,Nω) + d(Pω,Mϖ)] + β[d(Pω,Nω) + d(Oϖ,Mϖ)]

+γd(Oϖ,Pω);

i.e.,

d(ϖ,ω) ≤ α[d(ϖ,ω) + d(ω,ϖ)] + β[d(ω, ω) + d(ϖ,ϖ)]

+γd(ϖ,ω)

≤ α[d(ϖ,ω) + d(ω,ϖ)] + γd(ϖ,ω)

+β[d(ω,ϖ) + d(ϖ,ω) + d(ϖ,ω) + d(ω,ϖ)]

= [2α+ 4β + γ]d(ϖ,ω)

< d(ϖ,ω)

which is a contradiction, this implies that ϖ = ω. 2

Theorem 2.2 Let M, N, O and P be self-maps of a complete d-metric space X satisfying

d(Mx,Ny) ≤ α(d(Ox,Py))[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)] (2.1)

+β(d(Ox,Py))[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Py))d(Ox,Py)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ : [0,+∞) → [0, 1) are non-decreasing functions which satisfying the
following condition

4α(t) + 2β(t) + γ(t) < 1 ∀t > 0.

If the pair (M,O) as well as (N,P) is occasionally weakly O-biased of type (A) and occasionally weakly
P-biased of type (A), respectively, then M, N, O and P have a unique common fixed point.

Proof: As in the proof of Theorem 2.1, there exist two elements u and v in X such that Mu = Ou
implies d(OOu,Mu) ≤ d(MOu,Ou) and Nv = Pv implies d(PPv,Nv) ≤ d(NPv,Pv).

First, we are going to prove that Mu = Nv. From inequality (2.1) we have

d(Mu,Nv) ≤ α(d(Ou,Pv))[d(Ou,Nv) + d(Pv,Mu)]

+β(d(Ou,Pv))[d(Pv,Nv) + d(Ou,Mu)]

+γ(d(Ou,Pv))d(Ou,Pv)

= α(d(Mu,Nv))[d(Mu,Nv) + d(Nv,Mu)]

+β(d(Mu,Nv))[d(Nv,Nv) + d(Mu,Mu)]

+γ(d(Mu,Nv))d(Mu,Nv)

≤ α(d(Mu,Nv))[d(Mu,Nv) + d(Nv,Mu)]

+β(d(Mu,Nv))[d(Nv,Mu) + d(Mu,Nv) + d(Mu,Nv) + d(Nv,Mu)]

+γ(d(Mu,Nv))d(Mu,Nv)

= [2α(d(Mu,Nv)) + 4β(d(Mu,Nv)) + γ(d(Mu,Nv))]d(Mu,Nv)

< d(Mu,Nv)

a contradiction, hence Mu = Nv.

Now, we assert that MMu = Mu. If not, then the use of condition (2.1) gives

d(MMu,Nv) ≤ α(d(OMu,Pv))[d(OMu,Nv) + d(Pv,MMu)]

+β(d(OMu,Pv))[d(Pv,Nv) + d(OMu,MMu)]

+γ(d(OMu,Pv))d(OMu,Pv);
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i.e.,

d(MMu,Mu) ≤ α(d(OMu,Mu))[d(OMu,Mu) + d(Mu,MMu)]

+β(d(OMu,Mu))[d(Mu,Mu) + d(OMu,MMu)]

+γ(d(OMu,Mu))d(OMu,Mu)

= α(d(OOu,Mu))[d(OOu,Mu) + d(Mu,MMu)]

+β(d(OOu,Mu))[d(Mu,Mu) + d(OOu,MMu)]

+γ(d(OOu,Mu))d(OOu,Mu)

≤ α(d(MOu,Ou))[d(MOu,Ou) + d(Mu,MMu)]

+β(d(MOu,Ou))[d(Mu,MMu) + d(MMu,Mu)

+d(MOu,Ou) + d(Mu,MMu)]

+γ(d(MOu,Ou))d(MOu,Ou)

= α(d(MMu,Mu))[d(MMu,Mu) + d(Mu,MMu)]

+β(d(MMu,Mu))[d(Mu,MMu) + d(MMu,Mu)

+d(MMu,Mu) + d(Mu,MMu)]

+γ(d(MMu,Mu))d(MMu,Mu)

= [2α(d(MMu,Mu)) + 4β(d(MMu,Mu))

+γ(d(MMu,Mu))]d(MMu,Mu)

< d(MMu,Mu)

a contradiction, thus, MMu = Mu and so OMu = Mu.

Suppose that NNv ̸= Nv. Using inequality (2.1) we obtain

d(Mu,NNv) ≤ α(d(Ou,PNv))[d(Ou,NNv) + d(PNv,Mu)]

+β(d(Ou,PNv))[d(PNv,NNv) + d(Ou,Mu)]

+γ(d(Ou,PNv))d(Ou,PNv);

i.e.,

d(Nv,NNv) ≤ α(d(Nv,PNv))[d(Nv,NNv) + d(PNv,Nv)]

+β(d(Nv,PNv))[d(PNv,NNv) + d(Nv,Nv)]

+γ(d(Nv,PNv))d(Nv,PNv)

= α(d(Nv,PPv))[d(Nv,NNv) + d(PPv,Nv)]

+β(d(Nv,PPv))[d(PPv,NNv) + d(Nv,Nv)]

+γ(d(Nv,PPv))d(Nv,PPv)

≤ α(d(Pv,NPv))[d(Nv,NNv) + d(NPv,Pv)]

+β(d(Pv,NPv))[d(NPv,Pv) + d(Nv,NNv)

+d(Nv,NNv) + d(NNv,Nv)]

+γ(d(Pv,NPv))d(Pv,NPv)

= [2α(d(Nv,NNv)) + 4β(d(Nv,NNv))

+γ(d(Nv,NNv))]d(Nv,NNv)

< d(Nv,NNv)

which implies that NNv = Nv and so PNv = Nv; i.e., NMu = Mu and PMu = Mu. Put Mu = Ou =
Nv = Pv = ω, therefore ω is a common fixed point of maps M, N, O and P.
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Finally, let ω and ϖ be two distinct common fixed points of maps M, N, O and P. Then, ω = Mω =
Nω = Oω = Pω and ϖ = Mϖ = Nϖ = Oϖ = Pϖ. From (2.1) we have

d(Mϖ,Nω) ≤ α(d(Oϖ,Pω))[d(Oϖ,Nω) + d(Pω,Mϖ)]

+β(d(Oϖ,Pω))[d(Pω,Nω) + d(Oϖ,Mϖ)]

+γ(d(Oϖ,Pω))d(Oϖ,Pω);

i.e.,

d(ϖ,ω) ≤ α(d(ϖ,ω))[d(ϖ,ω) + d(ω,ϖ)]

+β(d(ϖ,ω))[d(ω, ω) + d(ϖ,ϖ)]

+γ(d(ϖ,ω))d(ϖ,ω)

≤ α(d(ϖ,ω))[d(ϖ,ω) + d(ω,ϖ)]

+β(d(ϖ,ω))[d(ω,ϖ) + d(ϖ,ω) + d(ϖ,ω) + d(ω,ϖ)]

+γ(d(ϖ,ω))d(ϖ,ω)

= [2α(d(ϖ,ω)) + 4β(d(ϖ,ω)) + γ(d(ϖ,ω))]d(ϖ,ω)

< d(ϖ,ω)

which is a contradiction, this implies that ϖ = ω. 2

2.2. Some results

Corollary 2.1 Let M be a self-map of a complete d-metric space X satisfying the following condition

d(Mx,My) ≤ α[d(x,My) + d(y,Mx)] + β[d(y,My) + d(x,Mx)]

+γd(x, y)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ ≥ 0 and 2α+ 4β + γ < 1, then M has a unique fixed point.

Corollary 2.2 Let M and O be two self-maps of a complete d-metric space X satisfying the following
condition

d(Mx,My) ≤ α[d(Ox,My) + d(Oy,Mx)] + β[d(Oy,My) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Oy)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ ≥ 0 and 2α+ 4β + γ < 1. If M and O are occasionally weakly O-biased
of type (A), then M and O have a unique common fixed point.

Corollary 2.3 Let M, N and O be three self-maps of a complete d-metric space X satisfying the following
condition

d(Mx,Ny) ≤ α[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Oy,Mx)] + β[d(Oy,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Oy)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ ≥ 0 and 2α+4β+γ < 1. If M and O as well as N and O are occasionally
weakly O-biased of type (A), then M, N and O have a unique common fixed point.

Corollary 2.4 Let M be a self-map of a complete d-metric space X satisfying

d(Mx,My) ≤ α(d(x, y))[d(x,My) + d(y,Mx)]

+β(d(x, y))[d(y,My) + d(x,Mx)]

+γ(d(x, y))d(x, y)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ : [0,+∞) → [0, 1) are non-decreasing continuous functions which satisfying
the following condition

4α(t) + 2β(t) + γ(t) < 1 ∀t > 0,

then M has a unique fixed point.



Metric Domains and Common Fixed Points with Application 7

Corollary 2.5 Let M and O be self-maps of a complete d-metric space X satisfying

d(Mx,My) ≤ α(d(Ox,Oy))[d(Ox,My) + d(Oy,Mx)]

+β(d(Ox,Oy))[d(Oy,My) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Oy))d(Ox,Oy)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ : [0,+∞) → [0, 1) are non-decreasing functions which satisfying the
following condition

4α(t) + 2β(t) + γ(t) < 1 ∀t > 0.

If M and O are occasionally weakly O-biased of type (A), then M and O have a unique common fixed
point.

Corollary 2.6 Let M, N and O be self-maps of a complete d-metric space X satisfying

d(Mx,Ny) ≤ α(d(Ox,Oy))[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Oy,Mx)]

+β(d(Ox,Oy))[d(Oy,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Oy))d(Ox,Oy)

for all x, y ∈ X , where α, β, γ : [0,+∞) → [0, 1) are non-decreasing functions which satisfying the
following condition

4α(t) + 2β(t) + γ(t) < 1 ∀t > 0.

If the pair (M,O) as well as (N,O) is occasionally weakly O-biased of type (A), then M, N and O have
a unique common fixed point.

2.3. Illustrative examples

Example 2.1 Let X = R with the d-metric d(x, y) = max {|x| , |y|}. Define

Mx =

{
0 if x ∈ (−∞, 0]

−1

4
if x ∈ (0,+∞),

Nx =

{
0 if x ∈ (−∞, 0]

−1

3
if x ∈ (0,+∞),

Ox =

{
−30x if x ∈ (−∞, 0]
40 if x ∈ (0,+∞),

Px =

{
−50x if x ∈ (−∞, 0]
100 if x ∈ (0,+∞).

First, it is clear to see that M and O are occasionally weakly O-biased of type (A) and N and P are

occasionally weakly P-biased of type (A). Take α = β =
1

25
and γ =

3

4
, we get

1. for x, y ∈ (−∞, 0], we have Mx = 0, Ny = 0, Ox = −30x, Py = −50y and

d(Mx,Ny) = 0

≤ 1

25
[−30x− 50y] +

1

25
[−50y − 30x] +

3

4
×max {−30x,−50y}

= α[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)] + β[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Py),

2. for x, y ∈ (0,+∞), we have Mx = −1

4
, Ny = −1

3
, Ox = 40, Py = 100 and

d(Mx,Ny) =
1

3

≤ 1

25
[40 + 100] +

1

25
[100 + 40] +

3

4
× 100

=
431

5
= α[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)] + β[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Py),
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3. for x ∈ (−∞, 0], y ∈ (0,+∞), we have Mx = 0, Ny = −1

3
, Ox = −30x, Py = 100 and

d(Mx,Ny) =
1

3

≤ 1

25

[
max

{
−30x,

1

3

}
+ 100

]
+

1

25
[100− 30x]

+
3

4
×max {−30x, 100}

= α[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)] + β[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Py),

4. for x ∈ (0,+∞), y ∈ (−∞, 0], we have Mx = −1

4
, Ny = 0, Ox = 40, Py = −50y and

d(Mx,Ny) =
1

4

≤ 1

25

[
40 + max

{
−50y,

1

4

}]
+

1

25
[−50y + 40]

+
3

4
×max {40,−50y}

= α[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)] + β[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γd(Ox,Py),

so, all hypotheses of Theorem 2.1 are satisfied and 0 is the unique common fixed point of maps M, N, O
and P.

Remark 2.1 Note that MX =

{
0,−1

4

}
⊈ PX = [0,+∞) and NX =

{
0,−1

3

}
⊈ OX = [0,+∞).

Example 2.2 Let X =
[
0,

π

2

]
with the d-metric d(x, y) = x+ y. Define

Mx =

 0 if x ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
13π

50
if x ∈

(π
4
,
π

2

]
,

Nx =

 0 if x ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
7π

25
if x ∈

(π
4
,
π

2

]
,

Ox =

 x if x ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
π

2
if x ∈

(π
4
,
π

2

]
,

Px =

 x if x ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
3π

8
if x ∈

(π
4
,
π

2

]
.

First, it is clear to see that M and O are occasionally weakly O-biased of type (A) and N and P are

occasionally weakly P-biased of type (A). Take α(t) =
sin t

25
= β(t) and γ(t) =

3

4
, we get

1. for x, y ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
, we have Mx = 0, Ny = 0, Ox = x, Py = y and

d(Mx,Ny) = 0

≤ sin (x+ y)

25
[x+ y] +

sin (x+ y)

25
[y + x]

+
3

4
× (x+ y)

= (x+ y)

[
2

25
sin(x+ y) +

3

4

]
= α(d(Ox,Py))[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)]

+β(d(Ox,Py))[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Py))d(Ox,Py),
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2. for x, y ∈
(π
4
,
π

2

]
, we have Mx =

13π

50
, Ny =

7π

25
, Ox =

π

2
, Py =

3π

8
and

d(Mx,Ny) =
27π

50

≤
sin

(
7π

8

)
25

[
283π

200

]
+

sin

(
7π

8

)
25

[
283π

200

]
+
3

4
×

(
7π

8

)

=

sin

(
7π

8

)
25

[
283π

100

]
+

21π

32

= α(d(Ox,Py))[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)]

+β(d(Ox,Py))[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Py))d(Ox,Py),

3. for x ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
, y ∈

(π
4
,
π

2

]
we have Mx = 0, Ny =

7π

25
, Ox = x, Py =

3π

8
and

d(Mx,Ny) =
7π

25

≤
sin

(
x+

3π

8

)
25

[
x+

131π

200

]
+

sin

(
x+

3π

8

)
25

[
x+

131π

200

]
+
3

4
×
(
x+

3π

8

)
=

2

25
sin

(
x+

3π

8

)[
x+

131π

200

]
+

3

4
×

(
x+

3π

8

)
= α(d(Ox,Py))[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)]

+β(d(Ox,Py))[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Py))d(Ox,Py),

4. for x ∈
(π
4
,
π

2

]
, y ∈

[
0,

π

4

]
, we have Mx =

13π

50
, Ny = 0, Ox =

π

2
, Py = y and

d(Mx,Ny) =
13π

50

≤
sin

(π
2
+ y

)
25

[
19π

25
+ y

]
+

sin
(π
2
+ y

)
25

[
19π

25
+ y

]
+
3

4
×
(π
2
+ y

)
=

2

25
sin

(π
2
+ y

)[
19π

25
+ y

]
+

3

4
×

(π
2
+ y

)
= α(d(Ox,Py))[d(Ox,Ny) + d(Py,Mx)]

+β(d(Ox,Py))[d(Py,Ny) + d(Ox,Mx)]

+γ(d(Ox,Py))d(Ox,Py),

so, all hypotheses of Theorem 2.2 are satisfied and 0 is the unique common fixed point of maps M, N, O
and P.
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Remark 2.2 Note that MX =

{
0,

13π

50

}
⊈ PX =

[
0,

π

4

]
∪
{
3π

8

}
and NX =

{
0,

7π

25

}
⊈ OX =[

0,
π

4

]
∪
{π

2

}
.

2.4. Application

Now, we furnish an application for solving the following integral equation:

ρ(l) =

∫ 1

0

K(l, q, ρ(q))dq, (2.2)

where K : [0, 1]× [0, 1]× R → R is a nonnegative continuous function.

Let X = C[0, 1] be the set of real nonnegative continuous functions defined on [0, 1]. Take the d-metric
d : X × X → [0,+∞) defined by

d(µ, ν) = max
0≤l≤1

(|µ(l)|+ |ν(l)|)

for all µ, ν ∈ X . Take the operator F(ρ(l)) =
∫ 1

0
K(l, q, ρ(q))dq for all ρ ∈ X and for all l ∈ [0, 1]. Mention

that integral equation (2.2) has a unique solution if and only if operator F has a unique fixed point. We
present the following result.

Theorem 2.3 Suppose that there is γ ∈ [0, 1) such that for all l, q ∈ [0, 1] and ρ, ϱ ∈ X , we have

|K(l, q, ρ(q))|+ |K(l, q, ϱ(q))| ≤ γ(|ρ(q)|+ |ϱ(q)|),

then F has a unique fixed point; i.e., integral equation (2.2) has a unique solution ρ ∈ X .

Proof: For all l ∈ [0, 1], we have

|F(ρ(l))|+ |F(ϱ(l))| =

∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

K(l, q, ρ(q))dq

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

K(l, q, ϱ(q))dq

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫ 1

0

|K(l, q, ρ(q))| dq +
∫ 1

0

|K(l, q, ϱ(q))| dq

=

∫ 1

0

(|K(l, q, ρ(q))|+ |K(l, q, ϱ(q))|)dq

≤ γ

∫ 1

0

(|ρ(q)|+ |ϱ(q)|)dq

≤ γd(ρ(l), ϱ(l))

≤ α[d(ρ(l),F(ϱ(l))) + d(ϱ(l),F(ρ(l)))]

+β[d(ϱ(l),F(ϱ(l))) + d(ρ(l),F(ρ(l)))] + γd(ρ(l), ϱ(l)),

therefore, all the conditions of Corollary 2.1 are satisfied. Hence, F has a unique fixed point; i.e., integral
equation (2.2) has a unique solution. 2

3. Conclusion

We conclude this work by mentioning that our presented results extend and improve some existing
results in fixed point literature among them, for a few, the main result of [8]. Again, we know that
metric spaces yield partial metric spaces and partial metric spaces yield d-metric spaces, consequently,
our theorems improve and/or extend many similar results on the three mentioned spaces.
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