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Minor REVISION comments 

 

This is good paper in the   

field of   

fixed point theory, even the authors try to 

proof their results when cone is arbitrary (non-normal cone). 

My comments: 

Minor error need to be correct: 

(i): Page 5, L17, why G(xn; Tu; Tu) = G(u; Tu; Tu)? 

(ii): It seems that the authors at   

rst remove coefficient 2 of G(y; Ty; Ty) and 

G(y; y; Ty) in the condition (3.1); and then, does not need to 

bering Remark 

3.2. So in this case the Corollaries of 3.1 and 3.2 should be 

review. 

(iii): The Example 3.1, is almost clear, it is better when the 

authors consider 

non-normal cone, like as E := C1 

R([0; 1]) with kfk := kfk1 + kf0k1 and non- 

normal cone P = ff 2 E : f(t)   0; t 2 [0; 1]g. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I would like to thank this reviewer for his/her 

comments and suggestions. 

 

Response to minor comments: 

 

(i) This is true using eq. (3.7) and the properties of G. 

 

(ii)  Thank you for your suggestion. Though, we would 

like to keep the coefficient 2 of G(y; Ty; Ty) and G(y; y; 

Ty) in the condition (3.1); since, apparently, the point 

of having the coefficient 2 of G(y; Ty; Ty) and G(y; y; 

Ty) in the condition (3.1)  is actually to make the 

proof of the more general result which is Theorem 

3.2( in the initial version) and is now Theorem 3.5 (in 

the revised version) be a straightforward from the 

proof of Theorem 3.1. Therefore, we added remarks to 

illustrate that we still can remove the coefficient 2 of 

G(y; Ty; Ty) and G(y; y; Ty) in the condition (3.1)  and 

have positive results. 

 

(iii) the aim of this simple example is to illustrate the 

new concepts and the new results in an easy-

understandable way which is achieved in our opinion. 

 

 

Typos: 
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Some of typon error in text: 

 

Page 3, L10 :::); 8x; y; z 2 X should be:::);for each x; y; z 2 X: 

 

 

Page 4, L18 numbers 5 and 4 should be 1 and 2, resp. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 4, L19 number 8 should be 2 

 

Page 3, L10: thanks for this note. This has been 

modified. 

 

 

Page 4, L18 : I did the calculations again and the 

numbers 5 and 4 are definitely true.  

To show this, we consider from (3.3) the quantity  

G(xn; xn; xn+1) + G(xn-1; xn-1; xn+1) and using eq. 
(3.4)  we get  
G(xn; xn; xn+1) + G(xn-1; xn-1; xn+1)  
< =  G(xn-1; xn-1; xn+1) + G(xn-1; xn; xn) +  
        G(xn-1; xn-1; xn+1) 
< = 2[2G(xn-1; xn+1; xn+1)]+ G(xn-1; xn; xn) 
< =  4G(xn-1; xn-1; xn+1)+ G(xn-1; xn; xn) 
< = 4[G(xn-1; xn; xn)+ G(xn; xn+1; xn+1)]+    
           G(xn-1; xn; xn) 
< = 5G(xn-1; xn; xn)+4 G(xn; xn+1; xn+1) 
 
 
Page4,  L19:  I did the calculations again in a similar 

way as explained above and the number 8 is definitely 

true. 

Optional/General 

comments 

 

 

 

 


