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Abstract

In this work we determine the metric dimension of Ka × Kb × Kc for all
a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c as follows. For 3a < b+ c and 2b ≤ c, this value is
c− 1, for 3a < b+ c and 2b > c, it is

⌊

2
3
(b+ c− 1)

⌋

, and for 3a = b+ c, it is
⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

− 1. The only open case is 3a > b+ c, where two values are possible,
namely

⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

− 1 and
⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

. This result extends previous results of [1],
who computed the metric dimension of Ka ×Kb, and of [2], who computed
the metric dimension of Ka ×Ka ×Ka

1

We prove our result by introducing and analyzing a new variant of Static
Black-Peg Mastermind, in which each peg has its own permitted set of col-
ors. For all cases, we present strategies which we prove to be both feasible
and optimal. Our main result follows, as the number of questions of these
strategies is equal to the metric dimension of Ka ×Kb ×Kc.

Keywords: Metric Dimension, Graph Theory, Game Theory, Static
Black-Peg Mastermind

1. Introduction

The metric dimension is an important property of an undirected and
unweighted graph G = (V,E). It is defined as the minimum size of a set
U ⊆ V so that every vertex v ∈ V is uniquely determined by the vector of
distances between v and the vertices in U . The concept of metric dimension
has been mentioned first in [3] and was then independently re-introduced
in [4, 5]. The metric dimension has been studied for several graph classes,

1In comparison to [2] we use the notation Ka instead of Za, as this notation of complete
graphs is more common in graph theory.
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see e.g. [6, 7, 8, 9]. Determining whether the metric dimension of a graph is
smaller than or equal to a given value is NP-complete [10, 11].

In this paper, we aim to determine the metric dimension of a cross prod-
uct of complete graphs. The following results are know for this problem.
The metric dimension of Kc

p = Kp × Kp × · · · × Kp is in Θ(p/log p), if c is

constant [12], the metric dimension of Kb×Kc is
⌊

2
3
(b+ c− 1)

⌋

if 2b ≥ c and
c−1 otherwise [1], and as a special case it is ⌈(4a− 1)/3− 1⌉ forKa×Ka [13],
and finally, the metric dimension of Ka ×Ka ×Ka is is

⌊

3
2
a
⌋

for a ≥ 2.
We make our investigation into the metric dimension of Ka × Kb × Kc’

by introducing a variant of Mastermind, which is a famous board game in-
vented by Meirowitz in 1970. The original game is played by two players,
the codemaker and the codebreaker, where the codemaker chooses a secret
code consisting of 4 pegs and 6 possible colors for each peg and where the
codebreaker must discover this code by making a sequence of guesses (or
questions) from the set of possible secrets until the correct secret has been
found. In each answer, the codemaker gives black and white pegs, one black
peg for each peg of the question which is correct in both position and color,
and one white peg for each peg which is correct only in color. The problem
we consider extends Mastermind in the following ways.

• We generalize the number of pegs from 4 to p.

• We generalize the number of pegs from 6 to c.

• The codemaker gives only black pegs as answers (and thus no longer white
pegs, i.e., any information regarding correct colors in incorrect positions).

• The game is static, i.e., the codebreaker gives all questions already at the
beginning of the game, waits for all answers and has a final question to
give the (correct) question.

• Each peg has its own set of colors a, b, c for given positive integers a, b, c.

Almost all such extensions of Mastermind have already been investigated
(see for example [14, 15, 16] for Mastermind with p pegs and c colors, [17, 18]
for Black-Peg Mastermind, [2, 13, 16, 19] for Static Mastermind).

The only novel extension is the last one, i.e., the extension of each peg
to an own color set. More concretely, we generalize Mastermind to Static
Black-Peg (a, b, c)-Mastermind or (a, b, c)-Mastermind for short, and define
it as follows. We have two players, the codemaker and the codebreaker. The
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codemaker chooses a secret code by assigning a color to each peg, chosen from
a set of a colors for the first peg, b colors for the second peg and c colors
for the third peg. The codebreaker must discover this code by making a
sequence of questions of possible secrets at the beginning of the game, where
the set of secrets is the same as the set of questions. Each answer of the
codemaker consists of black pegs, one black peg for each peg of the question
which is correct in both position and color. The codebreaker then receives
all answers and finally has to reply with the (not any more) secret code. The
goal is to find the a sequence of questions with minimum cardinality so that
the codebreaker knows the secret from the received answers. We call this
an optimal strategy Note that it can be assumed w.l.o.g that a ≤ b ≤ c.
To simplify the study, we will suppose it to be the case through this paper,
unless stated otherwise.

As explained in [2] for the particular case of (a, a, a)-Mastermind, the
cardinality of an optimal strategy is equal to the metric dimension of Ka ×
Kb × Kc. To obtain our result, we extend methods from [2]. We find that
optimal strategies mostly consist of questions of the following kind: on one
peg the corresponding color occurs only once over all questions, and on the
other two pegs the colors occur exactly twice. As result, we obtain different
values for the four main cases 3a > b+ c, 3a = b+ c, 3a < b+ c and 2b ≤ c,
3a < b+ c and 2b > c. Our results are summarized in Table 1

3a > b+ c
⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

− 1 ≤ f(a, b, c) ≤
⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

f(a, a, 2a− 1) = 2a− 1 = ⌊a+a+2a−1
2

⌋

f(a, a, a) = ⌊3a
2
⌋ (result from [2])

3a = b+ c (a, b, c) 6= (4, 6, 6) → f(a, b, c) =
⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

− 1

f(4, 6, 6) = 8 =
⌊

4+6+6
2

⌋

3a < b+ c 2b ≤ c → f(a, b, c) = c− 1

2b > c → f(a, b, c) =
⌊

2
3
(b+ c− 1)

⌋

Table 1: Summary of the results appearing in this paper.
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The outline of this work is as follows. We start with some notations and
preliminaries in Section 2. After providing some key lemmas in Section 3,
we determine the metric dimension of Ka×Kb×Kc in the following sections
and prove the results of Table 1. We provide a general lower bound for the
metric dimension ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋− 1 in Section 4. We show an upper bound for the

metric dimension ⌊a+b+c
2

⌋ for the case 3a ≥ b+ c in Section 5. In Section 6,
as subcases of 3a ≥ b + c, we consider the cases of (a, b, c) = (a, a, 2a) and
of (a, b, c) = (a, a, 2a− 1) and show that the metric dimension is 2a− 1. In
Section 7 we show that for the case 3a = b+ c, the lower bound ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − 1

is attained, except for (a, b, c) = (4, 6, 6). In Section 8 we show that for the
case 3a < b+c and 2b ≤ c, the metric dimension is c−1 and that for the case
3a < b + c and 2b > c, the metric dimension is

⌊

2
3
(b+ c− 1)

⌋

. Finally, in
Section 9, we discuss our results and the remaining open case, and as possible
future work we suggest to prove three conjectures.

2. Notations and Preliminaries

Let N be the set of positive integers, and for n ∈ N let [n] be the set
{1, 2, . . . , n}. We aim to determine the metric dimension of Ka ×Kb ×Kc,
which we denote by f(a, b, c) for a, b, c ∈ N.

We define a strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind to be a set of questions. For
a secret s = (s1, s2, s3) and a question q = (q1, q2, q3), let g(s, q) = i for
i ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}, if the question q receives i black pegs for the secret s. A
strategy Q is feasible if for all secrets s, s′ with s 6= s′ there is a question
q ∈ Q such that g(s, q) 6= g(s′, q). Thus, a feasible strategy is one which
lets the codebreaker win no matter which secret the codemaker chooses, An
optimal strategy is one which is minimal in size.

We make use of the following terminology from [2].

Definition 1.(a) Two questions (d1, d2, d3) and (e1, e2, e3) are neighboring
if there is exactly one index i ∈ [3] such that di = ei.

(b) Two questions (d1, d2, d3) and (e1, e2, e3) are double-neighboring, if there
are exactly two indices i ∈ [3] such that di = ei.

(c) For a given strategy and f1, f2, f3 ∈ N, a question q is a (f1, f2, f3)-
question, if for i ∈ [3], the i-th color of q occurs fi times on the i-th
peg (throughout the entire strategy). We extend this by allowing ai to be
⋆, meaning that it is not relevant how often the i-th color occurs on the
i-th peg.

4



Definition 2. Consider a strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind. The strategy
graph G = (V,E) of this strategy is defined as the undirected graph whose
vertex set V is the set of all questions, and in which two vertices are adjacent
if and only if they are neighboring questions. If two questions are double-
neighboring, then the strategy graph has multiple edges.

In the following we often consider strategies consisting of the following
types of questions, each of which is named by a letter:

(1, 2, 2)-questions → type A (2, 1, 1)-questions → type D
(2, 1, 2)-questions → type B (1, 2, 1)-questions → type E
(2, 2, 1)-questions → type C (1, 1, 2)-questions → type F

In the corresponding strategy graph each vertex is of degree 1 or 2. Thus,
the graph consists of connected components each of which is either a path or
a cycle.

In the following, we list the questions in a given strategy as follows. We
order the blocks in an arbitrary way. We start with the questions of one
block, continue with the questions of another block until the last block. Each
path starts with one of its extreme vertices while each cycle starts with an
arbitrary vertex. Thus, in one block, the next question is one such that the
corresponding vertices are adjacent, i.e., the questions are neighboring.

3. Key lemmas

In this secion we present several lemmas which are needed for the feasi-
bility and optinmality proofs later. We start with the following lemma [2,
Lemma 3, Lemma 4(a),(b)]. Its proof from [2] holds for the case a = b = c,
but it works just as well without this assumption.

Lemma 3. Let a, b, c ∈ N. Every feasible strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind
has the following properties:

(a) There exists at most one color which does not occur on the first peg of any
question.
Analogous statements hold for the second peg and for the third peg.

(b) There is at most one (1, 1, ⋆)-question.
Analogous statements hold for the cases of (1, ⋆, 1)-questions and (⋆, 1, 1)-
questions.
In particular, setting ⋆ = 1, there can be at most one (1, 1, 1)-question.

5



(c) The strategy does not contain three distinct questions one of which is a
(1, 1, ⋆)-question, one of with is a (1, ⋆, 1)-question, and the third one of
which is a (⋆, 1, 1)-question.

(d) Assume that there is a color which does not occur on the first peg and a
color which does not occur on the second peg. Then the strategy cannot
contain a (1, 1, ⋆)-question.
Analogous statements hold for the first and the third peg, and for the
second and the third peg.

(e) Assume that there is a color which does not occur on the first peg and a
color which does not occur on the second peg. Then the strategy cannot
contain both a (1, ⋆, 1)-question and a (⋆, 1, 1)-question.
Analogous statements hold for the first and the third peg (where the strategy
cannot contain both a (1, 1, ⋆)-question and a (⋆, 1, 1)-question), and for
the second and the third peg (where the strategy cannot contain both a
(1, 1, ⋆)-question and a (1, ⋆, 1)-question).

(f) If the strategy contains two double-neighboring (2, 2, 1)-questions, then it
contains no (1, 1, ⋆)-question, and it holds that on at least one of the first
two pegs all colors occur.
Analogous questions hold for double-neighboring (2, 1, 2)-questions and for
two double-neighboring (1, 2, 2)-questions.

(g) Assume that the strategy contains a (2, 2, 1)-question, a (2, ⋆, 1)-question
and a (⋆, 2, 1)-question, where the first and the second question are neigh-
boring on the first peg, and the first and the third question are neighboring
on the second peg. Then the strategy contains no (1, 1, ⋆)-question, and
it holds that on at least one of the first two pegs all colors occur in the
questions.
Analogous statements hold for a (2, 1, 2)-question, a (⋆, 1, 2)-question and
a (2, 1, ⋆)-question, and for a (1, 2, 2)-question, a (1, ⋆, 2)-question and a
(1, 2, ⋆)-question.

Corollary 4. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c. Then it holds that f(a, b, c) ≥
c− 1.

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 3(a), as having less questions would
lead to at least two missing colors in the last peg.
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The next lemma shows that an increase of the colors on one peg increases
the metric dimension not more than by 1.

Lemma 5. Let a, b, c ∈ N. Then it holds that f(a, b, c + 1) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1,
f(a, b+ 1, c) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1, and f(a+ 1, b, c) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1.

Proof. We first show that f(a, b, c + 1) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1. Let Q be an op-
timal strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind, i.e., it has f(a, b, c) questions. The
statement holds for a = b = c = 1 because, obviously, f(1, 1, 1) = 0 and
f(1, 1, 2) = 1. Thus, assume in the following that max{a, b, c} ≥ 2 and thus
|Q| 6= ∅. Let (q1, q2, q3) ∈ Q be arbitrary and define Q′ = Q∪{(q1, q2, c+1)}.
We show that Q′ is a feasible strategy for (a, b, c+1)-Mastermind by showing
that all pairs of secrets s = (x, y, z) and s′ = (x′, y′, z′) are distinguished by
at least one question of Q′.

• z, z′ 6= c+ 1.

The secrets s and s′ are secrets of (a, b, c)-Mastermind and therefore must
be distinguished by at least one question q ∈ Q ⊆ Q′. Hence, the state-
ment is verified.

• z = z′ = c+ 1.

Since Q is feasible, there exists a question q = (q′1, q
′
2, q

′
3) of Q that distin-

guishes (x, y, c) and (x′, y′, c).

We consider two subcases.

– q′3 ∈ [c− 1].

Then g(q, (x, y, c)) = g(q, s) and g(q, (x′, y′, c)) = g(q, s′).

– q′3 = c.

Then g(q, (x, y, c)) = 1 + g(q, s) and g(q, (x′, y′, c)) = 1 + g(q, s′).

In both cases, g(q, (x, y, c))− g(q, (x′, y′, c)) = g(q, s)− g(q, s′) and since
q distinguishes (x, y, c) and (x′, y′, c), it also distinguishes s and s′.

• z = c+ 1 and z′ 6= c+ 1.

If (q1, q2, c + 1) distinguishes s and s′ then there is nothing to show.
Thus, assume that g((q1, q2, c+ 1), s) = g((q1, q2, c + 1), s′) = X for some
X ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. We have g((q1, q2, q3), s) = X − 1 and g((q1, q2, q3), s

′) ∈
{X,X + 1}, proving that (q1, q2, q3) ∈ Q′ distinguishes s and s′.
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• z 6= c+ 1 and z′ = c+ 1.

This case is analogous to the case z = c+ 1 and z′ 6= c+ 1.

In conclusion, all possible pairs of secrets of (a, b, c + 1)-Mastermind are
indeed distinguished by Q′. Since this reasoning holds for all feasible strate-
gies Q, f(a, b, c+ 1) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1 follows.

The proofs of the statements f(a, b + 1, c) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1 and f(a +
1, b, c) ≤ f(a, b, c) + 1 are entirely analogous.

Remark 6. Given a feasible strategy Q for (a, b, c)-Mastermind, the proof
of Lemma 5 gives a construction for a feasible strategy for (a, b, c + 1)-
Mastermind as follows. Choose an arbitrary question (q1, q2, q3) ∈ Q. Then
add the question (q1, q2, c+1) to Q and obtain the strategy Q′ for (a, b, c+1)-
Mastermind.

Analogously, the proof also gives constructions for a feasible strategy for
(a, b+1, c)-Mastermind and for a feasible strategy for (a+1, b, c)-Mastermind.

Now let us present a way to decrease the value of the number of colors
of one peg so that we still have a feasible strategy. For this, it seems quite
intuitive that we always have f(a, b, c) ≤ f(a + 1, b, c) (and similarly for
the second and third peg). To prove this result, one could show how to
transform any strategy for (a+1, b, c)-Mastermind into a strategy for (a, b, c)-
Mastermind using the same number of questions. One way to do this would
be to ”change” one color in the first peg to another color. However, this
does not always lead to a feasible strategy. For seeing this, consider Table 2,
where (a) gives a strategy for (3, 3, 3)-Mastermind with 4 questions and (b)
the corresponding strategy for (2, 3, 3)-Mastermind after changing the 3 of
the first peg of q4 into a 2. However, this does not yield a feasible strategy,
as the secrets (2, 1, 2) and (1, 3, 3) are not distinguished.

In the next lemma, we provide sufficient conditions to transform a feasi-
ble strategy for (a + 1, b, c)-Mastermind into a feasible strategy for (a, b, c)-
Mastermind using the same number of questions. To do so, we first need the
following definition, formalizing the notion of ”changing a color” used earlier.

Definition 7. Let a ≥ 2, let Q be a feasible strategy for (a, b, c)-Master-
mind, and let i, j ∈ [a] be two distinct colors of the first peg. Then we obtain
a strategy Q1(i, j) for (a−1, b, c)-Mastermind by replacing each occurrence of
j with i and then decreasing each color on the first peg that is greater than j
by 1. We call this strategy Q1(i, j) the projection strategy from color j to

8



Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 2 2
q3 2 2 3
q4 3 3 1

(a) Feasible strategy for
(a, b, c)-Mastermind.

Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 2 2
q3 2 2 3
q4 2 3 1

(b) Non-feasible
strategy for (2, 3, 3)-
Mastermind obtained
from the strategy of (a).

Table 2: Strategies for (3, 3, 3)-Mastermind and (2, 3, 3)-Mastermind.

i for the first peg. We define the projection strategies Q2(i, j) and Q3(i, j)
for the second and third peg analogously (where b ≥ 2, i, j ∈ [b] and c ≥ 2,
i, j ∈ [c], respectively).

Lemma 8. Let a ≥ 2, let Q be a feasible strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind,
and consider distinct colors i, j ∈ [a] of the first peg. If for all y ∈ [b] and
z ∈ [c] there exists a question (q1, q2, q3) ∈ Q such that q1 ∈ {i, j}, q2 6= y
and q3 6= z, then the projection strategy Q1(i, j) is feasible for (a − 1, b, c)-
Mastermind.

Analogous statements hold for the second peg and (a, b−1, c)-Mastermind,
and for the third peg with (a, b, c− 1)-Mastermind.

Proof. W.l.o.g., consider the projection Q1(a− 1, a), as the projection prin-
ciple is the same for every peg, and by changing the color names, every
projection for the first peg is analogous to a Q1(a− 1, a) projection.

In the following we show that each pair of secrets s = (x, y, z) and s′ =
(x′, y′, z′) of (a−1, b, c)-Mastermind is distinguished by at least one question
of Q1(a− 1, a). As s and s′ are also secrets of (a, b, c)-Mastermind, there is
a question q = (q1, q2, q3) of Q that distinguishes these secrets.

If q1 6= a, then q ∈ Q1(a− 1, a) distinguishes s and s′. Assume therefore
in the following that q1 = a. Then q has been replaced by q′ = (a − 1, b, c)
in Q1(a− 1, a). We have the following four cases.

• x, x′ 6= a− 1.

Then g(q, s) = g(q′, s) and g(q, s′) = g(q′, s′), so s and s′ are still distin-
guished.
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• x = x′ = a− 1.

Then g(q, s) = g(q′, s)− 1 and g(q, s′) = g(q′, s′)− 1, and the difference in
the number of black pegs remains the same. Therefore, q′ distinguishes s
and s′.

• x = a− 1 and x′ 6= a− 1.

Then by assumption there is a question (q′1, q
′
2, q

′
3) ∈ Q such that q′1 ∈

{a− 1, a}, q′2 6= y′ and q′3 6= z′. Therefore, the question (a− 1, q′2, q
′
3) is in

Q1(a − 1, a). For this question it holds that g((a − 1, q′2, q
′
3), s) ≥ 1 and

g((a− 1, q′2, q
′
3), s

′) = 0. Therefore, it distinguishes s and s′.

• x 6= a− 1 and x′ = a− 1.

This case is analogous to the case x = a− 1 and x′ 6= a− 1.

In conclusion, each pair of secrets of (a − 1, b, c)-Mastermind is distin-
guished by Q1(a− 1, a).

The proofs of the two other projection strategies work analogously.

Corollary 9. If there exists an optimal strategy Q and colors i, j which fulfill
the conditions of Lemma 8, then it holds that f(a− 1, b, c) ≤ f(a, b, c) (and
analogous for the second and the third peg).

In the remainder of this paper, we will introduce several strategies using
questions of type A, B, C. We will use the following lemma to prove the
feasibility of these strategies. To do so, we provide a list of patterns such
that strategies avoiding all these patterns are feasible.

Let T ∈ {A,B,C} be a type of question. The single peg of T is the peg
that contains the color occurring only in the question of type T , and the two
other pegs are the double pegs of T . For example, the single peg of a question
of type A is the first peg and the other two pegs are its double pegs.

We say that a set of k questions is a sequence of type T1T2 . . . Tk if these
questions can be arranged in a sequence q1, q2, . . . , qk such that

(a) qi and qi+1 are neighboring to each other for all i ∈ [k − 1], and

(b) qi is of type Ti ∈ {A,B,C} for all i ∈ [k].

Lemma 10. Let a set Q of questions contain only questions of type A, B
and C and avoid the following patterns:

(1) two colors missing on the same peg,

10



(2) a missing color on each peg,

(3) a sequence of type TTT and missing colors on both of the double pegs of
T .

(4) a sequence of type TTT and a pair of double-neighboring TT ,

(5) a sequence of type T1T1T2T2 (T1 6= T2) with a missing color on the peg
that is double for both T1 and T2,

(6) a sequence of type T1T1T2T3T3, where all three types distinct,

(7) two different sequences of the same type T1T2 (T1 6= T2),

(8) a sequence of type T1T2 (T1 6= T2), a sequence of type T2T2 of double-
neighboring questions, and a missing color on the single peg of T2,

(9) a sequence of type TT of double-neighboring questions, with missing col-
ors on both the double pegs of T ,

(10) two different sequences of type TT of double-neighboring questions,

(11) two different sequences of types T1T1 and T2T2, both of these consisting
of double-neighboring questions, and missing colors on the single pegs of
both T1 and T2, and

(12) sequences of types AA, BB, and CC of double-neighboring questions.

Then Q is a feasible strategy.

Proof. Let Q be a strategy which consists only of questions of type A, B or C
and which avoids all the listed patterns. Furthermore, let s1 = (x1, y1, z1) and
s2 = (x2, y2, z2) be two secrets with s1 6= s2. We show that Q distinguishes
s1 and s2.

First, let us prove a claim that will simplify the proof.

Claim. Let x1 6= x2, y1 6= y2, z1 6= z2.

(a) Then the following are the only questions which do not distinguish s1
and s2:

(i) questions q with g(q, s1) = g(q, s2) = 0, i.e., which contain neither x1

nor x2 on the first peg, neither y1 nor y2 on the second peg, neither z1
nor z2 on the third peg, ]
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(ii) questions (xi, yj, ⋆), (xi, ⋆, zj), (⋆, yi, zj) for i, j ∈ [2], i 6= j, where “⋆”
stands for a color different from the colors of the two secrets on this peg.

(b) In particular, (xi, yj, zk) for i, j, k ∈ [2] distinguishes s1 and s2.

(c) In particular, a question distinguishes s1 and s2, if the color on one peg
is the color of s1 (resp. s2), and the colors on the two other pegs differ
from the colors of s2 (resp. s1).

Proof (Claim). (a) As x1 6= x2, y1 6= y2, z1 6= z2 hold, g(q, s1) = g(q, s2) > 0
implies g(q, s1) = g(q, s2) = 1. Then the color on one peg of this question
is only equal to the color of s1, the color on another peg is only equal to
the color of s2. and the color on the remaining peg is different from both
colors of s1 and s2 on this peg,

(b) This follows, as these questions are not listed in (a).

(c) This follows, as these questions are not listed in (a).

Since s1 6= s2 holds, s1 and s2 differ in at least one peg. W.l.o.g., let
x1 6= x2. As Q avoids pattern 1, there is a question q1 containing x1 or x2 on
the first peg, say q1 = (x1, ⋆, ⋆).

If q1 contains neither y2 on the second nor z2 on the third peg, then it
distinguishes s1 and s2. Thus, we can assume w.l.o.g. that q1 contains y2 on
the second peg. Moreover, we can also assume that y1 6= y2. This is because
y1 = y2 implies that q1 contains z2 on the third peg and z1 6= z2 and we could
let the third peg take this role. In summary, assume in the following that Q
contains a question q1 = (x1, y2, ⋆) with x1 6= x2 and y1 6= y2.

We consider different cases, depending on the type of q1. To follow the
proof more easily, Figure 1 shows the state of the questions at the start of
each subcase of the proof. This information is also repeated in the margin
at the beginning of each subcase.
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Case 1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

Case 1.1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A

Case 1.1.1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - A

Case 1.1.2
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - B

Case 1.2
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C

Case 1.2.1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - A

Case 1.2.2
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - B

Case 1.2.3
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - C

Case 1.1.2.1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - B
q4 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - B

Case 1.1.2.2
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - B
q4 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - C

Case 3
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C

Case 3.1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q2 : (x1, ⋆, ⋆)
q3 : (⋆, y2, ⋆)

Case 3.2
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q2 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C

Case 3.2.1
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q2 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆)

Case 3.2.2
q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q2 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1)

Figure 1: The questions and the colors of the secrets s1 and s2 at the start of each subcase
of Lemma 10

Case 1: q1 is of type A.

Since q1 is of type A, no other question contains the color x1 on the first q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

peg and there is a question q2, different from q1, which contains y2 on the
second peg. 2 Similarly to q1, if q2 does not contain z1, it distinguishes

2In the following, we will omit the reference to the peg in question when talking about
the colors xi, yi, zi (i ∈ [2]), as these colors always refer to the first, second, and third peg,
respectively. Thus we write, e.g., that a question does not contain z2 when we mean that
it does not contain that color on the third peg.
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s1 and s2 (because it also does not contain x1). Hence, q2 = (⋆, y2, z1).
Moreover, we have z1 6= z2. Thus, in Case 1, x1 6= x2, y1 6= y2, z1 6= z2
holds, and we can apply the claim.

We now look at the type of q2. Note that it cannot be of type B, since q2
contains y2 which is also in q1.

Case 1.1: q2 is of type A.

Since q2 is of type A, there is a question q3, different from q2, that q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - Acontains z1. If q3 = q1 , then we have q1 = (x1, y2, z1) and x1 6= x2, y1 6=

y2, z1 6= z2, therefore q1 distinguishes s1 and s2. We can then assume
that q1 6= q3.

Similarly to previous cases, q3 must contain either x2 or y2, as otherwise
it would distinguish s1 and s2. However, since y2 is already in q1 and q2,
it cannot occur in q3. Therefore, q3 = (x2, ⋆, z1) and q3 is either of type
A or of type B.

Case 1.1.1: q3 is of type A.
Since Q avoids pattern 3, either y1 or z2 occur in some question q4. q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - A

W.l.o.g, we can assume that q4 = (⋆, y1, ⋆). Note that q4 6= q3, as
otherwise q4 = (x2, y1, z1), which is not possible by Claim (b). Further,
q4 /∈ {q1, q2} holds as both questions contain y2. Thus, q4 /∈ {q1, q2, q3}.
As x2 occurs in q3, and q3 is of type A, Claim (a) yields q4 = (⋆, y1, z2).
Since q4 is of type A, B or C, there exists a question q5 that contains
y1 or z2. Moreover, since Q avoids pattern 4, q5 cannot contain both
y1 and z2. Since q1 and q3 are of type A, q5 cannot contain x1 or x2

either. Therefore, q5 will either contain y1 and neither x2 nor z2, or q5
will contain z2 and neither x1 nor y1. By Claim (c), in both cases, q5
distinguishes s1 and s2.

Case 1.1.2: q3 is of type B.
As q3 is of type B, there exists another question q4 that contains x2, q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - B

and by Claim (a), it must also contain y1 or z1, Since z1 already occurs
in the questions q2 and q3, q4 = (x2, y1, ⋆) follows.

Case 1.1.2.1: q4 is of type B.
Since Q avoids pattern 5, z2 is not a missing color, and it must occur q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - B
q4 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - B

in a question q5. Then q5 must be different from q2 and q3, which
contain z1, and from q1, as otherwise q5 = (x1, y2, z2) would hold,
and q4, as otherwise q5 = (x2, y1, z2) would hold, each of these cases
contradicting Claim (b). Moreover, since q1 is of type A and q4 of
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type B, q5 contains neither x1 nor y1, but contains z2. Therefore, by
Claim (c), q5 distinguishes s1 and s2.

Case 1.1.2.2: q4 is of type C.
Then there exists another question q5 that contains y1. Because of q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - A
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1) - B
q4 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - C

y1 6= y2, it is different from q1 and q2. As q3 and q4 contain x2, q5
cannot contain it. By Claim (a), must contain z2, i.e., q5 = (⋆, y1, z2).
Since y1 occurs in both q4 and q5, q5 cannot be of type B. It cannot
be of type C either, as q1, q2, . . . , q5 would give the sequence AABCC
which is forbidden by pattern 6. So q5 must be of type A. Therefore,
there is another question q6 that contains z2. This question cannot
contain x1, which only occurs in q1, nor y1, which occurs in both
q4 and q5. However, it contains z2. Therefore, by Claim (c), q5
distinguishes s1 and s2.

Case 1.2: q2 is of type C.

Since Q avoids pattern 2, at least one color from x2, y1 or z2 occurs in q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - Ca question. Note that the cases where x2 or z2 occur in a question are

symmetric. Moreover, if q3 contains x2, it must also contain y1, since z1
occurs in the question q2 of type C. Analogously, if q3 contains z2, it
must also contain y1, since x1 occurs in the question q1 of type A. If y1
occurs in a question, it must also contain x2 or z2. Therefore, we can
assume w.l.o.g. that there exists a question q3 = (x2, y1, ⋆).

Case 1.2.1: q3 is of type A.
Since q3 is of type A, there is another question q4 that contains y1. As q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - A

the question q3 of type A contains x2, q4 cannot contain x2 and it must
contain z2. q4 question cannot be of type B, as y1 occurs in question
q3 and it cannot be of type C as Q avoids pattern 7 and both pairs
of questions q1q2 and q3q4 would both be a sequence AC. Therefore,
q4 is of type A. Note now that if we forget questions q1 and q2, the
questions q3 and q4 are exactly in the same situation as questions q1
and q2 in Case 1.1. This case has been concluded with the fact that s1
and s2 are distinguished, and thus this is also the case here.

Case 1.2.2: q3 is of type B.
There exists another question q4 that contains x2. It cannot be question q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A

q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - B

q2, as then q4 = (x2, y2, z1) would distinguish s1 and s2 by Claim (b).
Moreover, since q2 is of type C and q3 of type B, q4 can contain neither
y1 nor z1. Therefore, by Claim (c), it distinguishes s1 and s2.

Case 1.2.3: q3 is of type C.
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Since q3 is of type C, there exist questions q4 and q5, different from q3, q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - A
q2 : (⋆, y2, z1) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆) - C

that contain x2 and y1, respectively.

q4 6= q5.
Then q4 can contain neither y1, which occurs in both q3 and q5, nor z1,
which occurs in the question q2 of type C. Therefore, by Claim (c),
it distinguishes s1 and s2.

q4 = q5.
Then we have the sequence AC of the questions q1q2 and the double-
neighboring questions q3q4. Since Q avoids pattern 8, there is no
missing color on the third peg (the single peg of type C). Thus, there
must be a question q6 that contains z2 and is not equal to q2 since
z1 6= z2. The cases where q6 ∈ {q1, q3, q4} lead to q6 = (x1, y2, z2),
q6 = (x2, y1, z2) and q6 = (x2, y1, z2), respectively. By Claim (b), in
all three cases, q6 distinguishes s1 and s2. Therefore, q6 is a new
question. However, q6 can neither contain x1, which occurs on the
single peg of q1, nor y1, which occurs in both q3 and q4. Therefore,
by Claim (c), it distinguishes s1 and s2.

Case 2: q1 is of type B.

By symmetry, switching the roles of pegs 1 and 2, this works analogously
to Case 1.

Case 3: q1 is of type C.

Then there exists another question q2 that contains x1 and another question q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C

q3 that contains y2. These two questions can be the same, in the case that
q2 = q3 is double neighboring to q1. Let us now study two cases depending
on whether they are different questions or not.

Case 3.1: q2 6= q3.

To avoid distinguishing s1 and s2, q2 must contain z2 and q3 must contain q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q2 : (x1, ⋆, ⋆)
q3 : (⋆, y2, ⋆)

z1, with z1 6= z2. Thus, for the remainder of Case 3.1 we can assume that
x1 6= x2, y1 6= y2, and z1 6= z2, which means that we can apply the claim.

If not both of z1 and z2 occur in other questions, we are back in Case 1,
where we replace type A with type C. Thus, let q4 be another question
that contains z1, and let q5 be another question that contains z2. Both
these questions must be different from q1, as otherwise q4 = (x1, y2, z1)
and q5 = (x1, y2, z2), which by Claim (b) would distinguish s1 and s2.
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For q4 and q5 to not distinguish s1 and s2 it must be the case that
q4 contains x2 and q5 contains y1, both colors also occurring in other
questions, as otherwise again we would be in Case 1. However, then q2
is of type B, q3 of type A, q4 of type B and q5 of type A, with q2q5 and
q4q3 both forming sequences of type BA, which is forbidden by pattern 7.
Therefore, if we are not in Case 1, we have a question distinguishing s1
and s2.

Note that with this case, we have finished the proof in all cases in which
one of the colors of the secrets is not part of the double pegs of double-
neighboring questions. We can then assume in the following that every
color of the secrets only occurs as part of double-neighboring questions.

Case 3.2: q2 = q3.

Since Q avoids pattern 9, one of x2 and y1 occurs in another question. q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q2 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - CAssume w.l.o.g. that there exists another question q3 (note that as we

are in the case q2 = q3, we can renumber and continue with q3, which
now is different from q2) that contains x2. If q3 does not distinguish s1
and s2, it must contain either y1 or z1, which leads to the following two
cases.

Case 3.2.1: q3 contains y1.
By the assumption above, q3 is of type C, double-neighboring to an- q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C

q2 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q3 : (x2, y1, ⋆)

other question q4 on the two first pegs. However, q1q2 and q3q4 would
be two pairs of double-neighboring questions of type CC which is im-
possible since Q avoids pattern 10.

Case 3.2.2: q3 contains z1.
Similar to Case 3.2.1, q3 must be double-neighboring to a question q4 q1 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C

q2 : (x1, y2, ⋆) - C
q3 : (x2, ⋆, z1)

on the first and third peg. We now have two pairs of double-neighboring
questions, q1q2 of type CC and q3q4 of type BB. Since Q avoids pat-
tern 11, it is impossible that both the second and third peg have missing
colors. W.l.o.g, we can thus assume that there is a question q5 that
contains y1. It must also contain z2, since x2 already occurs in q3 and
q4. By assumption, it is double-neighboring to another question q6 on
y1 and z2. However, if this were the case, we would have three pairs of
double-neighboring questions, q1q2 of type CC, q3q4 of type BB and
q5q6 of type AA, which is forbidden by pattern 12. Therefore, this case
cannot occur either.

In conclusion, if a strategy contains only questions of types A, B, and C
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and avoids all of the 12 patterns listed, it must be feasible.

Remark 11. Let a strategy have only questions of type A, B or C. Then by
Lemma 10, avoiding the patterns 1 to 12 is sufficient for the feasibility of a
strategy. On the other hand, it is easy to see that if a strategy contains one
of the patterns (except possibly pattern 2), it is not feasible.

We end this section by noting a lower bound for (a, b, c)-Mastermind when
b and c are not too far apart, using results from Cáceres et al. [1].

Lemma 12. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c and 2b > c. Then it holds that
f(a, b, c) ≥ ⌊2

3
(b+ c− 1)⌋.

Proof. First, by [1, Theorem 6.1], the metric dimension ofKb×Kc is ⌊
2
3
(b+ c− 1)⌋,

therefore f(1, b, c) = ⌊2
3
(b+ c− 1)⌋. Moreover, by [1, Corollary 3.2], the

metric dimension of Ka ×Kb ×Kc is greater than or equal to Kb ×Kc and
therefore f(1, b, c) ≤ f(a, b, c) holds. The assertion follows.

4. General lower bound

In this section, we prove a general lower bound, which is formulated in
the following theorem.

Theorem 13. Let a, b, c ∈ N. Then f(a, b, c) ≥ ⌊a+b+c
2

⌋ − 1 holds.

Proof. Assume that Q is a feasible strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind, with x
colors that occur only once on the first peg, y colors that occur only once on
the second peg and z colors that occur only once on the third peg. Assume
also that |Q| = ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − k with k ≥ 0, and thus

2(a+ b+ c) ≥ 4|Q|+ 4k. (1)

By Lemma 3(a), on each peg at most one color is missing.

Case 1: On each peg one color is missing.

Recall that x is the number of colors that occur exactly once on the first
peg. As all other colors except for the missing one occur at least twice,
|Q| ≥ x+ 2(a− x− 1), and thus x ≥ 2a− |Q| − 2. We obtain in the same
way that y ≥ 2b− |Q| − 2 and z ≥ 2c− |Q| − 2.

Thus, by (1),

x+ y + z ≥ 2(a+ b+ c)− 3|Q| − 6 ≥ |Q|+ 4k − 6.
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If x + y + z ≥ |Q| + 1, there must be a (1, 1, ⋆), a (1, ⋆, 1) or a (⋆, 1, 1)-
question, but by Lemma 3(d) this is impossible, since there is a missing
color on each peg. So x+ y + z ≤ |Q| and thus 4k ≤ 6, which shows that
k ≤ 1.

Case 2: There are two pegs with one color missing on each.

W.l.o.g., the missing colors occur on the first and the second peg and the
third peg has no missing color. Analogously to Case 1, for the first two
pegs we have x ≥ 2a − |Q| − 2 and y ≥ 2b − |Q| − 2. On the third peg,
since there is no missing color, |Q| ≥ z + 2(c− z) holds and z ≥ 2c− |Q|
follows.

Thus, by (1),

x+ y + z ≥ 2(a+ b+ c)− 3|Q| − 4 ≥ |Q|+ 4k − 4.

Since there is a missing color on the first and on the second peg, by
Lemma 3(d), no (1, 1, ⋆)-question can occur, and by Lemma 3(e), it is
not possible that there is both a (1, ⋆, 1)-question and a (⋆, 1, 1)-question.
Furthermore, by Lemma 3(b), if one of these questions occurs, there is no
other question of the same type. If x + y + z ≥ |Q| + 2, one of these
situations would have to be the case, which shows that x+ y+ z ≤ |Q|+1.
Thus, we must have 4k − 4 ≤ 1 and so k ≤ 1.

Case 3: There is at most one peg having a missing color.

W.l.o.g., there are no missing colors occurring on the second and the third
peg. As above, this means y ≥ 2b− |Q| and z ≥ 2c− |Q|. As there there
might be a missing color on the first peg, we have x ≥ 2a− |Q| − 2.

Thus, by (1),

x+ y + z ≥ 2(a+ b+ c)− 3|Q| − 2 ≥ |Q|+ 4k − 2.

By Lemma 3(b), at most one (1, 1, ⋆)-question, at most one (1, ⋆.1)-question,
and at most one (⋆.1, 1)-question occurs. By Lemma 3(c), it is not possible
that all of them occur at the same time. If x+ y+ z ≥ |Q|+ 3, this would
be the case, which shows that x+y+ z ≤ |Q|+2, 4k−2 ≤ 2 and so k ≤ 1.

Thus, the feasibility of Q implies that k ≤ 1, which proves that |Q| ≥
⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − 1 for all feasible strategies.
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5. The case of (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a ≥ b + c

In this section, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 14. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c and 3a ≥ b + c. Then it holds
that f(a, b, c) ≤ ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋.

To establish this theorem, we define suitable feasible strategies. To do so,
let c′ = c if a+ b+ c is even and c′ = c−1 if a+ b+ c is odd, so that a+ b+ c′

is an even number. We can now define x, y and z, such that the strategies
to be constructed below contain x questions of type A, y questions of type
B, and z questions of type C:

x := 2a−
a+ b+ c′

2
, y := 2b−

a+ b+ c′

2
, z := 2c′ −

a+ b+ c′

2
.

Note that x, y and z are integers, because a + b + c′ ≡ 0 (mod 2), and
that x+ y + z = ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋. Moreover, since 3a ≥ b+ c and b ≥ a, x and y are

non-negative. If c′ = c then z is also non-negative.
In the remaining case, where c′ = c−1, z is non-negative if 3(c−1) ≥ a+b.

Assume now that 3(c−1) < a+b. It follows that c−1 < a, because otherwise
we would have 3(c − 1) ≥ 3a ≥ b + c ≥ a + b. Together, the inequalities
a ≤ b ≤ c and c− 1 < a imply a = b = c. So, a+ b+ c− 3 = 3(c− 1) < a+ b
and thus c < 3. This leaves two cases: a = b = c = 1, where f(a, b, c) = 0
and the statement of the theorem holds, or a = b = c = 2, which does not
fall into the case c′ = c − 1 since a + b + c is even. Therefore, disregarding
the uninteresting case a = b = c = 1, z is always non-negative, too.

5.1. Strategy for the case a+ b+ c ≡ 0, 1 (mod 4)

In this subsection, we provide a strategy for the case 3a ≥ b + c and
a+ b+ c ≡ 0, 1 (mod 4). Observe that in this case, x, y and z are even.

As mentioned earlier, the strategy consists of x questions of type A,
y questions of type B, and z questions of type C. Each of these question
types will form a block (recall that a block is a connected component of the
strategy graph).

Strategy 1. (⌊a+b+c
2

⌋-strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a ≥ b+ c, a +
b+ c ≡ 0, 1 (mod 4) and (a, b, c) /∈ {(4, 4, 4), (4, 4, 5)})

First peg:
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– First block: colors 1, 2, . . . , x.

– Second block: colors x+ 1, x+ 1, x+ 2, x+ 2, . . . , x+ y/2, x+ y/2.

– Third block: colors x+y/2+1, x+y/2+1, x+y/2+2, x+y/2+2, . . . , a, a.

Second peg:

– First block: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , x/2, x/2.

– Second block: colors x/2 + 1, x/2 + 2, . . . , x/2 + y − 1, x/2 + y.

– Third block: colors x/2+y+1, x/2+y+2, x/2+y+2, . . . , b, b, x/2+y+1.

Third peg:

– First block: colors 1, 2, 2, . . . , x/2, x/2, 1.

– Second block: colors x/2 + 1, x/2 + 2, x/2 + 2, . . . , x/2 + y/2, x/2 +
y/2, x/2 + 1.

– Third block: colors x/2 + y/2 + 1, x/2 + y/2 + 2, . . . , c′ − 1, c′.

Remark 15. Strategy 1 has the following characteristics:

(a) It contains three (possibly empty) blocks, each forming a cycle of ques-
tions: one cycle consisting of x questions of type A, one consisting of y
questions of type B, and one consisting of z questions of type C.

(b) Each block can contain a double-neighboring pair of questions (if x = 2,
y = 2 or z = 2). However, because of (a, b, c) 6∈ {(4, 4, 4), (4, 4, 5)}, there
can be at most two double-neighboring pairs of questions in total.

(c) There are no missing colors on the first two pegs, and there is a single
missing color on the third peg only in the case a+ b+ c ≡ 1 (mod 4).

Two examples for different triples (a, b, c) are given in Table 3(b),(c).

Lemma 16. Strategy 1 is feasible for (a, b, c)-Mastermind where a ≤ b ≤ c,
3a ≥ b+ c, a+ b+ c ≡ 0, 1 (mod 4) and (a, b, c) 6∈ {(4, 4, 4), (4, 4, 5)}.

Proof. We use Lemma 10 to prove that Strategy 1 is feasible. By Re-
mark 15(a), the condition of having only questions of type A, B or C is
fulfilled, and by Remark 15(c) the patterns 1, 2, 3, 9 and 11 do not occur.

Since no questions of different types are neighboring to each other, the
patterns 5, 6, 7 and 8 do not occur.
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Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 1 2

q3 1 2 3
q4 2 3 3

q5 3 4 4
q6 4 4 4

(a) (a, b, c) = (4, 4, c) for
c ∈ {4, 5} and 6 ques-
tions.

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 B
q2 1 2 2 B
q3 2 3 2 B
q4 2 4 1 B

q5 3 5 3 C
q6 3 6 4 C
q7 4 6 5 C
q8 4 5 6 C

(b) (a, b, c) = (4, 6, 6), yielding x = 0
and y = z = 4, and thus 8 questions.
(Note that for (4, 6, 7) the condition
3a ≥ b+ c does not hold.)

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 A
q2 2 1 1 A

q3 3 2 2 B
q4 3 3 3 B
q5 4 4 3 B
q6 4 5 2 B

q7 5 6 4 C
q8 5 7 5 C
q9 6 7 6 C
q10 6 8 7 C
q11 7 8 8 C
q12 7 6 9 C

(c) (a, b, c) = (7, 8, c) for c ∈
{9, 10}, yielding x = 2, y = 4, z = 6
and thus 12 questions.

Table 3: Three examples of strategies for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a ≥ b+c and a+b+c ≡
0, 1 (mod 4).

If two questions are double-neighboring, then the strategy contains no
other questions of the same type. Therefore, the patterns 4 and 10 do not
occur.

Lastly, note that since (a, b, c) 6∈ {(4, 4, 4), (4, 4, 5)} the strategy does
not consist of three double-neighboring pairs of questions. To show this, let
x = y = z = 2 hold. Indeed, since x = 2a− (a+ b+ c′)/2 = 2a− (x+ y+ z),
it follows that a = (2x + y + z)/2 = 4. Similarly, it follows that b = 4 and
c′ = 4. Since we excluded this case, there are at most two double-neighboring
questions and pattern 12 does not occur.

Therefore, none of the forbidden patterns of Lemma 10 occurs, and Q is
feasible.

Remark 17. As stated in Lemma 16, Strategy 1 cannot be applied to (4, 4, 4)
and (4, 4, 5). Note, however, that these cases can nevertheless be solved with 6
questions. Indeed, the strategy described in Table 3(a) is feasible for both of
these cases, too. For the feasibility we refer to a computer program which
checks the feasibility of strategies by exhaustive search [20].
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5.2. Strategy for the case a+ b+ c ≡ 2, 3 (mod 4)

We now provide a strategy for the case 3a ≥ b + c and a + b + c ≡ 2, 3
(mod 4). Observe that in this case, x, y and z are odd.

As before, the strategy has x questions of type A, y questions of type B,
and z questions of type C. The first two blocks consist of x − 1 and y −
1 questions of type A and B, respectively. The third block starts with one
question of type A and one of type B, and continues with z questions of type
z.

Strategy 2. (⌊a+b+c
2

⌋-strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a ≥ b+ c, and
a+ b+ c ≡ 2, 3 (mod 4))

First peg:

– First block: colors 1, 2, . . . , x− 1.

– Second block: colors x, x, x+1, x+1, . . . , x−1+(y−1)/2, x−1+(y−1)/2.

– Third block: colors x+ (y− 1)/2, x+ (y− 1)/2+ 1, x+ (y− 1)/2+ 1, x+
(y − 1)/2 + 2, x+ (y − 1)/2 + 2, . . . , a, a.

Second peg:

– First block: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , (x− 1)/2, (x− 1)/2.

– Second block: colors (x − 1)/2 + 1, (x − 1)/2 + 2, . . . , (x − 1)/2 + y −
2, (x− 1)/2 + y − 1.

– Third block: colors (x−1)/2+y, (x−1)/2+y+1, (x−1)/2+y+2, (x−
1)/2 + y + 2, . . . , b, b, (x− 1)/2 + y.

Third peg:

– First block: colors 1, 2, 2, . . . , (x− 1)/2, (x− 1)/2, 1.

– Second block: colors (x− 1)/2+ 1, (x− 1)/2+ 2, (x− 1)/2 + 2, . . . , (x−
1)/2 + (y − 1)/2, (x− 1)/2 + (y − 1)/2, (x− 1)/2 + 1.

– Third block: colors (x−1)/2+(y−1)/2+1, (x−1)/2+(y−1)/2+1, (x−
1)/2 + (y − 1)/2 + 2, (x− 1)/2 + (y − 1)/2 + 3, . . . , c′ − 1, c′.

Remark 18. Strategy 1 has the following characteristics:
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Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 A
q2 2 2 1 B
q3 2 3 2 C
q4 3 3 3 C
q5 3 1 4 C

(a) (a, b, c) = (3, 3, c) for c ∈ {4, 5}, yielding
x = y = 1 and z = 3, and thus 5 questions.

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 A
q2 2 1 1 A

q3 3 2 2 B
q4 3 3 3 B
q5 4 4 3 B
q6 4 5 2 B

q7 5 6 4 A
q8 6 7 4 B
q9 6 8 5 C
q10 7 8 6 C
q11 7 9 7 C
q12 8 9 8 C
q13 8 6 9 C

(b) (a, b, c) = (8, 9, c) for c ∈ {9, 10}, yielding
x = 3 and y = z = 5, and thus 13 questions.

Table 4: Two examples of strategies for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a ≥ b+c and a+b+c ≡
2, 3 (mod 4).

(a) It contains three (possibly empty) blocks, each forming a cycle of ques-
tions. The first consists of x−1 questions of type A and the second of y−1
questions of type B. The third block contains one question of type A, one
of type B, and z of type C.

(b) The first and the second block can each contain a double-neighboring pair
of questions, but there cannot be any other double-neighboring pairs.

(c) There is no missing color on the first two pegs, and only one missing
color on the third peg for the case a+ b+ c ≡ 3 (mod 4).

Lemma 19. Strategy 2 is feasible for (a, b, c)-Mastermind where a ≤ b ≤ c,
3a ≥ b+ c and a + b+ c ≡ 2, 3 (mod 4).

Proof. We will use Lemma 10 to prove that Strategy 2 is feasible. By Re-
mark 18(a), the condition of having only questions of types A, B or C is
fulfilled. By Remark 18(c), none of the patterns 1, 2, 3, 9 and 11 can occur,
and Remark 18(b) excludes pattern 12. Moreover, since there are no double
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neighboring questions of type C, and the only possible missing color is on
the third peg, which is the single peg of type C, pattern 8 does not occur.

Since all the questions of type A except one form a cycle in the first
block, and all those of type B except one form a cycle in the second block,
the patterns 4 and 10 do not occur.

Lastly, the only question of type A that is not neighboring to another one
of type A is in the cycle of the third block, which contains only one question
of type A. Similarly, the only question of type B that is not neighboring
to another one is in the cycle of the third block, which contains only one
question of type B. Therefore, none of the patterns 5, 6 and 7 occurs.

In summary, we have excluded all of the forbidden patterns of Lemma 10,
which proves that the strategy is feasible.

This lemma allows us to conclude the proof of Theorem 14.

Proof of Theorem 14. Recall that a ≤ b ≤ c and 3a ≤ b+ c.
Our computer program [20] shows that the strategy of Table 3(a), which

has ⌊a+b+c
2

⌋ = 6 questions, is feasible for the cases (4, 4, 4) and (4, 4, 5).
Lemmas 16 and 19 prove for all other cases that Strategy 1 is feasible for
a + b + c ≡ 0, 1 (mod 4) and Strategy 2 is feasible for a + b + c ≡ 2, 3
(mod 4), both of which consist of ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ questions. This covers all cases,

showing that f(a, b, c) ≤ ⌊a+b+c
2

⌋.

Note that there is a gap of 1 between the lower bound of Theorem 13 and
the upper bound given by Theorem 14. Indeed, in the following sections, we
will show that it is possible to obtain better strategies in some cases.

6. The cases of (a, a, 2a − 1)-Mastermind and (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind

In this section, we will give a strategy with 2a − 1 questions for both
(a, a, 2a−1)-Mastermind and for (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind, and we will show that
this strategy is optimal in both cases. Note that in the case (a, a, 2a − 1)
the strategy of Section 5.2 already has 2a − 1 questions, and the strategy
presented in this section gives an alternative way to reach a feasible strategy
with this number of questions.

Strategy 3. ((2a−1)-strategy for (a, a, 2a−i)-Mastermind, where i ∈ {0, 1})

1. First peg: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , a− 1, a− 1, a.
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Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 D
q2 1 2 2 C
q3 2 2 3 C
q4 2 3 4 C
q5 3 3 5 C
q6 3 4 6 C
q7 4 4 7 C
q8 4 5 8 C
q9 5 5 9 E

(a) (a, b, c) = (5, 5, c) for c ∈ {9, 10}, yielding 9 questions.

Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 2 2
q3 2 2 3
q4 2 3 4
q5 3 3 5
q6 3 4 6
q7 3 4 7
q8 3 5 8
q9 3 5 9
q10 3 5 10

(b) (a, b, c) = (3, 5, 11), yielding 10 questions.

Table 5: An example of a strategy for (a, a, 2a−1)-Mastermind and (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind,
and one example for the case 3a < b + c and 2b ≤ c.

2. Second peg: colors 1, 2, 2, . . . , a− 1, a− 1, a, a.

3. Third peg: colors 1, 2, 3, . . . , 2a− 2, 2a− 1.

Remark 20. Strategy 3 has the following characteristics:

(a) It consists of one path consisting of a question q1 of type D, 2a − 3
questions q2, q3, . . . , q2a−2 of type C, and a final question q2a−1 of type E.

(b) No double-neighboring questions occur.

(c) For the case c = 2a− 1, there is no missing color.

For the case c = 2a, there is only one missing color, namely color 2a on the
third peg.

One example is given in Table 5(a) (note that the example of Table 5(b)
is based on Table 5(a) and will be referred to in Section 8.1 about the case
3a < b+ c and 2b ≤ c).

Theorem 21. Let a ∈ N. Then it holds that f(a, a, 2a) = 2a− 1.

Proof. First note that f(a, a, 2a) ≥ 2a− 1 directly follows from Corollary 4.
It only remains to show that f(a, a, 2a) ≤ 2a − 1 holds. To do so, we will
show that Strategy 3 is feasible.
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Let Q be the set of questions of Strategy 3. We will use Lemma 10 to
prove by contradiction that this strategy is feasible for (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind.
For this sake, assume that there are two secrets s1 = (x1, y1, z1) and s2 =
(x2, y2, z2) that are not distinguished by Q.

Consider the strategyQ′ = Q∪{(a, 1, 2a+1)} for (a, a, 2a+1)-Mastermind.
As it has only questions of type C (note that the last question is neighboring
both to q1 and q2a−1), the initial condition of Lemma 10 is fulfilled. As only
the third peg has a missing color, and it has only one missing color, the
patterns 1 and 2 do not occur. As no double-neighboring questions occur,
the patterns 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 do not occur. Only questions of type C
occur more than once, so the patterns 5, 6 and 7 do not occur. Lastly, since
only questions of type C occur more than once and there is no missing color
on the first and second peg, pattern 3 does not occur. Therefore, all the for-
bidden patterns of Lemma 10 do not occur, and thus the strategy is feasible
for (a, a, 2a+ 1)-Mastermind.

In particular, s1 and s2 are valid secrets of (a, a, 2a + 1)-Mastermind
and must be distinguished by Q′. Since we assumed that s1 and s2 are not
distinguished by Q, the only question that can distinguish them is (a, 1, 2a+
1). Moreover, since 2a+1 is not a color of (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind, it holds that
one of the secrets gets a black peg from the first or second peg while the other
one does not. W.l.o.g., we can then assume that y1 = 1 and y2 6= 1. However,
since we assumed that s1 and s2 are not distinguished by Q, s1 and s2 must
receive the same number of black pegs from the question q1 = (1, 1, 1) ∈ Q.
Since s1 gets one black peg from it, we have x2 = 1 and x1 6= 1, or z2 = 1
and z1 6= 1.

Case 1: x2 = 1 and x1 6= 1

The question q2 = (1, 2, 2) gives at least one black peg for s2, because
x2 = 1, and, since it cannot distinguish s1 and s2, it must also give at least
one black peg for s1. Moreover, x1 6= 1 and y1 = 1, so we must have z1 = 2.

Now consider the value of y2.

If y2 = 2, then q2 gives two black pegs for s2 and only one for s1, distin-
guishing the two secrets.

If y2 = i 6∈ [2], then this color occurs in two questions of Q, q2i−2 =
(i − 1, i, 2i − 2) and q2i−1 = (i, i, 2i − 1). Since z1 = 2 and x1 cannot be
both i − 1 and i, at least one of these questions will give zero black pegs
for s1, distinguishing s1 and s2.
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Case 2: z2 = 1 and z1 6= 1

Case 2.1: x1 = x2.

Consider the questions containing the color y2 = i. As before, it occurs
in the questions q2i−2 = (i − 1, i, 2i− 2) and q2i−1 = (i, i, 2i − 1). Since
x1 = x2, the first peg gives the same number of black pegs for the two
secrets for each question. As, furthermore, z1 can occur in at most one
of q2i−2 and q2i−1, at least one of these two questions gives more black
pegs for s2 than for s1.

Case 2.2: x1 6= x2.

Consider the value of x1.

If x1 = 1, then q1 gives two black pegs for s1 and only one for s2, distin-
guishing s1 and s2.

If x1 = i 6∈ {1, a}, then there are two questions containing x1, namely
q2i−1 = (i, i, 2i− 1) and q2i = (i, i+ 1, 2i), and at least one of them gives
no black pegs for s2, but at least one black peg for s1.

Lastly, if x1 = a, then the only way for s1 and s2 to not be distinguished
by q2a−1 is that y2 = a and y1 6= a. For s1 and s2 to not be distinguished
by q2a−2, which gives at least one black peg for s2, we must have z1 =
2a− 2. Thus, no matter the value of x2, the questions containing it will
give more black pegs for s2 than for s1.

In conclusion, s1 and s2 are distinguished in all cases, and therefore Q is
a feasible strategy. This concludes the proof.

Theorem 22. Let a ∈ N. Then f(a, a, 2a− 1) = 2a− 1 holds.

Proof. Regarding the proof of the upper bound f(a, a, 2a − 1) ≤ 2a − 1,
we have shown in the proof of Theorem 21 that Strategy 3 is feasible for
(a, a, 2a)-Mastermind. As this strategy does not contain the color 2a on the
third peg, it is also feasible for (a, a, 2a− 1)-Mastermind.

Regarding the proof of the lower bound f(a, a, 2a− 1) ≥ 2a− 1, for the
sake of contradiction, assume that f(a, a, 2a − 1) ≤ 2a − 2 for some a ∈ N.
By Lemma 3(a), on each peg, at most one color is missing. For the third peg,
this means that indeed one color is missing and each color except the missing
one occurs there exactly once. We distinguish the following three cases.

Case 1: On at least one of the first two pegs, no color is missing.
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By symmetry, we can assume w.l.o.g. that no color is missing on the first
peg. By (a− 2) · 2+2 · 1 = 2a− 2, then at least two colors occur only once
on the first peg, meaning that there are at least two (1, ⋆, 1) questions. By
Lemma 3(b) this is not possible.

Case 2: On both the first and second peg, one color is missing, and on one
of the first two pegs one color occurs only once.

W.l.o.g., on the first peg one color occurs only once, meaning that there is
at least one (1, ⋆, 1)-question. Since one color is missing on the first and
the third peg, by Lemma 3(d) this is not possible.

Case 3: On both the first and the second peg, one color is missing, and all
other colors on the first and the second peg occur exactly twice.

All questions are (2, 2, 1)-questions. Consider a question q. Let q′ be its
neighbor on the first peg and q′′ be its neighbor in the second peg. If
q′ = q′′, then q and q′ = q′′ are double-neighboring. By Lemma 3(f), this
is not possible since one color is missing on each of the first two pegs.
However, by Lemma 3(g) q′ 6= q′′ is not possible either, since one color is
missing on each of the first two pegs.

In this section, we have shown that in the case of (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind,
the lower bound of Theorem 13 is reached, while in the case (a, a, 2a − 1)
(but also in the case (a, a, a) given by [2]) the upper bound of Theorem 14
is reached.

Note that for (a, a, 2a)-Mastermind we have 3a = b+ c and for (a, a, 2a−
1)-Mastermind (and (a, a, a)-Mastermind), we have 3a > b + c. In the next
section, we will generalize this observation and show that we can reach the
bound of Theorem 13 in almost all the cases with 3a = b+ c.

7. The case of (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a = b + c.

In this section, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 23. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c, 3a = b + c and (a, b, c) 6=
(4, 6, 6). Then it holds that f(a, b, c) = ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − 1.

To establish this theorem, we define suitable feasible strategies. The case
(a, a, 2a) has already been dealt with in Section 6, so in this section we will
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focus on the case b > a (and thus c < 2a). Note also that, in this case, it
holds that a + b+ c = 4a, i.e., a + b+ c is a multiple of 4.

We define x, y and z, such that the strategies to be constructed below
contain x questions of type A, y questions of type B, and z questions of
type C, as follows:

x := 1, y := 2(b− a)− 1, z := 2(c− a)− 1.

Note that x + y + z = 2(b + c) − 4a − 1 and since 3a = b + c, we have
x+ y + z = 2a− 1 = ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − 1. Note also that y and z are odd numbers

and, since we are in the case a < b, they are also positive.
We now provide a strategy for the case 3a = b+ c and z ≥ 5. It consists

of two blocks of questions, where the first block contains z− 1 questions and
the second block contains y + 2 questions.

Strategy 4. (
(

⌊a+b+c
2

⌋ − 1
)

-strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a = b+ c
and z ≥ 5)

First peg:

– First block: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , (z − 1)/2, (z − 1)/2.

– Second block: colors (z+1)/2, (z+1)/2, (z+1)/2+1, (z+1)/2+1, . . . , a−
1, a− 1, a.

Second peg:

– First block: colors 1, 2, 2, 3, 3, . . . , (z − 1)/2, (z − 1)/2, 1.

– Second block: colors (z+1)/2, (z+1)/2+ 1, (z+1)/2+ 2, . . . , b− 2, b−
1, (z + 1)/2.

Third peg:

– First block: colors 1, 2, 3, . . . , z − 2, z − 1.

– Second block: colors z, z + 1, z + 1, . . . , c− 2, c− 2, c− 1, c− 1.

Remark 24. Strategy 4 has the following characteristics:

(a) It contains two blocks, each forming a cycle of questions. The first block
contains z−1 questions of type C, and the second block contains one ques-
tion of type C, y questions of type B, and one question of type A.
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Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 C
q2 1 2 2 C
q3 2 2 3 C
q4 2 1 4 C

q5 3 3 5 C
q6 3 4 6 B
q7 4 3 6 A

(a) (a, b, c) = (4, 5, 7), yielding x =
1, y = 1, z = 5 and thus 7 questions.

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 C
q2 1 2 2 C
q3 2 2 3 C
q4 2 1 4 C

q5 3 3 5 C
q6 3 4 6 B
q7 4 5 6 B
q8 4 6 7 B
q9 5 7 7 B
q10 5 8 8 B
q11 6 3 8 A

(b) (a, b, c) = (6, 9, 9), yielding x =
1, y = 5, z = 5 and thus 11 ques-
tions.

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 C
q2 1 2 2 B
q3 2 1 2 A

(c) (a, b, c) = (2, 3, 3), 3 questions.

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 C
q2 1 2 2 C
q3 2 2 3 C
q4 2 3 4 B
q5 3 1 4 A

(d) (a, b, c) = (3, 4, 5), 5 questions.

Table 6: Four examples of strategies for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a = b+ c.

(b) Since we are in the case z ≥ 5, the first block contains at least 4 ques-
tions. Furthermore, the second block contains at least 3 questions. There-
fore, no double-neighboring questions occur.

(c) A missing color occurs only on the second and third peg, but not on the
first peg.

Two examples for different triples (a, b, c) are given in Table 6(a),(b).

Lemma 25. Strategy 4 is feasible for (a, b, c)-Mastermind where a ≤ b ≤ c,
3a = b+ c, b > a and z ≥ 5.

Proof. We will use Lemma 10 to prove that Strategy 4 is feasible. By Re-
mark 24(a), the condition of having only questions of type A, B or C is
fulfilled.

By Remark 24(b), the patterns 4, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 do not occur, since
there are no double-neighboring questions.

By Remark 24(c), the patterns 1 and 2 do not occur. Moreover, since
there is only one question of type A and the missing colors are on the second
and third pegs (which are the double pegs of type A), the pattern 3 does not
occur either.

Lastly, since the first block contains only questions of type C and the
second block contains only one question each of types A and C, the patterns
5, 6 and 7 cannot occur either.
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Therefore, none of the forbidden patterns of Lemma 10 occurs, which
proves that the strategy is feasible.

Using Lemma 25, Theorem 21 and the computer search on the triples for
the case z ≤ 3 we can now prove Theorem 23.

Proof of Theorem 23. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c and 3a = b + c. We
consider three cases.

• b = a:

Then we have c = 2a and according to Theorem 21, f(a, b, c) = 2a− 1 =
⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − 1.

• b > a and c ≥ a + 3:

Then z = 2(c− a)− 1 ≥ 5 holds and according to Lemma 25, Strategy 4
is feasible and consists of ⌊a+b+c

2
⌋ − 1 questions.

• b > a and c ≤ a + 2:

Since z = 2(c−a)−1 ≤ 3, Strategy 4 is not defined for this case. However,
this occurs only for finitely many triples (a, b, c). Indeed, since b ≤ c, we
have 3a = b + c ≤ 2(a + 2) and a ≤ 4. The only triples with a ≤ 4
and 3a = b + c are (1, 1, 2), (2, 2, 4), (2, 3, 3), (3, 3, 6), (3, 4, 5), (4, 4, 8),
(4, 5, 7) and (4, 6, 6). The cases (1, 1, 2), (2, 2, 4), (3, 3, 6) and (4, 4, 8) are
covered by the case (a, a, 2a) and the case (4, 5, 7) is covered by the case
c ≥ a + 3. The only remaining cases are the triples (2, 3, 3), (3, 4, 5) and
(4, 6, 6). Tables 6(c) and (d) give strategies for the cases (2, 3, 3) and
(3, 4, 5). These strategies use 3 = 2+3+3

2
− 1 and 5 = 3+4+5

2
− 1 questions,

respectively. The computer program that can be found at [20] verifies that
these strategies are feasible. For the case (4, 6, 6), the same program shows
by exhaustive search that no feasible strategy with 7 questions exists.

8. The case of (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a < b + c

We divide this case into two subcases.
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8.1. The case of (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a < b+ c and 2b ≤ c

The following theorem shows that if c ≥ 2b, the trivial lower bound c− 1
is attained.

Theorem 26. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c, 3a < b + c and 2b ≤ c. Then
f(a, b, c) = c− 1.

Proof. By Corollary 4, the lower bound follows.
To prove the upper bound, consider first Strategy 3 given for (b, b, 2b)-

Mastermind with 2b− 1 questions.
We first turn this strategy into one for (b, b, c)-Mastermind using c − 1

questions. We achieve this by applying Remark 6 c−2b times. We iteratively
copy the last question and modify the color of the third peg to be the new
color. This way, we indeed obtain a strategy for (b, b, c)-Mastermind using
c− 1 colors.

We then modify this strategy to a strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind using
the same number of questions. We do this by applying Lemma 8 b−a times.
On the first peg, we iteratively project the largest color to its immediate
predecessor. The first projection is Q1(b − 1, b) and we apply Lemma 8
because the questions (b− 1, b− 1, 2b− 3), (b− 1, b, 2b− 2), and (b, b, 2b− 1)
are in the strategy and for all colors y ∈ [b] and z ∈ [c], one of these questions
differs from y on the second peg and differs from z on the third peg. Later on,
when applying the projection Q1(x−1, x) for some value x with a+1 ≤ x ≤
b− 1, Lemma 8 will still be applicable, since the questions (x, b− 1, 2b− 3),
(x, b, 2b− 2) and (x, b, 2b− 1) will be in the strategy.

Thus, we have obtained a feasible strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind using
c− 1 questions.

Below follows an explicit definition of the strategy constructed in the
preceding proof.

Strategy 5. ((c−1)-strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a < b+c, 2b ≤ c)

1. First peg: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , a− 1, a− 1, a, a, . . . , a.

2. Second peg: colors 1, 2, 2, . . . , b− 1, b− 1, b, b, . . . , b.

3. Third peg: colors 1, 2, . . . , c− 2, c− 1.

One example is given in Table 5(b).
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8.2. The case of (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a < b+ c and 2b > c

To obtain a strategy for the case where 2b > c, let us first consider the
case in which b + c ≡ 2 (mod 3) and a = (b + c− 2)/3. Note that for fixed
values of b and c such that b + c ≡ 2 (mod 3), (b + c − 2)/3 is the largest
integer value for a that still fits in the case 3a < b+ c.

For the sake of the strategy, we define

x :=
2

3
(2b− c− 1), y :=

2

3
(2c− b− 1).

Note that 3b− (b+ c+ 1) = 2b− c− 1 and 3c− (b+ c+ 1) = 2c− b− 1 are
multiples of 3, since b+ c ≡ 2 (mod 3). Therefore, x and y are even integers.
Moreover, b− 1 = x+ y/2 , c− 1 = y+ x/2 and x+ y = ⌊2

3
(b+ c− 1)⌋ hold.

Now we present our strategy for this case.

Strategy 6. (⌊2
3
(b+ c− 1)⌋-strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with b+ c ≡ 2

(mod 3) and a = b+c−2
3

)

1. First peg: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , a− 1, a− 1, a, a

(except for (a, b, c) = (2, 4, 4): colors 1, 1, 1, 2).

2. Second peg:

• First block: 1, 2, . . . , x.

• Second block: x+ 1, x+ 2, x+ 2, . . . , b− 1, b− 1, x+ 1.

3. Third peg:

• First block: colors 1, 2, 2, . . . , x/2, x/2, 1.

• Second block: colors x/2 + 1, x/2 + 2, . . . , c− 1.

Remark 27. Strategy 6 has the following characteristics:

(a) For (a, b, c) 6= (2, 4, 4), it contains two (possibly empty) blocks, each
forming a cycle of questions: one cycle consisting of x questions of type B,
and one consisting of y questions of type C.

Note that it is possible that x = 0, in which case the first block is empty,
or that x = 2, in which case the first block consists of a pair of double-
neighboring questions.
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(b) Only one pair of double-neighboring questions may occur in the first block
(as shown later).

(c) There are only two missing colors, one on the second peg and one on the
third peg.

Three examples are given in Table 7(a),(b),(c), where the third one is the
exceptional case (a, b, c) = (2, 4, 4).

Lemma 28. Strategy 6 is feasible for 2b > c, b + c ≡ 2 (mod 3), a =
(b+ c− 2)/3 and c ≥ 5.

Proof. We will use Lemma 10 to prove that Strategy 6 is feasible. By Re-
mark 27(a), the condition of having only questions of type A, B or C is
fulfilled.

By Remark 27(c), the patterns 1 and 2 do not occur.
All questions in the first block are of type B, neighboring to other ques-

tions of type B, and the questions in the second block are of type C, neigh-
boring to other questions of type C. Thus, the patterns 5, 6, 7 and 8, where
questions of different types are neighboring to each other, do not occur.

Claim. y ≥ 4.

Proof (Claim). We have 2b > c, b ≤ c and b+ c ≡ 0 (mod 2).

• For c = 5, c = 6, only b = 3 and b = 5, respectively, are possible. Then
y = 2

3
(2c− b− 1) = 4 follows.

• For c ≥ 7 we have

y =
2

3
(2c− b− 1) ≥

2

3
(2c− c− 1) =

2

3
(c− 1) ≥

2

3
· 6 = 4.

By the claim, the second block does not consist of a pair of double-
neighboring questions, and if x = 2 holds, the first block forms the only
double-neighboring question. So the patterns 10, 11 and 12, containing at
least two pairs of double-neighboring questions, do not occur. Moreover, if
x = 2 holds, there are only two questions of type B, namely the ones in the
double-neighboring pair, so pattern 4 does not occur.

Since there is no missing color on the first peg, the common double peg
of types B and C, pattern 3 and 9 do not occur.

Therefore, none of the forbidden patterns of Lemma 10 occurs, and the
strategy is feasible.
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Remark 29. If c ≤ 4, the only possible cases are (a, b, c) = (1, 2, 3), and
(a, b, c) = (2, 4, 4). The corresponding strategies can be found in Table 7(b),(c).
Our computer program shows that both strategies are feasible [20].

Theorem 30. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c and 3a < b + c and 2b > c.
Then it holds that f(a, b, c) = ⌊2

3
(b+ c− 1)⌋.

Proof. First, using Lemma 12, we know that f(a, b, c) ≥ ⌊2
3
(b + c − 1)⌋. It

remains now to show that there always exists a feasible strategy matching
this lower bound. We will use Strategy 6. To do so, we modify a, b and c so
that the conditions of this strategy are fulfilled.

• b+ c ≡ 2 (mod 3).

Let b′ = b and c′ = c.

• b+ c ≡ 0 (mod 3).

Let b′ = b and c′ = c− 1.

(If b = c, interchange the roles of the second and the third peg so that
still b′ ≤ c′ holds.)

• b+ c ≡ 1 (mod 3).

Let b′ = b+ 1 and c′ = c.

(If b = c, interchange the roles of the second and the third peg so that
still b′ ≤ c′ holds.)

Lastly, let a′ = b′+c′−2
3

. We now have b′+c′ ≡ 2 (mod 3) and since 2b > c,
b′ ≥ b and c′ ≤ c, we also have 2b′ > c′. We also have 3a′ = b′+c′−2 < b′+c′.

We can now apply Strategy 6 to (a′, b′, c′)-Mastermind and we obtain a
strategy using ⌊2

3
(b′ + c′ − 1)⌋ questions. We will then modify this strategy

to obtain a strategy for (a′, b, c)-Mastermind with ⌊2
3
(b+ c− 1)⌋ questions.

• b+ c ≡ 2 (mod 3).

b′ = b and c′ = c hold. Therefore, we already have a strategy for (a′, b′, c′)-
Mastermind.

• b+ c ≡ 1 (mod 3).

Note that ⌊2
3
(b + c − 1)⌋ = ⌊2

3
(b + c)⌋. Since b′ = b + 1 and c′ = c,

the strategy for (a′, b′, c′)-Mastermind has the right amount of questions.
Moreover, in Strategy 6, there is a missing color on the second peg. So
the strategy is also a valid strategy for (a′, b, c)-Mastermind.
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• b+ c ≡ 0 (mod 3).

Note that ⌊2
3
(b+ c− 1)⌋ = 1+ ⌊2

3
(b+ c− 2)⌋. So the strategy for (a′, b, c)-

Mastermind needs one more question than the strategy for (a′, b′, c′)-
Mastermind. Using Remark 6 we know that we can obtain such a strategy
by duplicating the last question and replacing the third peg by the color
c.

Therefore, we have strategies for (a′, b, c)-Mastermind using ⌊2
3
(b+c−1)⌋

questions. If a < a′, by using Lemma 8 and by noticing that it can be
applied to the strategy of Table 7(c) for (2, 4, 4)-Mastermind and whenever
a sequence of four questions of the same type occurs in a strategy, which
happens in Strategy 6 when c ≥ 5, we can obtain strategies for (a, b, c)-
Mastermind using ⌊2

3
(b + c − 1)⌋ questions. This matches with the lower

bound and finishes the proof.

In summary, we have obtained the following explicit strategy.

Strategy 7. (⌊2
3
(b+ c− 1)⌋-strategy for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a < b+ c

and 2b > c)

1. First peg: colors 1, 1, 2, 2, . . . , a− 1, a− 1, a, a, . . . , a,

except in three cases:

(a, b, c) ∈ {(2, 3, 4), (2, 4, 4)}: colors 1, 1, 1, 2,

(a, b, c) = (2, 4, 5): colors 1, 1, 1, 2, 2.

(Note that the triples (1, 1, 3) and (1, 2, 4) leading to the exceptional triple
(1, 2, 3) do not fall in the case 3a < b+ c and 2b > c.)

2. For b+ c = 2 (mod 3):

• Second and third peg: use the same colors as in Strategy 6.

3. For b+ c = 1 (mod 3):

• Set b′ := b+ 1.

• Second and third peg: use the same colors as in Strategy 6 for (a, b′, c)-
Mastermind.
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4. For b+ c = 0 (mod 3):

• Set c′ := c− 1.

• Second and third peg: use the same colors as in Strategy 6 for (a, b, c′)-
Mastermind.

• Add the question (a, x+ 1, c).

One further example is given in Table 7(d).

Peg 1 2 3 Type

q1 1 1 1 B
q2 1 2 2 B
q3 2 3 2 B
q4 2 4 1 B

q5 3 5 3 C
q6 3 6 4 C
q7 4 6 5 C
q8 4 7 6 C
q9 5 7 7 C
q10 5 5 8 C

(a) (a, b, c) = (5, 8, 9), yielding x = 4
and y = 6 and thus 10 questions.

Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 1 2

(b) (a, b, c) = (1, 2, 3),
yielding x = 0 and y = 2
and thus 2 questions.

Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 2 1

q3 1 3 2
q4 2 3 3

(c) (a, b, c) = (2, 4, 4),
yielding x = 2 and y = 2
and thus 4 questions.

Peg 1 2 3

q1 1 1 1
q2 1 2 2
q3 2 3 2
q4 2 4 1

q5 3 5 3
q6 3 6 4
q7 4 6 5
q8 4 7 6
q9 4 7 7
q10 4 5 8

q11 4 5 10
(d) (a, b, c) = (4, 8, 10),
yielding x = 4 and y = 6
and thus 11 questions.

Table 7: Four examples of strategies for (a, b, c)-Mastermind with 3a < b+ c and 2b > c.

9. Discussion and Future Work

In this paper we have determined the metric dimension of Ka ×Kb ×Kc

for a, b, c ∈ N. The only not completely solved case is 3a > b+ c, where two
values

⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

− 1 and
⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

are possible, see Table 1.
Thus, we performed an exhaustive search by our computer program [20]

on all of those triples (a, b, c) with a+ b+ c ≤ 21, for which f(a, b, c) has not
been obtained by the theoretical results of this paper, namely 3a > b+ c and
(a, b, c) 6∈ {(a, a, a), (a, a, 2a − 1)}. More concretely, these are the following
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triples:

(3, 3, 4), (3, 4, 4), (4, 4, 5), (4, 4, 6), (4, 5, 5), (4, 5, 6),

(5, 5, 6), (5, 6, 6), (5, 5, 7), (5, 5, 8), (5, 6, 7), (5, 6, 8),

(5, 7, 7), (6, 6, 7), (6, 6, 8), (6, 7, 7), (6, 6, 9), (6, 7, 8).

The computer runs showed that for all these cases, the upper bound is
attained. Thus, we make the following conjecture:

Conjecture. Let a, b, c ∈ N with a ≤ b ≤ c. If 3a > b + c then it holds that
f(a, b, c) =

⌊

a+b+c
2

⌋

.

Naturally, one aim of our future work is to prove or disprove this conjec-
ture and close the remaining gap of this work.
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