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ON MULTIDIMENSIONAL GENERALIZATION OF BINARY

SEARCH

DARIUSZ DERENIOWSKI, PRZEMYSŁAW GORDINOWICZ, AND KAROLINA WRÓBEL

Abstract. This work generalizes the binary search problem to a d-dimensional
domain S1 × · · · × Sd, where Si = {0, 1, . . . , ni − 1} and d ≥ 1, in the following
way. Given (t1, . . . , td), the target element to be found, the result of a comparison
of a selected element (x1, . . . , xd) is the sequence of inequalities each stating that
either ti < xi or ti > xi, for i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, for which at least one is correct, and
the algorithm does not know the coordinate i on which the correct direction to
the target is given. Among other cases, we show asymptotically almost matching
lower and upper bounds of the query complexity to be in Ω(nd−1/d) and O(nd)
for the case of ni = n. In particular, for fixed d these bounds asymptotically do
match. This problem is equivalent to the classical binary search in case of one
dimension and shows interesting differences for higher dimensions. For example,
if one would impose that each of the d inequalities is correct, then the search can
be completed in log

2
max{n1, . . . , nd} queries. In an intermediate model when the

algorithm knows which one of the inequalities is correct the sufficient number of
queries is log

2
(n1 · . . . ·nd). The latter follows from a graph search model proposed

by Emamjomeh-Zadeh et al. [STOC 2016].

1. Introduction

One of many applications of the classical binary search is to find a given value in a
linear order representing potential outcomes of some kind of experimental measures
(see [2] for further references). In such case, a comparison corresponds to performing
one measure which shall reveal if the desired value is smaller or greater than the
threshold picked for the measure. A possible multi-dimensional extension of such
search is when each particular experimental measure gives directions regarding many
properties. To provide a specific example consider a process of preparing a perfect
drink. Measurement of a test drink gives information if it is sweet enough and sour
enough, which exemplifies a two-dimensional search case. Note that learning that
a given drink is too sour and not sweet enough provides information that in the
search of the perfect drink one may exclude those that are even more sour and less
sweet. However, adding sugar and reducing acid is not guaranteed to be the correct
way to improve the recipe. For example, it is possible that the best drink could
be produced by reducing the amount of acid significantly and slightly reducing the
amount of sugar. This dynamics is in line with our formulation of the search.

1.1. Problem definition. One way to define the problem (see below for further
comments) is to see it as an adaptive query-reply search game between two players
called Algorithm and Adversary. Consider a d-dimensional search space (domain)
S = S1 × · · · × Sd, where Si = {0, 1, . . . , ni − 1}, d ≥ 1 and each ni is a positive
integer. One element t = (t1, . . . , td) ∈ S is called the target. The target is picked
in advance by Adversary and is unknown to Algorithm. That is, Algorithm may
deduce t only by considering the history of the game.
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The game is divided into rounds, where in each round Algorithm makes one query

and Adversary gives a reply. The query is simply one element q = (q1, . . . , qd) of
S. The reply is the following. If t = q, then Adversary informs that the target is
found, otherwise the reply gives for each i ∈ {1, . . . , d} information whether ti < qi

or ti > qi. In the latter case, Adversary is bound by a restriction that for at least
one such i the given inequality holds. (Hence, for the one dimensional case of d = 1
our problem is exactly the classical binary search in a sorted array). We note that
Algorithm does not know the i, i.e., it does not learn the dimension i on which the
correct direction to the target is given in each reply.

The goal of Algorithm is to determine the target using the minimum number
of queries. We refer to this measure as the query complexity and denote it by
Q(n1, . . . , nd). When n1 = n2 = · · · = nd = n, we denote Q(n×d) = Q(n1, . . . nd).

Besides a formal statement of our problem, we also give some remarks regarding
alternative formulations. To this end we introduce the following notion of com-
patibility. Consider a reply to a query on q = (q1, . . . , qd). Consider any element
u = (u1, . . . , ud) such that there exists i for which either the reply says ti < qi

and it holds ui < qi, or the reply says ti > qi and it holds ui > qi. Then we say
that u is compatible with the reply. Each point that is compatible with a reply is a
candidate for the target from the point of view of Algorithm. Thus, any point that
is not compatible is certainly not the target and hence Algorithm may exclude it
from further considerations. Then, one may equivalently state the problem so that
Adversary does not need to pick the target in advance but instead maintains the set
of points that are compatible with all replies to date, calling such points potential

targets. The goal of Adversary is to ensure that the set of potential targets has
more than one point for as long as possible. This places the problem in the area of
perfect information games. Moreover, when one requires for a given search space,
the output to be an optimal search strategy (often called a decision tree), then the
problem becomes non-adaptive, purely combinatorial.

1.2. Our results. Here we formally state all results which provide a series of upper
and lower bounds. The first bound in Theorem 1.1 (the case of 2-dimensional grids)
comes from Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2.

Theorem 1.1. For any m ≥ n ≥ 1,

Q(m, n) ≤ 2n
(

log2

m

n + 1
+ 4

)

.

This bound is asymptotically tight.

Then we move to the 3-dimensional case, where the asymptotically exact query
complexity is due to the next theorem and Corollary 1.6.

Theorem 1.2. For each n1 ≥ n2 ≥ n3 ≥ 2 it holds

Q(n1, n2, n3) ≥
1

2

(

n2 − 1
)

n3

(

log2

n1 − 1

n2 − 1
+ 1

)

.

For an arbitrary dimension d we obtain the two following bounds.

Theorem 1.3. For d ≥ 3 and n ≥ 2 it holds

Q(n×d) ≥ 2

⌊

nd−1

d − 1
.

⌋
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Theorem 1.4. For any d ≥ 2 and any n1 ≥ · · · ≥ nd ≥ 1 it holds

Q(n1, n2, . . . , nd) ∈ O

(

d
∏

i=2

ni

(

log2

n1

n2

+ 1
)

)

.

Note that this generic bound when applied to the case of ni = n for each i, it
gives an almost matching counterpart to Theorem 1.3:

Corollary 1.5. For any d ≥ 2 and any n ≥ 2, Q(n×d) ∈ O(nd−1).

This leaves our first open question: what is the query complexity Q(n×d) for an
arbitrary dimension d? We note that Theorem 1.4 applied for d = 3 gives an upper
bound that is asymptotically matching Theorem 1.2:

Corollary 1.6. For each n1 ≥ n2 ≥ n3 ≥ 1, it holds

Q(n1, n2, n3) ∈ O
(

n2n3

(

log2

n1

n2

+ 1
))

.

1.3. Related work. The study of the classical binary search has a long and rich
history. Since the problem in its basic setting is well understood, a lot of work has
been done towards generalizations. One of those includes considering noise, i.e.,
allowing that Adversary not always gives a correct reply [2, 14, 17, 19, 20]. Another
that is closer to our setting is so called group testing with its many variations. In
one of them the goal is to identify many targets and a response to a test understood
as a subset of the search space is positive if it contains at least one target, see e.g.
[15]. Particularly, the search space can be a continuous unit square [4]. As an
interesting example we mention the case where one searches for two targets within
disjoint set of items of size n and m, and each test pick an arbitrary subset with a
reply indicating whether at least one target is in the subset; in this case it turns out
that log2(mn) queries are enough [5]. We refer interested reader to surveys outlining
different models, connections to information theory and applications [9, 25].

The first works on graph searching have been phrased as searching partial orders
[1, 21, 22, 24]. (Searching a tree-like partial order with a maximum element can be
rephrased as edge search in a tree, which is equivalent to the edge ranking problem
[10] and consequently to other graph parameters like tree-depth [23]). Also, weighted
versions, again most intensively studied, have been considered. In the weighted
versions, each point has an associated query cost (or duration) and the goal is to
minimize the total cost [6, 7, 12]. A generalization to graphs has been introduced in
[18]: each query picks a point q in a graph and Adversary informs Algorithm that
q is the target if that is the case, or otherwise Adversary gives any edge incident to
q that lies on the shortest path between q and the target. It turns out that for any
n-point graph log2 n queries are enough [18]. We mention interesting applications
of the graph searching in machine learning [16].

We note that the majority of works focus solely on the query complexity. However,
from the point of view of potential applications, it may be of interest to have an
algorithm whose computational complexity per query is low. We refer to some works
that address this issue [8, 13, 18].

Further works on graph setting include models like edge queries and pair queries
[11], searching for multiple targets [8], or performing queries by a mobile agent [3].
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2. Preliminaries

A reply that informs that the target has been found will be called a yes-reply.
In our analysis we are mainly interested in handling replies that do not end the
search, i.e, those that do not inform that the queried point is the target. The game
may be considered as a perfect information game without yes-replies in the following
way. Let Pk be the set of potential targets, after kth round. Initially, before the
first query P0 = S. Now, suppose that in the kth round Algorithm queried a point
q = (q1, . . . , qd) ∈ S. The reply may be viewed as a binary sequence r = (r1, . . . rd),
such that ri = 1 when the reply says ti < qi or ri = 0, when ti > qi. By de Morgan’s
law the set of points inconsistent with the reply is X = X1 × X2 × · · · × Xd, where
Xi = {min{qi, ri(ni−1)}, . . . , max{qi, ri(ni−1)}}. Hence, the set of potential targets
after kth round is Pk = Pk−1 \ X. Moreover, because a sequence r may be identified
with the corner of the grid S, we say that Adversary (negatively) answered to the

corner r. We point out that the binary sequences are not extremities of the search
space S. For example, in a grid S = S1 × S2, for a query on a q = (q1, q2) a reply
saying t1 < q1 and t2 < q2 is interpreted as answering to the corner (1, 1) regardless
of the values of |S1| and |S2|. This notation simplifies our statements regarding
directions of reply inequalities by eliminating the need of referring to the dimension
sizes.

We will use the following Jensen type inequality:

Theorem 2.1. For any n ∈ N and any sequence (x1, x2, . . . , xn) of positive numbers

n
∑

i=1

log2 xi ≤ n log2

(

∑

n

i=1 xi

n

)

.

3. Optimal solution on 2 dimensions

In this section we show bounds for the query complexity for a 2-dimensional grid.
We hence prove Theorem 1.1 by giving the respective lower and upper bounds in
Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2.

Lemma 3.1. For any m ≥ n ≥ 1 it holds Q(m, n) ≥ n log2(m/n).

Proof. Denote the search space S = S1 × S2, m = |S1|, n = |S2|. Suppose that
Adversary hides the target somewhere on the diagonal of the grid G, i.e. on the set

Sdiag =
{

(x, y) : y =
⌊

(n − 1)
(

1 −
x

m − 1

)⌋}

.

Algorithm is informed that the target is on this diagonal (an example of such a
diagonal can be seen in Figure 1).

We define a lower (respectively upper) part of the grid as the set of points (a, b)
such that there exists (a, y) ∈ Sdiag that satisfies b < y (respectively b > y). Adver-
sary makes the following replies to each query on a point q. If q belongs to the lower
(respectively upper) part of the grid, then Adversary answers to the corner (0, 0)
(respectively to the corner (1, 1)). Considering the fact that Algorithm is informed
that the target belongs to Sdiag, such reply provides no new information to Algo-
rithm and hence we may assume that each query selects a point q ∈ Sdiag. (Note
that because of this artificial assumption, the game could end before the whole grid
is searched, i.e., Adversary may reveal the target when the set of potential targets
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Figure 1. A diagonal on which Adversary hides the target.

contains more than one element. Such a strategy shortening factor is valid for prov-
ing a lower bound.) If Algorithm queries a point q on the diagonal, Adversary’s
answer eliminates only a part of the line segment that includes the queried point,
and other line segments are not influenced. This is also achieved when Adversary
always answers to one of the earlier mentioned corners (0, 0) and (1, 1).

Having described the behavior of Adversary, we now calculate the query complex-
ity. Note that each line segment must be searched separately because each query
affects only one line segment. Hence, the number of queries needed to search one
line segment in Sdiag is at least 1 + ⌊log2 ⌊m/n⌋⌋, because each line segment in Sdiag

is of length at least ⌊m/n⌋. As a result, Algorithm has to search separately n line
segments spending at least log2(m/n) queries on each. This gives the required lower
bound. �

Our upper bound given in Lemma 3.2 is constructive in the sense that the proof
provides a search strategy. This strategy will be recursive (hence an inductive proof)
and the way to break the search space is to perform a binary search on a line segment.
The formal notation for that step is the following.

Consider the search space S as m × n grid, and suppose that at some round the
set of potential targets is a rectangular grid Pk = {m1, . . . , m2} × {n1, . . . , n2} ⊆ S,

for some m1 ≤ m2 < m and n1 ≤ n2 < n. For n′ =
⌊

n1+n2

2

⌋

we consider a

horizontal line segment L = L0 ⊆ Pk, containing the points (m1, n′), . . . , (m2, n′).
We say that Algorithm performs a binary search on a segment L if the following
is done. Initially all points in L are potential targets. In each round Algorithm
queries the middle element of L, that is, the point (mmid, n′), where mmid = ⌊(m1 +
m2)/2⌋. When Adversary answers to the corner (0, 0) or (0, 1)), let Lnew be (mmid +
1, n′), . . . , (m2, n′), otherwise (answer to the corner (1, 0) or (1, 1)) — let Lnew be
(m1, n′), . . . , (mmid − 1, n′). Algorithm sets L := Lnew and continues until |L| = 1.
After this search, including a query on the last point on L, when |L| = 1, the set of
possible targets satisfies Pk′ ⊆ Pk \ L0.

Moreover, there is an important side effect that allows to reduce Pk′ even more.
Let m00 (respectively m01) be the largest mmid for which Adversary answered to the
corner (0, 0) ((0, 1), respectively). When there was not such a reply set m00 := m1−1
(m01 := m1 − 1, respectively). Analogously, let m10 (m11) be the smallest mmid for
which Adversary answered to the corner (1, 0) ((1, 1), respectively). When there
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was not such a reply set m10 := m2 + 1 (m11 := m2 + 1, respectively). Then, (see
Figure 2)

Pk′ = Pk \ R00 \ R10 \ R01 \ R11, where

R00 = {0, . . . , m00} × {0, . . . , n′}, R10 = {m10, . . . , m − 1} × {0, . . . , n′},

R01 = {0, . . . , m01} × {n′, . . . , n − 1}, R11 = {m11, . . . , m − 1} × {n′, . . . , n − 1}.

Note that some of the sets R00, . . . , R11 may be empty, but because a binary search
on L0 was performed, it holds

max{m00, m01} + 1 = min{m10, m11},

so its union contains the whole set L0. But then the set Pk′ splits into at most two
smaller byproduct grids, that may be then searched separately, namely Pk′ = G0∪G1,
where

G0 = {m00 + 1, . . . , m10 − 1} × {0, . . . , n′ − 1},

G1 = {m01 + 1, . . . , m11 − 1} × {n′ + 1, . . . , n − 1}.

See Figure 2 for the illustration, and the proof of Lemma 3.2 for the properties of
these grids.

(m11, n − 1)(m01, n − 1)

(m00, 0) (m10, 0)

(0, ⌊ n−1

2
⌋) (m − 1, ⌊ n−1

2
⌋)

R00

R01 R11

R10 = ∅

Figure 2. Possible configuration after the binary search (with m10 = m).

The following lemma will be proved by induction and for this to be correct we do
not assume any relation between the sizes of dimensions m and n.

Lemma 3.2. For any m ≥ 1 and n = 2k − 1, where k ∈ N,

Q(m, n) ≤ n
(

log2

m + n

n + 1
+ 3

)

− log2(n + 1).

Proof. The lemma holds for n = 1, as Q(m, 1) ≤ log2 m + 1 is the proper bound for

the binary search and log2 m + 1 ≤
(

log2
m+1

2
+ 3

)

− log2(2). The lemma also holds

for m = 1, as Q(1, n) ≤ log2 n + 1 ≤ 3n − log2 n. Let now m > 1 and n = 2k − 1,
where k ∈ N. Assume for induction that for any m1 ∈ N and n1 = 2k1 −1 for k1 < k
there is

(1) Q(m1, n1) ≤ n1

(

log2

m1 + n1

n1 + 1
+ 3

)

− log2(n1 + 1).
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Performing the binary search on the line segment L = (0, n−1
2

) . . . (m − 1, n−1
2

)
Algorithm obtains two byproduct grids:

G0 = {m00 + 1, m00 + 2, . . . , m10 − 1} ×
{

0, 1, . . . ,
n − 1

2
− 1

}

and

G1 = {m01 + 1, m01 + 2, . . . , m11 − 1} ×
{

n − 1

2
+ 1,

n − 1

2
+ 2, . . . , n − 1

}

.

Note that if m00 ≥ 0 and m01 ≥ 0, then Adversary provided at least one answer
to the corner (0, 0) and one to the corner (0, 1). Hence, if m00 ≥ m01, then changing
each reply of Adversary from the corner (0, 1) to (0, 0) gives that G0 remains the
same and G1 becomes a superset of the former G1. Due to symmetry we can hence
assume that m01 = −1. By the same argument either m10 = m or m11 = m. As
already mentioned there is max{m00, m01} + 1 = min{m10, m11}, hence the total
width of these two grids is m. If one of them is empty, we may split the other one
arbitrarily into G0 and G1. Therefore, we may assume that after the binary search
on the line segment L the set of possible targets consists of two grids of dimensions
m′ × n−1

2
and m − m′ × n−1

2
.

Since for the binary search ⌊log2 m⌋+1 queries were performed and using inductive
assumption in (1) we have that

Q(m, n) ≤
n − 1

2

(

log2

m′ + n−1
2

n−1
2

+ 1
+ 3

)

+
n − 1

2

(

log2

m − m′ + n−1
2

n−1
2

+ 1
+ 3

)

−2 log2

(

n − 1

2
+ 1

)

+ log2 m + 1

≤
n − 1

2

(

log2(m
′ + n/2) + log2(m − m′ + n/2) − 2 log2

n + 1

2
+ 6

)

−2 (log2(n + 1) − 1) + log2(m + n) + 1

=
n − 1

2

(

log2(m
′ + n/2) + log2(m − m′ + n/2) − 2 log2(n + 1) + 8

)

−2 log2(n + 1) + log2(m + n) + 3.

By Theorem 2.1, log2(m′ + n/2) + log2(m−m′ + n/2) ≤ 2 log2(m+ n) −2 and hence

Q(m, n) ≤ n log2(m + n) +
n − 1

2
(−2 log2(n + 1) + 6) − 2 log2(n + 1) + 3

= n log2(m + n) + (n − 1)
(

− log2(n + 1) + 3
)

− 2 log2(n + 1) + 3

= n log2(m + n) − n log2(n + 1) + 3(n − 1) − log2(n + 1) + 3

= n log2

m + n

n + 1
+ 3n − log2(n + 1),

which gives the bound in the lemma. �

Proof of Theorem 1.1. For any n, Algorithm can consider playing on a larger grid
with dimensions m × n1, where k1 is minimum so that n1 = 2k1 − 1 ≥ n. By Lemma
3.2,

Q(m, n1) ≤ n1

(

log2

m + n1

n1 + 1
+ 3

)

.

Consequently for all m and n such that m ≥ n ≥ 1

Q(m, n) ≤ 2n
(

log2

m + n

n + 1
+ 3

)

≤ 2n
(

log2

m

n + 1
+ 4

)

.
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�

4. Lower bounds

In this section we prove lower bounds for the query complexity Q(n1, n2, n3) of any
3-dimensional grid and for the query complexity Q(n×d) of a d-dimensional cube.
The former meets the upper bound shown in the next section, for the latter there
is a gap of order d.

4.1. Lower bound for 3-dimensional grid. This section consists of a proof of
the lower bound in Theorem 1.2, which also gives the following:

Corollary 4.1. For any n ≥ 1, Q(n, n, n) ≥ 1
2
n(n − 1).

To prove Theorem 1.2, we show a particular Adversary’s strategy that guarantees
the sufficient number of queries. Let S be the search space S1 × S2 × S3, where Si =
{0, . . . , ni − 1}, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Let us assume that Adversary informs Algorithm that
the target is hidden somewhere on the (discrete) plane H defined by the equation

H =

{

(x1, x2, x3) ∈ S : x2 =

⌊

(

n2 − 1
)

(

1 −
x1

2(n1 − 1)
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)⌋}

.

Figure 3 is a graphical visualization of this plane on an exemplary grid with dimen-
sions 6 × 5 × 4.

(0,0,0)

(5,4,3)

(0,2,3)

(0,2,2)
(1,2,2)

(1,2,1)
(2,2,1)

(3,2,1)

(3,2,0) (4,2,0)
(5,2,0)

Figure 3. Points that have to be searched to find the target on the grid
with dimensions 6 × 5 × 4.

Figure 4 is a view from the top of this grid where each level is colored differently.

For a given (x1, x2, x3) ∈ H fix x2, x3. Then the number of points on one level
and in one row parallel to the longest side of the cuboid created by the grid S is the
cardinality of the set

B =

{

x1 :

⌊

(n2 − 1)

(

1 −
x1

2(n1 − 1)
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)⌋

= x2

}

.

The elements of this set satisfy the two following inequalities:

x2 ≤ (n2 − 1)

(

1 −
x1

2(n1 − 1)
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)

< x2 + 1.
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Figure 4. A view from the top of the grid with dimensions 6×5×4 (each
color is a different level of the grid).

From this we obtain bounds for x1:

x2

n2 − 1
≤ 1 −

x1

2(n1 − 1)
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)
<

x2 + 1

n2 − 1
,

x2

n2 − 1
− 1 +

x3

2(n3 − 1)
≤ −

x1

2(n1 − 1)
<

x2 + 1

n2 − 1
− 1 +

x3

2(n3 − 1)
,

1 −
x2

n2 − 1
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)
≥

x1

2(n1 − 1)
> 1 −

x2 + 1

n2 − 1
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)
,

2(n1 − 1)

(

1 −
x2

n2 − 1
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)

≥ x1 > 2(n1 − 1)

(

1 −
x2 + 1

n2 − 1
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)

.

Hence, the number of elements in the set B is:

|B| ≤ 2(n1 − 1)

(

1 −
x2

n2 − 1
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)

− 2(n1 − 1)

(

1 −
x2 + 1

n2 − 1
−

x3

2(n3 − 1)

)

= 2(n1 − 1)
(

x2 + 1

n2 − 1
−

x2

n2 − 1

)

= 2 ·
n1 − 1

n2 − 1
.

A query anywhere outside of the selected plane does not provide any new informa-
tion about the location of the target. Whereas a query on this plane can eliminate
only a part of the line segment on the same level as the queried point and in the
same row. Thus, each row on each level has to be searched separately. The selected
plane has n1 n3 points. Let us count how many line segments of length 2 · n1−1

n2−1
need

to be searched:

n1 n3

(

2(n1 − 1)

n2 − 1

)

−1

=
1

2
n1 n3

n2 − 1

n1 − 1
≥

1

2
(n2 − 1) n3,

where for the latter we used n1

n1−1
≥ 1. Finally, the number Q∗ of queries needed to

be asked to find the target on the selected plane B is equal to

Q∗ =
1

2
(n2 − 1) n3



 log2

(

2 ·
n1 − 1

n2 − 1

)

+ 1



 ≥
1

2
(n2 − 1) n3

(

log2

n1 − 1

n2 − 1
+ 1

)

.

As basically Q(n1, n2, n3) ≥ Q∗ the theorem holds. This completes the proof of
Theorem 1.2.
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4.2. Lower bound for a d-dimensional cube. Briefly, our approach to prove
the lower bound is to allow Adversary to answer only to corners (0, 0, . . . , 0) and
(1, 1, . . . , 1) and to restrict the target area to the diagonal hyperplane, that is antipo-
dal to these corners. However, for the discrete hyperplane of dimension d ≥ 4, this
approach does not guarantee anymore to remove one point only from the hyperplane
per one query.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Given n ∈ N
+ let S = {0, . . . , n − 1}×d be the search space.

Let us assume that Adversary informs Algorithm that the target is hidden some-
where on the (discrete) hyperplane H defined by the equation

H =
{

(x1, . . . , xd) ∈ S : xd =
⌊

n − 1 −
x1 + x2 + · · · + xd−1

d − 1

⌋}

.

Clearly, |H| = nd−1. For a given (x1, . . . xd) ∈ H fix x2, . . . , xd and calculate the
number of points on a fixed level of H lying on one line, that means the points that
differs on the first coordinate only. It is defined by the cardinality of the set

D =

{

x1 :

⌊

n − 1 −
x1 + x2 + · · · + xd−1

d − 1

⌋

= xd

}

.

The elements of this set satisfy the following inequalities:

xd ≤ n − 1 −
x1 + x2 + · · · + xd−1

d − 1
< xd + 1.

This gives

n − xd − 1 ≥
x1 + x2 + · · · + xd−1

d − 1
> n − xd − 2,

(d − 1)(n − xd − 1) ≥ x1 + x2 + · · · + xd−1 > (d − 1)(n − xd − 2),

and hence

(d − 1)(n − xd − 1) − x2 − · · · − xd−1 ≥ x1 > (d − 1)(n − xd − 2) − x2 − · · · − xd−1.

Hence, the size of the set D is bounded by

|D| ≤ (d − 1) (n − xd − 1) − (d − 1) (n − xd − 2)

= (d − 1) (n − xd − 1) − (d − 1) (n − xd − 1) + d − 1 = d − 1.

It means that in each line on one level of the grid H , there are d − 1 points except
for the line segments on the edges, where they can be shorter. Note that, although
the calculation was done for the first coordinate, by the symmetry of H the same
holds for any other coordinate.

Adversary informs Algorithm that he will always answer for a query on a point
x = (x1, . . . , xd) in such a way that:

• if x /∈ H , then he answers in such a way to not eliminate any part of the
hyperplane H ,

• otherwise, calculating s =
∑

d

i=1 xi, if the remainder l of dividing s by d−1, l =

s mod (d − 1), is 0 or l belongs to the interval
(

d−1
2

, d − 1
]

, then Adversary

answers to the corner (1, . . . , 1)

• if l belongs to the interval
(

0, d−1
2

]

, then Adversary answers to the corner

(0, . . . , 0).
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It means that Algorithm needs to query all points on the hyperplane H for which

the remainder of dividing the sum of its coordinates by d − 1 is
⌊

d−1
2

⌋

or
⌊

d−1
2

⌋

+ 1.

As a result, 2
⌊

n
d−1

d−1

⌋

points have to be queried. So, for Adversary’s optimal strategy

Q(H) ≥ 2
⌊

nd−1

d−1

⌋

. �

5. Upper bound

We finally prove the upper bound for the query complexity on a d-dimensional
grid stated in Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. The proof is done by induction on d with base step (for d = 2)
given by Theorem 1.1. For the inductive step, fix d ≥ 3 and assume that the theorem
holds true for all grids on dimension less that d. Given n1 ≥ n2 ≥ · · · ≥ nd ≥ 1
let G be a grid with dimensions n1 × n2 × · · · × nd. Algorithm treats the game
on G like nd independent games on (d − 1)-dimensional grids G′ with dimensions
n1 ×n2 ×· · ·×nd−1 each. Thus, Algorithm plays nd independent games, each with an
upper bound on the query complexity being according to the inductive assumption:

Q(G′) ∈ O

(

d−1
∏

i=2

ni

(

log2

n1

n2

+ 1
)

)

.

Since Q(G) ≤ nd · Q(G′), the theorem holds by induction. �
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