
Recent Developments in Real Quantifier
Elimination and Cylindrical Algebraic

Decomposition
(Extended Abstract of Invited Talk)

Matthew England[0000−0001−5729−3420]

Coventry University, Coventry, UK Matthew.England@coventry.ac.uk
https://matthewengland.coventry.domains

Abstract. This extended abstract accompanies an invited talk at CASC
2024, which surveys recent developments in Real Quantifier Elimination
(QE) and Cylindrical Algebraic Decomposition (CAD). After introduc-
ing these concepts we will first consider adaptations of CAD inspired by
computational logic, in particular the algorithms which underpin modern
SAT solvers. CAD theory has found use in collaboration with these via
the Satisfiability Modulo Theory (SMT) paradigm; while the ideas be-
hind SAT/SMT have led to new algorithms for Real QE. Second we will
consider the optimisation of CAD through the use of Machine Learning
(ML). The choice of CAD variable ordering has become a key case study
for the use of ML to tune algorithms in computer algebra. We will also
consider how explainable AI techniques might give insight for improved
computer algebra software without any reliance on ML in the final code.

Keywords: Quantifier Elimination · Cylindrical Algebraic Decomposi-
tion · SAT · SMT · Machine Learning · Explainable AI.

1 Real Quantifier Elimination

Quantifier Elimination (QE) may be considered as a form of simplification in
mathematical logic: given a quantified logical statement QE will produce a state-
ment which is equivalent and does not involve any logical quantifiers (there exists
/ for all statements). Real QE refers to the case where the logical atoms are con-
straints on polynomials over the real numbers.

For example, QE would convert the quantified statement ∃x, x2+3x+1 > 0
to True (consider e.g. x = 0); while the quantified statement ∀x, x2 + 3x+ 1 >
0 is converted to False (consider e.g. x = −1). What about when there are
unquantified variables in the formula? Consider for example ∀x, x2+ bx+1 > 0.
We just saw this was False when b = 3 but we can also see it is True when
b = 0. The truth depends on the unquantified b. Using a Real QE procedure we
may uncover that an equivalent unquantified statement is −2 < b < 2. I.e. the
original statement is True for such values of b and False otherwise.

In the 1940s Tarski demonstrated that Real QE is always possible [25], but
it took decades before an algorithm could achieve Real QE in practice.
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Fig. 1. Visualisation of sign-invariant CADs built for the polynomial x2 + bx+ 1.
On the left: the polynomial is graphed as the dark solid curve with the seven 2D cells in
the CAD the regions separated by the graph and the additional dotted lines. Note that
the CAD also contains two point cells (the points where the tangent of the polynomial
is vertical); and eight 1D cells (the curve segments of the polynomial’s graph either
side of the point cells and the vertical line segments at x = ±2 either side of the point
cells). Each cell contains a sample point (solid circles). On the right: the sample points
have been shaded green (lighter in greyscale) and red (darker in greyscale) depending
on the truth of x2 + bx+ 1 ≤ 0. The true cells have been projected onto the b-axis.

2 Cylindrical Algebraic Decomposition

Collins introduced Cylindrical Algebraic Decomposition (CAD) as a method to
solve the Real QE problem in the 1970s [9]. A CAD is a decomposition of Rn

into connected subsets known as cells. Each cell is a semi-algebraic set and the
cells are arranged cylindrically, meaning the projection of any pair of such cells
(with respect to the declared variable ordering) is either equal or disjoint. I.e. the
cells stack up in cylinders over cells in Rn−1. Collins’ CAD is produced relative
to a set of input polynomials and guarantees that each of these polynomials
has invariant sign (negative, zero, or positive) throughout any such cell. The
sign invariant decomposition allows us to draw conclusions over an infinite space
by observing behaviour at a finite number of sample points (one per cell); the
cylindricity allows us to easily project and check membership of cells, and the
semi-algebraic property means we can construct solution formulae from them.

An existential QE problem may be tackled by building a CAD for the polyno-
mials involved, testing to identify cells where the formulae is satisfied, projecting
true cells, and then taking their union. For example, consider ∃x, x2+bx+1 ≤ 0.
A sign-invariant CAD for the polynomial in the formula is shown on the left of
Figure 1. On the right the cells have been shaded according to the truth of the
formula and projecting the true cells identified b ≤ −2 ∨ b ≥ 2. These are the
values of our unquantified variable for which there exists a suitable x.
A universal QE problem is tackled by using the transformation

∀xP (x) = ¬∃x¬P (x)
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to convert it to an existential QE problem whose answer we then negate. Recall
our original example from Section 1 was ∀x, x2+bx+1 > 0. The translation leads
us to study ∃x, x2 + bx+1 ≤ 0 whose solution we just uncovered. Negating that
gives −2 < b ∧ b < +2, as previously claimed in Section 1. The CAD structure
is well suited for QE as we can project and take complements of cells with ease.

3 The Doubly Exponential Wall

CAD is probably the best known general purpose method for Real QE. However,
CAD has doubly exponential complexity [6], in effect producing a wall beyond
which its application is infeasible. This is visualised in comparison to exponential
growth in Figure 2. In the almost half century since its inception there has been a
tremendous amount of research to improve the performance of CAD. The first 20
years of progress were summarised in the book [7] and in particular the article
[10]. For work in the subsequent decades see for example the introduction of
[4]. None of these improvements have addressed the fundamental complexity of
CAD; however, they have brought a great many more applications into scope of
CAD, in effect "pushing back" that doubly exponential wall.

Fig. 2. These piles of grain demonstrate exponential growth (left) and doubly expo-
nential growth (right). Image credit: Tereso del Río.

In this talk we will consider two recent developments in CAD theory which
push the doubly exponential wall further still. Both integrate of CAD with other
sub-fields of Computer Science and we hypothesise that other areas of symbolic
computation and computer algebra may benefit from similar integrations.
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4 CAD and Satisfiability Checking

Consider a restriction of the QE problem to the case where all variables are
existentially quantified, i.e. to identify whether

∃x1,∃x2, . . . ,∃xnF (x1, x2, . . . , xn)

(for some logical formula F ) is either True (satisfiable, SAT) or False (unsatis-
fiable, UNSAT). This is the Satisfiability Checking problem. In the case where
the atoms of the formulae F are multivariate polynomials constraints then this
may be solved using a CAD for the polynomials involved. How can we adapt
CAD to benefit from the simpler logical structure?

4.1 SAT and SMT

In the case where the atoms of F are Boolean then we have the original SAT
problem. Although famously NP-complete, there now exist SAT-solvers which
can routinely tackle extremely large SAT problems in practice. The success of
SAT solvers stems from their sophisticated search algorithms to process the
exponential search space, see for example [3]. Such is the success, that they are
now used to tackle long-standing open problems in mathematics [14].

The Satisfiability Modulo Theory (SMT) paradigm seeks to apply SAT-
solvers on more general problems by combining them with a theorem solver
which can check the compatibility of a set of atoms in the domain of interest.
They work in a loop as visualised in Figure 3 with the SAT-solver proposing
solutions to the Boolean skeleton of the formula to be checked by the theory
solver. If found unsuitable the skeleton is extended to rule out such solutions.

Fig. 3. Schematic of the Satisfiability Modulo Theory Paradigm
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4.2 CAD as Theory Solver

CAD is one possibility for theory solver in the case of SMT for non-linear real
arithmetic. However, for this to be efficient the CAD implementation should sup-
port incremental calls, backtracking and minimal explanation generation when
there is no solution [18]. For problems where the solution is SAT this approach
can determine the solution much faster than CAD alone as an entire decompo-
sition need be constructed. For UNSAT problems this approach can still give
benefits by allowing us to reach the conclusion through the study of multiple
smaller problems rather than one big problem: beneficial for an algorithm with
double exponential complexity.

4.3 New CAD-based algorithms

Subsequently, the present author and colleagues redesigned the CAD based SMT
theory solver to make use of the key ideas behind SAT/SMT in [2]. Like a
SAT-solver this takes a search-based approach: choosing a sample point not yet
considered and generalising the findings at that point to a cell around the point
using CAD theory. The cells produced gradually form of covering of Rn, rather
than a decomposition, which can be achieved with a smaller number of larger
cells, requiring less computation as visualised in Figure 4. Subsequent sample
points are chosen from outside cells already generated, in effect guiding the search
away from unproductive areas of the search space, analogous to the conflict
driven clause learning inside SAT solvers. This cylindrical algebraic covering
concept has since been extended to tackle the original Real QE problem from
Section 1 in [19].

Fig. 4. Figure 15 from [2]. Demonstrating that a fewer number of polynomials (only
those whose intersection with the shaded region is dotted) may be used to produce a
covering than a decomposition (which would use all polynomials graphed).



6 M. England

4.4 SC2

This is just one example of the integration of computer algebra systems and
SAT/SMT solvers as supported by the SC2 initiative [1]. SAT-solvers have also
inspired the NuCAD method for Real QE [5], while the new MCSAT proof
framework for satisfiabilty checking (an alternative to the SMT paradigm) was
originally developed with an adaption of CAD in [17].

Another recent influence of SAT/SMT to Real QE is the proof system pre-
sentation of algorithms, which allows for the elegant separation of mathematical
correctness from heuristic choices to be optimised [22].

5 CAD and Machine Learning

Machine Learning (ML) uses statistics upon large quantities of data to learn how
to perform tasks that have not been explicitly programmed. ML technology is
behind most recent Artificial Intelligence (AI) applications. It is natural to ask
whether ML can help with symbolic computation?

An example of ML to perform tasks traditionally undertaken by computer
algebra is [20] which used a transformer to perform function integration and solve
ODEs. However, those tasks are cheap to symbolically check a proposed answer,
allowing us to mitigate any risks from the ML being wrong: this is not case for
most computer algebra tasks, including Real QE. For most tasks we suggest it
may be better to use computer algebra in tandem with ML, by allowing the ML
to tune or guide the symbolic computation algorithm. Some of the challenges to
overcome here include how best to embed the algebra problem for the ML tools;
how to minimise the amount of costly symbolic computation labelling of data;
and how to generate representative data sets?

5.1 CAD Variable Ordering Choice

One choice in the CAD algorithm that can benefit from tuning is the variable
ordering. This determines the order of processing by the algorithm (and is used
in the definition of cylindricity). Depending on the application there is often
freedom in the choice: for Real QE we must order the variables as they are
quantified but have freedom inside quantifier blocks (and in the order of the
unquantified variables). The variable ordering can make a substantial difference
to the number of cells produced as visualised in Figure 5, and can effect the
tractibiloty and even the complexity of CAD [6].

The first paper to apply ML to tune any sort of computer algebra was in
fact a 2014 study to select the variable ordering for CAD [15] (in fact, to se-
lect which of three human-designed heuristics to follow for the choice). In the
decade that followed the CAD variable ordering choice has become something
of a case study for ML optimisation of computer algebra with experiments since
including different models [12], different embedding [13], deep learning [8] and
reinforcement learning [16]. We note recent lessons on the need for care over the
dataset and the benefits of data augmentation [11].
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Fig. 5. Two CADs for the same polynomial with full dimensional cells the connected
regions between the graph and the additional horizontal lines. On the left the cells
project into a single cylinder over the whole horizontal axis; while on the right they
project onto multiple cylinders over the vertical axis.

5.2 Future Progress from Explainable AI?

Understandably, some computer algebra developers would prefer to avoid the use
of ML in their systems, to avoid code/data dependencies, to ensure deterministic
behaviour, and to avoid reliance on a black box. We finish by pointing out that
such developers may still gain insight from the results of ML.

In [23] the authors applied reinforcement learning to choose the order in
which to process S-pairs in Buchberger’s algorithm for a Gröbner Basis. Their
analysis in [23, §5.1] of the ML model revealed some simple strategies that ac-
counted for much of the model’s benefit. Although simple, these strategies were
not previously documented in the literature. Developers who read this could
implement and use these strategies without any use of ML themselves.

This led to our recent work in [24] which sought to use Explainable AI (XAI)
tools to automate such analysis for the case of CAD variable ordering choice. We
applied the SHAP tool [21] to explain our previous work and had this identify
the most important features in decision making. Using a small number of these
in a simple decision tree heuristic which may be implemented in a few lines of
code, we outperform the previous (non-ML) based state-of-the-art heuristic for
the CAD variable ordering choice.

We hypothesise that this approach − the development of human-designed
heuristics following suggestions from the use of XAI tools to explain an ML
choice for the decision − may be a profitable new methodology for heuristic
design within computer algebra systems.
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