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Abstract
Table reasoning is crucial for leveraging structured data in domains
such as finance, healthcare, and scientific research. While large lan-
guage models (LLMs) show promise in multi-step reasoning, purely
text-based methods often struggle with the complex numerical com-
putations and fine-grained operations inherently required in this
task. Tool-integrated reasoning improves computational accuracy
via explicit code execution, yet existing systems frequently rely
on rigid patterns, supervised imitation, and lack true autonomous
adaptability. In this paper, we present TableMind, an LLM-driven
table reasoning agent that (i) autonomously performs multi-turn
tool invocation, (ii) writes and executes data-analyzing code in
a secure sandbox environment for data analysis and precise nu-
merical reasoning, and (iii) exhibits high-level capabilities such as
planning and self-reflection to adapt strategies. To realize these ca-
pabilities, we adopt a two-stage fine-tuning paradigm built on top
of a powerful pre-trained language model: supervised fine-tuning
on high-quality reasoning trajectories to establish effective tool
usage patterns, followed by reinforcement fine-tuning to optimize
multi-objective strategies. In particular, we propose Rank-Aware
Policy Optimization (RAPO), which increases the update weight of
high-quality trajectories when their output probabilities are lower
than those of low-quality ones, thereby guiding the model more
consistently toward better and more accurate answers. Extensive
experiments on several mainstream benchmarks demonstrate that
TableMind achieves superior performance compared to competitive
baselines, yielding substantial gains in both reasoning accuracy
and computational precision. To ensure the reproducibility of our
results, we have made our experiment codes publicly available at
https://github.com/lennendd/TableMind.
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1 Introduction
Tabular data [12, 34] serves as a cornerstone for structured infor-
mation across diverse domains, from scientific research[21] and
clinical reporting[23] to financial analysis[3]. The combination of
this data’s widespread use and recent breakthroughs in artificial
intelligence [4, 20] has sparked significant academic and industrial
interest in automated table reasoning[30, 40]. Effectively solving
foundational tasks like table question answering[6, 24] or table fact
verification[1, 2] over tables presents a complex challenge, as it
requires a combination of different skills: the precise retrieval of
specific facts, robust natural language understanding, and accurate
numerical computation.

The recent evolution of LLMs[5, 39] has marked a paradigm
shift in natural language processing. Techniques like Chain-of-
Thought[31] prompting have unlock powerful multistep reason-
ing abilities. However, these models falter when confronted with
quantitative tasks grounded in structured data, as their internal
mechanisms for numerical computation and symbolic logic are
inherently limited. To address this, research has increasingly fo-
cused on frameworks in which LLMs act as a reasoning engine to
generate code for external execution. This synergy between the
high-level reasoning of an LLM and the precise computation of a
code environment has dramatically improved the accuracy of table
reasoning. To structure this synergy, many state-of-the-art meth-
ods have adopted workflow-driven methodologies [28, 33], such as
those following a plan-then-execute paradigm. These frameworks
impose a structured control-flow on the problem-solving process,
guiding the model through a pre-defined sequence of steps.

However, the rigidity of these predefined workflows presents
three potential constraints, hindering the development of truly au-
tonomous reasoning. Firstly, their reliance on fixed templates or
analysis patterns restricts flexibility when encountering diverse or
unseen table structures and query types. Secondly, models trained
via supervised imitation to mimic these fixed reasoning trajectories
are often restricted in their ability to explore novel or more efficient
strategies autonomously. Thirdly, and most critically, these systems
lack a mechanism for iterative self-correction; they tend to follow
a linear execution path and struggle to adapt when faced with
unexpected execution errors or intermediate results. Metaphori-
cally speaking, these methods behave more like clerks following a
fixed checklist—the workflow—rather than expert analysts who can
improvise, learn from mistakes, and refine their approach on the
fly. This distinction highlights the need to move from structured
workflows to dynamic agents[14].

To bridge this gap, we propose TableMind, a novel programmatic
agent for tool-augmented table reasoning that achieves autonomous
and adaptive problem-solving. At its core, TableMind operates in
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Human Mind
1. Analyze the purpose

2. Find the data and calculate

3. Get the answer

What is the average math 

score of Class 102?

… …

Answer

After analyzing 

and calculating, 

the answer is 91.2

Planning

I solved this 

problem in 

three steps.

Action 1

```code

Select the row

```

I found the 

data you were 

looking for.

Reflection

Based on this 

data, I can…

Code Sandbox

Our TableMind

The answer is 91.2

LLM

Multi-turns

Observation

Figure 1: TableMind mimics the human chain of thought by using a multi-turn plan-action-reflect loop to solve table tasks.

an iterative plan-action-reflect loop. It first decomposes a com-
plex problem into a sequence of executable steps. It then generates
and runs Python code to perform each step. Finally, it critically
evaluates the execution feedback—whether a successful output or
an error message—to reassess its progress and dynamically adjust
its subsequent actions. This iterative cycle empowers the agent
to solve tasks with the flexibility and resilience of a human data
analyst, enabling it to autonomously navigate complex reasoning
paths and recover from errors. To train TableMind, we propose a
two-stage optimization framework that enables the agent to evolve
from imitation learning to strategic autonomy. The first SFT stage,
injects an inductive bias for tool use, allowing the model to master
essential syntax and common calling patterns. The second stage
leverages Reinforcement Fine-tuning (RFT) to transition the agent
from knowing how to use tools to understanding when, why, and
how to use them optimally. To guide this process effectively, we de-
sign a fine-grained, multi-objective reward function and introduce
RAPO, a novel algorithm that weights learning based on trajectory
quality to improve exploration efficiency in complex strategy spaces.
Through this framework, TableMind demonstrates two key advan-
tages. First, by reflecting on execution outcomes, it can dynamically
adjust its plan, achieving high flexibility. Second, its self-correction
loop allows the agent to recover from intermediate failures, ensur-
ing more reliable final outputs. Extensive experiments on multiple
benchmark datasets show that TableMind achieves significant per-
formance gains over existing baselines. Comprehensive analyses
further highlight the framework’s effectiveness, adaptability, and
ability to generate logical and coherent reasoning paths.To summa-
rize, our main contributions can be listed as follows:

• We propose TableMind, a novel agent framework for table
reasoning that seamlessly integrates autonomous planning,
precise tool execution, and reflective adaptation, enabling
flexible and robust problem-solving.

• We design a two-stage training paradigm that effectively
combines SFT for foundational knowledge acquisition with
RFT for advanced strategy optimization, further enhanced
by a novel rank-aware policy optimization method.

• We conduct extensive and rigorous experiments demonstrat-
ing that TableMind consistently achieves state-of-the-art
performance, clearly showcasing its superior adaptability
and advanced reasoning capabilities across diverse and chal-
lenging table reasoning tasks.

2 Related Work
Table reasoning has been a prominent research area for the last
decade. The rise of LLMs and agents has recently led to major break-
throughs in core components like natural language understanding
and numerical computation. This section will focus on research
related to table reasoning and LLM agents.

2.1 Table Reasoning
By presenting data in a structured format, tables serve as a powerful
means for organizing, storing, and analyzing information. Inspired
by the success of Masked Language Modeling in BERT[16], involves
masking parts of the table. For instance, TaPas[10] adopts this by
requiring the model to reconstruct masked cells during pre-training.
Pasta[8] and TUTA[29] extend this concept by proposing to mask
entire columns or segments of the table. In contrast, TAPEX[17] pur-
sues a different paradigm. It pre-trains an encoder-decoder model
on a large, synthetic SQL dataset. This enables the model to function
as a SQL executor, thereby achieving a deeper understanding of the
tabular structure. With the emergence of LLMs, the focus shifted
toward general-purpose systems that can perform multiple table
reasoning tasks without task-specific retraining. Models such as
TableLLaMA[41], TableLLM[42], and the TableGPT series[26, 38]
adapt LLMs to structured data by combining language reasoning
with table parsing, often achieving strong zero-shot and few-shot
performance. Another line of work emphasizes workflow-driven
methods. Chain-of-Table[30] follows a data-flow paradigm, updat-
ing the table after each reasoning step, while PoTable[22] adopts a
plan-then-execute strategy, decoupling planning from execution
through external tools. Recent reinforcement learning frameworks
have notably enhanced the reasoning capabilities of LLMs, as seen
in DeepSeek-R1[9]. Extending this line, Table-R1[32] applies rule-
based reinforcement learning to structured tables. Overall, language
models have become central to table reasoning[27], underscoring
their growing research significance.

2.2 LLM-based Agent
Large Language Models often struggle with complex reasoning or
multi-step planning tasks when relying solely on purely text-based
inference. To address these challenges, recent work has increas-
ingly integrated external tool use and explicit planning strategies
to augment model capabilities[28]. For example, some methods
adopt an iterative data-flow approach that continuously updates
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an internal state after each reasoning step, while others follow a
plan-and-execute paradigm—first generating a detailed plan and
then invoking external tools to carry it out. However, such rigid,
predefined pipelines can significantly limit flexibility, motivating
the development of more dynamic agent frameworks that plan and
select tools on the fly. One such approach is ReAct [33], which inter-
leaves reasoning and action: the agent alternates between thinking
and taking an action based on its current reasoning state, enabling
continuous interaction with an external environment. Another ex-
ample is CRITIC [7], where the agent learns via self-reflection by
using external resources (e.g., search engines or knowledge bases)
to validate and refine its decisions, effectively self-correcting mis-
takes. Building on these ideas, our work trains an LLM-based agent
on a smaller-scale model to explore autonomous tool use. Despite
progress in LLM agent research, the design of fully autonomous
execution pipelines—such as enabling the agent to write and run
code within a secure sandbox—remains largely unexplored.

3 Preliminaries
In this section, we first define the table reasoning problem and
formalize its key components. We then present the core ideas and
underlying principles of TableMind that guide our approach.

3.1 Task Formulation
We consider the task of table reasoning as a structured decision-
making problem grounded in tool-augmented language modeling.
Each instance is represented as a tuple (𝑇,𝑄,𝐴), where 𝑇 denotes
a structured table, 𝑄 is a natural language query (e.g., a question
or a factual statement), and 𝐴 is the corresponding answer. Unlike
conventional QA settings, table reasoning often involves multi-step
computation, intermediate result verification, and error correction.
Thus, the task requires not only semantic understanding of𝑇 and𝑄 ,
but also precise numerical reasoning, which may involve interme-
diate state tracking, external tool usage, and dynamic adjustment
of the reasoning path. Formally, the goal is to learn a reasoning
policy 𝜋 that, given the initial inputs (𝑇,𝑄), generates a sequence of
intermediate reasoning steps {𝑠𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1, and produces a final answer
𝐴 = R({𝑠𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1), where R denotes an aggregation or termination
function, and each step 𝑠𝑘 may involve code generation, execution,
and feedback-based refinement.

3.2 Design Principles
Large language models demonstrate strong capabilities in under-
standing natural language, making them valuable tools for the
complex task of table reasoning. This task requires interpreting
structured data, executing precise computations, and synthesizing
intermediate results, often necessitating interaction with external
tools to ensure accuracy. However, current research presents a dis-
tinct dilemma, forcing a choice between two insufficient paradigms.
On one hand, many existing approaches omit tool usage entirely,
treating reasoning as a single-pass generation process. These meth-
ods lack mechanisms for external verification or self-correction,
often failing on tasks that require complex computation. On the
other hand, the few methods that do incorporate tool interaction
are heavily reliant on massive, proprietary models. Their tool invo-
cation patterns are often rigid and pre-defined, lacking the capacity

for dynamic reflection, and their dependence on large-scale models
creates significant barriers to computational cost and adaptability.
This landscape reveals a critical and unfilled research gap: the ab-
sence of systems that combine autonomous tool invocation and
reflection with lightweight, accessible models.

4 TableMind
This section describes the construction of the TableMind, which is
trained using a two-stage process of Supervised Fine-tuning and
Reinforcement Fine-tuning. This allows it to implement a plan-
action-reflect loop for flexible and autonomous table reasoning.

4.1 Overview
TableMind consists of a two-stage training framework for table rea-
soning with LLMs. This framework leverages a structured prompt
template to unify various table inputs and to teach the model how
to understand task instructions. The first SFT stage aims to equip
the model with the foundational ability to invoke tools. We use ex-
amples that distill from expert models as training data. The second
stage employs RFT to guide the model in autonomously exploring
superior tool-use strategies and more complex reasoning paths. We
designed a fine-grained reward function tailored for table reason-
ing and introduced the RAPO method. By ranking and weighting
reasoning trajectories of varying quality, RAPO efficiently opti-
mizes decision sequences to strike a balance between final answer
accuracy. An overview of the framework is provided in Figure 2.

4.2 Prompt Template
We design a structured prompt template to ensure consistent and
accurate reasoning from the Large Language Model. Our prompt
is constructed by combining two main components: a general In-
struction block and a problem-specific table task block. The Instruc-
tion component defines the model’s persona and core operational
methodology. It assigns the role of an expert AI data analyst and
mandates a specific reasoning process: analyzing the problem, plan-
ning a strategy, executing code for data manipulation and reflecting
the output. The table task block component provides the concrete
details for each specific problem instance. It consists of the table
content and the corresponding table question.

4.3 Supervised Fine-tuning
Applying reinforcement learning directly to complex tabular rea-
soning poses significant challenges—specifically, an overly broad
search space and slow convergence. To address these issues, training
begins with an essential SFT stage. This stage serves as a warm-up
phase, aligning the model’s output format, enabling it to master the
basic syntax of the plan–action–reflect cycle, and establishing an
initial, reasonably stable policy for generating valid and logically
coherent code. This design alleviates the instability associated with
starting from a cold policy that lacks basic tool-use capabilities. We
construct a high-quality dataset of reasoning trajectories for SFT
using an iterative, multi-turn framework. At its core, this frame-
work employs a knowledge distillation[11] approach, aiming to
convert the programmatic knowledge and reasoning processes of
an expert model into structured training samples. First, we prompt
the expert model to generate a plan and a corresponding initial
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Instruction

You are a reasoning agent 

that solves problems by 

thinking and using tools …

## Table Content:

| Product | Category | 

## Question: 

How many categories ...

Table Task

Multi-objective

Rule-based RM

Reinforcement Fine-tuning

RewardsAdvantages

Supervised Fine-tuning

Base Language Model

SFT Model

Group

Interpreter

Prompt Building

Teacher LLM

This is my plan 

and my code

Interpreter

Ok. Here is 

the output …

I think the right 

answer is …

SFT Model

Product Category Price Quantity

Phone electronics 5000 20

… … … …

Chair homeware 135 15

[ Question ]

Which category has the highest total sales?

[Original Table] (100+ rows)

Rollout

Inference and Evaluation

GeneralizationWarmup

Action 1

Observation 1 

Final Answer

Action 2

Observation 2 

RFT Model

RFT Model

Loop Interaction

Rank Aware 

<think> </think>thinking process

<tool> code <tool>

<response> response </response>

…
<answer> answer </answer>

EM

Acc

1
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4

Figure 2: The overall training pipeline for TableMind. The process begins with Prompt Building and SFT to warm up the model
by providing it with a strong initial policy. Subsequently, RFT with RAPO is applied to significantly enhance its generalization
capability. The final model is then deployed for Inference and evaluated for accuracy.

executable action-a code snippet. This action is then executed in
a local environment, and the resulting output or error message is
returned to the model as an observation. Upon receiving this feed-
back, the model enters a reflection phase to evaluate the outcome
of the preceding action, based on which it refines its plan and gen-
erates the next action. This interactive loop of plan-action-reflect
continues until the task is completed and a final answer is obtained.
All collected trajectories undergo a rigorous calibration process.
We compare the final output of each trajectory against a predefined
ground-truth answer, retaining only those that accurately lead to
the correct solution. This filtering ensures that the final dataset
comprises exclusively high-quality, validated reasoning paths. Af-
ter collecting the training data, we fine-tune the model using SFT
with a cross-entropy loss function. The initial SFT phase serves
as a crucial preparatory step, lowering the overhead for the sub-
sequent RFT. While this stage successfully imparts foundational
instruction-following skills and nascent reasoning abilities, the rea-
soning itself is not yet robust. It largely reflects a form of pattern
memorization from the training data, exhibiting poor generalization
to out-of-distribution tasks. Therefore, this SFT-induced reasoning
can be characterized as a form of memory that lacks the ability to
generalize, necessitating further refinement through RFT.

4.4 Reinforcement Fine-tuning
We first present the multi-objective reward design of RFT, fol-
lowed by a detailed description of RAPO, to enable the agent to
autonomously explore and acquire optimal strategies for both tool
interaction and complex reasoning.

4.4.1 Reward Design. We design a multi-objective reward function,
composed of three key components—structural correctness, final
answer accuracy, and strategic tool interaction—to effectively guide
the TableMind agent in exploring tool-use strategies and enhanc-
ing the efficiency of RLVR[37]. To ensure that the agent produces
syntactically valid and parsable reasoning trajectories, we define a
format reward 𝑅format to enforce structural integrity.

𝑅format =

{
1, if output format is valid,
0, otherwise.

(1)

A binary reward is assigned based onwhether the output adheres
to the required structured format (correct usage of <think> and
<answer> tags, with a valid JSON object in the final answer). As
the primary indicator of task success, the accuracy reward 𝑅acc
directly assesses the correctness of the agent’s final answer against
the ground truth. The reward is defined as:

𝑅acc =

{
1, answer matches the ground truth,
0, otherwise.

(2)

For Table Question Answering, correctness is measured by exact
match with ground-truth answers, while for Table Fact Verification,
it is measured by label accuracy. To guide efficient and effective
tool use, we introduce an auxiliary reward 𝑅tool with an implicit
curriculum that encourages exploration early and efficiency later.

𝑅tool = 𝑒−𝜌𝑠
(
𝛽 · 𝐼success −𝐶 · (𝑁turns)2

)
, (3)

where 𝑠 is the number of global training steps, I(·) is the indica-
tor function that returns 1 if at least one tool call in the trajectory
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is successful; 𝛽 is the positive base reward, 𝑁turns is the number of
tool turns, and 𝐶 is a penalty coefficient. The total reward for each
reasoning trajectory is the sum of the above components.

4.4.2 RAPO. We introduce RAPO, a method to improve group-
based policy gradient algorithms. It identifies misaligned trajec-
tories—where the model’s confidence ranking disagrees with the
true reward—and boosts their learning signal using rank-aware
advantage weighting. The RAPO objective modifies the original
GRPO[25] framework and incorporates certain techniques from
DAPO[36]. First, following recent work[13, 18], we removes the KL
divergence, allowing the model to no longer be constrained by the
reference model and thereby expanding the search space. Second, it
employs a Token-Level Policy Gradient Loss to reduce the impact
of answer length on the gradient. Finally, it uses the Clip-Higher
strategy, which promotes system diversity and prevents entropy
collapse. The objective function is formalized as:

𝐽RAPO (𝜃 ) = E𝑞,{𝑜𝑖 }𝐺𝑖=1∼𝜋𝜃old

[
1∑𝐺

𝑖=1 |𝑜𝑖 |

𝐺∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑜𝑖 |∑︁
𝑡=1

min
(
𝑟𝑖,𝑡 (𝜃 )𝐴′

𝑖 ,

clip(𝑟𝑖,𝑡 (𝜃 ), 1 − 𝜖low, 1 + 𝜖high)𝐴′
𝑖

) ]
,

(4)

Here, 𝑟𝑖,𝑡 (𝜃 ) is the probability ratio between the current policy 𝜋𝜃
and the old policy 𝜋𝜃old that was used for data collection, calculated
as:

𝑟𝑖,𝑡 (𝜃 ) =
𝜋𝜃 (𝑜𝑖,𝑡 | 𝑞, 𝑜𝑖,<𝑡 )
𝜋𝜃old (𝑜𝑖,𝑡 | 𝑞, 𝑜𝑖,<𝑡 )

. (5)

Building upon this framework, we replace the standard group-
normalized advantage with the proposed dynamically weighted,
rank-aware advantage 𝐴′

𝑖 . This change ensures that the gradient
signal for each token is not only directly proportional to the tra-
jectory’s quality but also explicitly proportional to the degree of
misalignment between the model’s confidence and that quality.

𝐴′
𝑖 = 𝛾𝑖 ·

𝑅𝑖 −mean({𝑅 𝑗 }𝐺𝑗=1)
std({𝑅 𝑗 }𝐺𝑗=1)

, (6)

𝐴′
𝑖 is equal to the base group-normalized advantage multiplied by

the rank-aware weighting factor 𝛾𝑖 . For misaligned trajectories,
𝛾𝑖 > 1; otherwise, 𝛾𝑖 = 1.

The central mechanism of RAPO is its method for identifying and
amplifying the learning signal from misaligned trajectory pairs. A
misalignment occurs when the model assigns a higher confidence to
a low-reward trajectory 𝑜𝑙 than to a high-reward trajectory 𝑜𝑤 from
the same group. This confidence is measured by the log-probability
of the sequence, log 𝑃 (𝑜𝑖 ), which is the length-normalized log-
probability of its constituent tokens. To detect these misalignments,
we introduce a pairwise weighting factor 𝛾𝑤,𝑙 , which acts as a di-
agnostic flag for each winner loser pair. It checks if the model’s
confidence ordering for this specific pair is correct. If the winner’s
log-probability does not exceed that of the loser, the pair is consid-
ered misaligned, and this factor is elevated to apply extra learning
pressure. It is formally defined as:

𝛾𝑤,𝑙 = 1 + 𝛼 · I[log 𝑃 (𝑜𝑤) < log 𝑃 (𝑜𝑙 )], (7)

where I[·] is the indicator function and 𝛼 is a hyperparameter con-
trolling the intensity of the re-weighting. Finally, the comprehen-
sive weighting factor 𝛾𝑖 for an individual trajectory is computed by

averaging these pairwise diagnostic flags from all comparisons
involving that trajectory. This dynamic, rank-aware weighting
scheme allows RAPO to efficiently identify and correct instances
where the model’s confidence is poorly calibrated, leading to a more
robust and effective policy optimization process.

4.5 Inference and Evaluation
During the inference phase, the model employs an iterative reason-
ing framework to solve complex problems. This framework operates
as a multi-turn cycle, with each cycle comprising the following core
steps. Plan: The model first analyzes the user query and the cur-
rent state to formulate a strategy for the next action. Action: The
model generates executable Python code to query or process tabular
data. Execution: A code interpreter securely executes the code and
returns the output. Reflection: The model receives the execution
result as an observation. It then reflects on this outcome to assess
progress, verify correctness, and decide whether to generate the
final answer or proceed to the next cycle. This plan-action-reflect
loop enables the model to perform multi-step reasoning, leverage
intermediate results, and self-correct. The process terminates when
the model confirms in its reflection step that a solution has been
found, or when a predefined maximum number of cycles is reached.
Finally, the model synthesizes all information gathered throughout
the cycles to generate the final answer. To evaluate model perfor-
mance, we use the exact match for table question answering tasks
and use accuracy for table fact verification tasks.

5 Experiments
In this section, we outline the experimental setup of TableMind,
including datasets, baselines, and evaluation metrics, followed by
an analysis of the results to evaluate its effectiveness.

5.1 Experimental Setup
5.1.1 Datasets. We evaluate TableMind on three widely used pub-
lic table reasoning benchmarks:WikiTQ[24], TabMWP[19], and
TabFact [2]. WikiTQ focuses on open-domain question answering,
where models generate concise lists of short answers by combin-
ing information from Wikipedia tables with their related textual
context. TabMWP targets mathematical reasoning over tables, in-
volving multi-step numerical calculations that require precise inter-
mediate computation and reasoning over quantitative relationships.
TabFact addresses fact verification, determining whether a textual
statement is supported or refuted by the structured content of a
given Wikipedia table. For training, we construct a mixed dataset
by randomly sampling 3,500 instances each from the WikiTQ and
TabFact training sets, and 1,000 from TabMWP. All evaluations
are conducted on the test sets of the respective datasets to ensure
consistency and fair comparison with prior work.

5.1.2 Baselines. We choose six strong LLM-based methods as base-
lines for evaluating three table reasoning tasks[35, 43].Tab-CoT[15]
proposes a method that prompts a large language model to generate
a table that models a complex reasoning process in a structured,
step-by-step manner. PoTable[22] employs a plan-then-execute
two-stage framework, where an LLM first generates a complete,
executable plan, which is then strictly followed by external tools to
solve the tabular task. Chain-of-Table[30] introduces a paradigm
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Table 1: Main results (%) of different baselines over the benchmarks. In each column, the best result is marked in bold and the
second-best result is underlined, while the relative improvement of TableMind over the runner-up is recorded in parentheses.

Method Models Wikitq TabMWP TabFact

Training-free
Tab-CoT (2023)[15] 60.43 92.21 79.05
PoTable (2024)[22] 69.56 95.76 88.93

Chain-of-Table (2024)[30] 68.31 96.17 87.78

Tuning-based

TableLlama-7B (2023)[41] 53.32 83.88 82.53
TableGPT2-7B (2024)[26] 62.46 80.43 78.87

Table-R1 (2025)[32] 74.86 96.02 87.17

TableMind 76.82 99.27 91.85
Relative Improvement (+2.61) (+3.22) (+3.28)

centered on Evolving Tables, where the table is updated after each
reasoning step and serves as the input for the subsequent operation,
thus evolving throughout the reasoning chain. TableLlama[41]
fine-tunes the Llama 2 model on a diverse table-instruction dataset
named TableInstruct, enabling it to handle complex table tasks
without requiring a special model architecture. TableGPT2[26]
introduces an innovative semantic table encoder to capture table
structure and content, and utilizes large-scale data for pre-training
and fine-tuning to achieve deep understanding and processing of
tabular data. Table-R1[32] is a reasoning model trained specifically
for table tasks using reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards,
to enable effective inference-time scaling.

5.1.3 Implementation Details. For TableMind, we adopt Qwen3-8B
as the backbone model. During the supervised fine-tuning stage,
we carefully train on 200 synthetic samples with a learning rate of
1×10−6 for one epoch. In the RFT stage, we explicitly implement the
RAPO algorithm using the Verl framework, with vLLM consistently
employed for generation. In Eq. (3), the hyperparameters are set as
𝜌 = 0.05, 𝐶 = 0.01, 𝛽 = 0.5, and the group size 𝐺 = 8. The batch
size is 128, the learning rate is 1 × 10−6, the policy temperature is 1,
the maximum tool-calling turns per prompt is 3, and the maximum
response length for each turn is 2048 tokens. Both training stages
are extensively conducted on a 4-GPU A800 cluster. To ensure a fair
comparison of generation performance, we standardize the number
of samples to 1 across all baselines. For other parameters, we faith-
fully preserve the original configurations proposed by each method,
given that the approaches involve distinct target operations.

5.2 Table Reasoning Performance
To evaluate the efficacy of TableMind, we conduct a comprehen-
sive comparison against competitive baselines across three diverse
benchmarks: the open-domain question answering dataset Wikitq,
the tabular mathematical reasoning dataset TabMWP, and the fact
verification dataset TabFact. The quantitative results, summarized
in Table 1, demonstrate that TableMind achieves state-of-the-art
performance, consistently surpassing all other models. In partic-
ular, it achieves notable improvements on all three benchmarks
compared with the strongest respective baselines.

Unlike Tab-CoT, which relies solely on textual reasoning, PoTable
and Chain-of-Table leverage external tools. Offloading deterministic
tasks like calculations to these reliable executors minimizes factual

errors and directly accounts for their superior performance and
robustness. While TableLlama and TableGPT2 are trained with SFT
to imitate static reasoning paths, Table-R1 uses a more dynamic RFT
framework. This approach allows the model to learn by exploring
diverse strategies with reliable feedback, fostering a more robust
reasoning capability that surpasses the pattern-matching limita-
tions of SFT and leads to its superior performance. Our approach,
TableMind, unifies the strengths of both tool-augmented execution
and advanced training paradigms. We leverage external tools for
high-fidelity, deterministic operations while concurrently training
the model with a RLVR framework. This dual strategy ensures both
the factual accuracy of individual steps and the cultivation of a
robust, generalizable reasoning capability, allowing our model to
surpass prior methods that focus on only one of these aspects.

5.3 Ablation Studies of Key Components
5.3.1 Effect of Supervised Fine-tuning. To determine the optimal
strategy for the SFT stage, we conducted experiments on various
training dataset sizes and epochs. The results are presented in Ta-
ble 2. They indicate that the optimal performance is achieved with
a sample size of 200 at 1 epoch. While performance scales with the
dataset size, increasing the training to 2 epochs degrades results,
suggesting overfitting on our relatively small dataset. As illustrated
by the reward curve in Figure 3 (a), employing SFT as a warm-up
phase enhances the efficiency of the subsequent RFT process. Com-
pared to a pure RFT approach, the SFT-initialized model achieves
a significantly higher initial reward score of approximately 1.2 at
step 0. As shown in Figure 4, the removal of the SFT phase leads to
a degradation in model performance. This finding substantiates the
necessity of SFT for our training methodology.

5.3.2 Effect of Reinforcement Learning. In this study, we remove
the RFT training stage and directly evaluate the model trained only
with SFT. As shown in Figure 4, this modification leads to a no-
table performance drop across benchmarks. On both WikiTQ and
TabFact, the model’s accuracy decreases substantially, with similar
declines observed across other evaluation metrics. These results
indicate that while SFT provides a solid starting point by estab-
lishing baseline reasoning and code-generation skills, it does not
equip the model with the adaptability and decision-making depth
required for complex table reasoning tasks. The RFT phase plays a
crucial role in this regard by exposing the model to execution-based
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Figure 3: Analysis of Reward Curves for Key Model Components. (a) SFT initialization provides a significant advantage over
Pure RL. (b) Our RAPO algorithm outperforms the GRPO baseline. (c) An instruct-tuned model learns more effectively than a
base model. (d) Reward scores improve consistently with model scaling.

Table 2: Results from testing different training configura-
tions to find the optimal SFT strategy.

Epoch Sample Size Wikitq TabMWP TabFact

1
100 52.52 62.49 70.16
150 53.65 62.63 71.32
200 55.40 68.42 77.15

2
100 50.12 60.62 70.12
150 50.42 61.48 70.29
200 51.69 62.28 73.62

feedback, enabling it to refine tool-use policies and recover from
intermediate errors. Consequently, we identify RFT as a critical
technique for boosting model performance, substantially enhancing
generalization and enabling the model to maintain high reliability
across diverse table reasoning scenarios.

5.3.3 Effect of the Multi-objective Reward Design. We analyze the
impact of our multi-objective reward function, with a particular
focus on the contribution of our proposed Strategic Interaction Re-
ward 𝑅tool. To do so, we conducted an ablation study by removing
this auxiliary component, training an agent that relies solely on
the primary accuracy 𝑅acc and format rewards 𝑅format. As shown
in Figure 4, removing the 𝑅tool term leads to a degradation in per-
formance across all benchmarks. This performance drop highlights
that simply rewarding the final correct answer is insufficient for
learning complex tool-use strategies. Without the guidance of 𝑅tool,
the agent tended to generate less efficient and often erroneous rea-
soning chains. Specifically, the absence of the success incentive and
efficiency penalty in 𝑅tool resulted in longer, more redundant tool-
call sequences that were less likely to contribute to the correct final
answer. The implicit curriculum provided by the reward’s decay
weight was also lost, leading to slower convergence. Therefore, the
Strategic Interaction Reward proves to be a critical component, not
just for improving final accuracy, but for effectively shaping the
agent’s behavior towards efficient and strategic problem-solving.

5.3.4 Effect of RAPO. Ablation studies were performed from two
key perspectives to thoroughly assess the effectiveness of our pro-
posed RAPO algorithm. First, we compared the training dynamics
of RAPO against the baseline GRPO algorithm. The reward score
curves in Figure 3 (b) clearly illustrate this comparison. Throughout
the training process, the reward curve for RAPO is consistently and
stably higher than that of GRPO. This indicates that RAPO not only
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Figure 4: Ablation study of model components. Performance
on WikiTQ and TabFact after removing key components,
compared to the full model.
converges faster but also exhibits a more stable training process
with less volatility, demonstrating its advantages in improving the
sample efficiency and stability of reinforcement learning. Second,
we quantified RAPO’s contribution to the final task performance
by removing it from the full model. As shown in Figure 4, removing
RAPO led to a degradation in performance on both benchmark
datasets. The performance decreased on both the WikiTQ and Tab-
Fact datasets, showing a noticeable drop in Exact Match onWikiTQ
and in Accuracy on TabFact. These experimental results validate
the effectiveness of RAPO from both the training process and fi-
nal performance standpoints. RAPO not only optimizes training
dynamics for a more efficient and stable learning process, but this
advantage also directly translates into tangible improvements in
the final task-solving performance.

5.4 Comparison of Model Variants
5.4.1 Effect of Instruction Tuning. Instruction tuning is hypothe-
sized to align a foundational model’s general capabilities with the
specific demands of following task-oriented commands, thereby
providing a more favorable starting point for downstream optimiza-
tion. We examine this hypothesis by comparing an Instruct-tuned
model against a Base model within our RFT framework. The reward
curves in Figure 3 (c) clearly validate this claim. The Instruct model
not only starts with a substantial reward advantage—reflecting its
prior adaptation to structured, goal-directed instructions—but also
sustains this superiority throughout the entire training process,
ultimately converging to a higher and more stable reward plateau.
This behavior suggests that pre-aligning the model yields a more
effective initial policy, reduces the exploration burden during RFT,
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Figure 5: Evolution of the Tool Calls Ratio (left) and Pass
Ratio (right) during reinforcement learning.

and accelerates the acquisition of complex behaviors by enabling
the agent to focus on fine-tuning execution strategies rather than
learning fundamental task-following skills from scratch.

5.4.2 Effect of Model Scaling. To understand the relationship be-
tween model capacity and performance on our task, we investigate
the effect of model scaling. We apply our full training pipeline to
three Qwen3 models of increasing size: 1.7B, 4B, and 8B parame-
ters. The results, shown in Figure 3 (d), reveal a strong, positive
correlation, consistent with the established scaling laws of LLMs.
A clear performance hierarchy emerges from the very beginning
of training and remains stable through convergence, with larger
models consistently achieving higher rewards at every stage. This
pattern suggests that greater representational capacity enables the
model to capture more complex reasoning patterns, maintain richer
intermediate state representations, and more effectively coordinate
the multi-step processes involved in tool manipulation. These ob-
servations indicate that model scaling is not only a direct path to
performance improvement but also a critical factor in mastering
high-complexity reasoning tasks in this domain.

5.5 Analysis of Tool Usage
5.5.1 Tool calls ratio. The evolution of the agent’s policy for invok-
ing tools is shown in Figure 5 (left). The learning trajectory exhibits
a clear and continuous progression with distinct phases. Initially,
during the first 40 steps, the agent undergoes an exploration phase,
where its commitment to using tools is tentative and fluctuates
as it balances direct textual generation with tool interaction, oc-
casionally reverting to text-only outputs when tool use does not
appear immediately beneficial. This is followed by a period of rapid
discovery and exploitation, spanning steps 41 to 70, marked by
a sharp inflection in the curve. During this stage, the agent deci-
sively associates tool invocation with high rewards, consistently
reinforcing a policy that favors code generation and beginning to
integrate tool outputs more effectively into its reasoning process.
Finally, during steps 71 to 120, the agent’s strategy converges, with
the tool-use ratio stabilizing near 100%, indicating that the model
has learned a near-deterministic policy that treats tool use as the
optimal approach for the vast majority of tasks in this domain and
applies it with high confidence.

5.5.2 Pass ratio. The Pass Ratio, illustrated in Figure 5 (right),
quantifies the reliability and correctness of the agent’s generated
code, measured as the proportion of executions producing the ex-
pected results without errors. The curve shows a clear and sustained
improvement in code-writing proficiency over the course of RFT
training, indicating progressive refinement of the agent’s coding

Table 3: Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis for TableMind.
This table shows the performance impact of the maximum
number of tool-call turns and rollout Temperature.

Hyperparameter Value Wikitq TabMWP TabFact

Max Turns
1 0.7435 0.9723 0.8983
3 0.7682 0.9903 0.9233
5 0.7565 0.9856 0.9055

Temperature
0.6 0.7335 0.9658 0.8843
0.8 0.7551 0.9884 0.9125
1 0.7682 0.9903 0.9233

strategy. The model begins with a baseline pass ratio of approxi-
mately 60%, reflecting the syntactic and semantic code generation
capabilities developed during the SFT stage. During the RFT phase,
the pass ratio steadily rises to nearly 90%, with execution-based
feedback guiding the agent to reinforce correct coding patterns,
eliminate common sources of runtime errors, and align code more
closely with task-specific requirements. These results suggest that
the combination of SFT and RFT produces an agent that not only
decides when to invoke a tool but also executes the invocation
reliably and consistently across different problem settings.

5.6 Hyperparameter Sensitivity Study
We conducted a targeted study to identify the optimal settings for
key hyperparameters and evaluate how sensitive our model is to
their variations. This study focused on two core hyperparameters:
the maximum number of interaction turns (Max Turns) and the
generation Temperature. The results are summarized in Table 3.
TheMax Turns parameter defines the maximum number of thought-
action cycles the agent can perform to solve a problem. The results
indicate that: Model performance significantly improves across
all three datasets when Max Turns is increased from 1 to 3. This
suggests that a single turn is insufficient for solving the complex,
multi-step reasoning required by these tasks. However, when Max
Turns is further increased from 3 to 5, a slight degradation in per-
formance is observed. This is likely because excessive turns can
increase the risk of error propagation or the generation of redun-
dant, unhelpful steps, which can interfere with the final outcome.
Based on these findings, we identify 3 as the optimal value for Max
Turns. The Temperature parameter controls the randomness of
the model’s generated outputs. A lower temperature leads to more
deterministic responses, while a higher temperature encourages
diversity. The results in the lower half of Table show that:Within
the tested range, model performance is positively correlated with
Temperature. The peak performance is achieved at 1.0.

5.7 Case Studies
We present a detailed case study in Figure 6 that reveals the inner
workings of TableMind on a representative WikiTQ problem. This
process clearly demonstrates the model’s advanced reasoning capa-
bilities, centered on its distinctive plan-action-reflect cycle, which
sets it apart from more basic, linear approaches. The model begins
by formulating a simple initial plan, successfully extracting two
time strings from the table. Crucially, instead of proceeding with a
naïve computation that would yield an incorrect result, the model
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Caption: The data of the marathon races the athlete participates in

Question: In the Olympic Games, by how many seconds was this 

athlete's finishing time in their best placement faster than in their 

worst placement?

Year Competition Venue Position Event Notes

1986 Venice Marathon Venice, Italy 1st Marathon 2:18:44

1987 World Championships Rome, Italy 13th Marathon 2:17:45

… … … … … …

1993  World Championships Stuttgart, Germany - Marathon DNF 

1996 Olympic Games Atlanta, USA 20th Marathon 2:17:27

1 Plan
To determine the time difference between the athlete's best and 

worst marathon performances at the Olympic Games, The first 

step is to locate the rows…

2 Action 1

pseudocode 

best= races[races['Position'] == ‘1th']['Notes']

worst= races[races['Position'] == '20th']['Notes'] 

print(f"best_time={best}, worst_time={worst}")

3 Observation 1

best_time= 2:14:15, 

worst_time=2:17:27

4 Reflect

We have the best and worst finishing times, but these times need to 

be converted into seconds to calculate the difference accurately.

5 Plan

1. Use the datetime module to parse the datetime strings

2. Calculate the difference between the two times in seconds

6 Action 2

pseudocode 

best_dt = datetime.strptime(best_time, fmt)

worst_dt = datetime.strptime(worst_time, fmt)

print(f"second_diff={int((worst_dt - best_dt))}”)

7 Observation 2

second_diff=192

8 Reflect and Anwer
We have obtained the time difference result, and based on the 

previous analysis, the answer is <answer>192</answer>.

Figure 6: A case study demonstrates the model’s plan-action-reflect loop. By breaking down the problem into several steps and
making multi-turn tool calls, the model ultimately solves the task.

enters a reflection state. In this stage, it identifies that a simple
subtraction is infeasible because the time data is stored as textual
strings rather than numerical values. This self-reflection prevents
premature errors and guides the model toward a more robust solu-
tion strategy. Armed with this insight, the model devises a refined
plan: it first converts the textual strings into a proper time format
suitable for arithmetic operations, and then computes the precise
difference. To implement this plan, the model generates executable
code using Python’s datetime module. The code runs flawlessly,
producing the correct numerical output of 192 seconds. Finally, the
model synthesizes this raw numerical result into a well-formatted
answer, ready to be returned. This example vividly illustrates that
TableMind is capable of decomposing complex queries, reflecting
on intermediate steps, self-correcting its reasoning strategy, and
strategically leveraging external tools to solve table-based prob-
lems. This case epitomizes the powerful synergy of self-reflection,
precise tool invocation, and proactive error correction, which is
fundamental to the model’s advanced reasoning capabilities.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we proposed TableMind, a novel programmatic agent
for tool-augmented table reasoning that achieves autonomous and
adaptive problem-solving. TableMind first decomposes complex
problems, then iteratively generates code, executes it using a code
interpreter, and reflects on the feedback to dynamically plan its
next actions. Optimized through a two-stage framework combining
Supervised Fine-tuning with Reinforcement Learning algorithm,
TableMind produces reliable and effective solutions, demonstrating
a high degree of adaptability akin to a human analyst capable of
debugging and refining their approach. Extensive experiments on
multiple table reasoning benchmarks demonstrated that TableMind
achieves state-of-the-art performance, validating its effectiveness

and robustness. This study targeted the development of a more
autonomous paradigm for tool-integrated reasoning, balancing
foundational knowledge from supervised learning with advanced
strategic discovery from reinforcement learning. While TableMind
shows strong performance on single-table tasks, extending its ca-
pabilities to handle multi-table joins, a wider array of data science
tools, and improving the sample efficiency of its RFT training re-
main exciting directions for future exploration.

Ethical Considerations
This research is based entirely on publicly accessible and fully
anonymized datasets. The data utilized contains no personally iden-
tifiable information or sensitive personal details. Our study does not
involve human subjects, protected attributes, or any information
that could potentially infringe upon individual privacy. We have
assessed the potential outcomes and foresee no adverse societal im-
pacts stemming from this work. All procedures and methodologies
employed herein strictly adhere to established ethical guidelines
for responsible data handling and academic research.
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