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Abstract

We introduce LimiX-2, a new model in the LimiX family, developed through model and
data scaling guided by our previously established scaling laws. LimiX-2 adopts the
Contextual Mechanism Networks (CMNs) paradigm and is pretrained with Context-
Conditional Masked Modeling (CCMM). CMNs shifts the organizing principle of in-
context learning from target-centric prediction to mechanism-oriented joint modeling.
Rather than centering the network on the p(y | x, Dcontext) objective of conventional
tabular PFNs, it is designed around learning p(x, y | Dcontext), a context-dependent
representation of the joint structure underlying data generation. Pretraining uses syn-
thetic datasets generated by structural causal models (SCMs) spanning diverse graph
structures, functional mechanisms, and observation processes. Evaluations on TabArena,
TALENT, and BCCO show that LimiX-2 outperforms current dataset-specific models
and tabular foundation models. Beyond predictive performance, the CMN paradigm
also promotes causal awareness in LimiX-2: its feature attention encodes direct causal
relationships, enabling accurate causal skeleton recovery.

Figure 1: Performance overview on evaluated benchmarks. LimiX-2 achieves Elo scores of 1935, 1506,
and 1432 on TabArena (Erickson et al., 2025), TALENT (Ye et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024), and BCCO (LimiX
Team, 2025), respectively, outperforming all compared foundation models and AutoGluon 1.6 (Erickson
et al., 2020). For TabArena, only the best AutoGluon setting is shown. Bar ends and labels indicate Elo
point estimates, while shaded regions with terminal markers show 95% bootstrap confidence intervals.
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1 Introduction

Progress toward general-purpose machine intelligence can be organized around three complementary
frontiers: language, the physical world, and structured data (LimiX Team, 2025). Large-scale next-token
pretraining and post-training have enabled large language models (LLMs) to follow instructions, use
tools, and reason over text and visual inputs (Ouyang et al., 2022; Schick et al., 2023; Team et al., 2023; Guo
et al., 2025). Embodied agents and world models pursue physical-world intelligence by learning to model
and interact with environments (Ha & Schmidhuber, 2018; Kim et al., 2024). In contrast, general-purpose
learning and reasoning over structured data remain comparatively underdeveloped.

Structured data supports prediction and decision-making in healthcare (Johnson et al., 2016), finance (Gu
et al., 2020), and scientific discovery (Baldi et al., 2014). For tabular prediction, gradient-boosted
trees (Chen & Guestrin, 2016; Ke et al., 2017; Dorogush et al., 2018), deep neural networks (Gorish-
niy et al., 2021; 2024), and automated ensemble pipelines (Erickson et al., 2020) have achieved strong
task-specific performance. However, these methods typically require separate training and model selec-
tion for each dataset, with limited reuse of knowledge across tasks. This motivates foundation models
that learn from diverse datasets through pretraining and transfer to new prediction tasks.

Motivated by this gap, we advocate the development of large structured-data models (LDMs)1: large-scale
pretrained models for inference over structured data. We characterize LDMs by three properties: (i)
pretraining on large-scale data that covers a wide distribution of tasks; (ii) a unified modeling paradigm
over structured variables without task-specific design; and (iii) the ability to perform new tasks at
inference time without any model updates. Classification and regression are the canonical instances of
tabular data inference, yet they do not exhaust the choice of such tasks.

One line of work pretrains tabular predictors on synthetic tasks using Prior-Data Fitted Networks
(PFNs) (Müller et al., 2021; Hollmann et al., 2022; 2025). Subsequent models, including TabICL (Qu
et al., 2025; 2026), TabFM (Kong & Das, 2026), and Mitra (Zhang et al., 2025; Tao et al., 2026), follow
this approach of pretraining on synthetic tasks for supervised in-context prediction. In their standard
supervised formulation, PFNs approximate p(y | x, Dcontext), the posterior predictive distribution of
a designated target y given query features x and a labeled context set (Hollmann et al., 2022). This
enables prediction on new datasets through in-context learning without parameter updates. However,
within each task, direct supervision is confined to predicting a single target column rather than explicitly
modeling the joint distribution over all variables, which may significantly limit the ability on variant data
reasoning tasks.

We introduce Contextual Mechanism Networks (CMNs), a new paradigm for structured-data intelligence
that shifts the modeling focus from a designated target to the system of predictive dependencies among
variables. Unlike PFNs, CMNs learn from multiple conditional prediction tasks over the same dataset,
using context to capture the dependencies shared across them and target the joint dependency structure
of p(x, y | Dcontext). Supervised prediction is thus a special case of a broader framework for inferring
unobserved quantities from available evidence.

This paradigm builds on the context-conditional modeling principles introduced in LimiX (LimiX Team,
2025). We instantiate CMNs in LimiX-2 and advance this design through model and data scaling.
Pretraining uses Context-Conditional Masked Modeling (CCMM) (LimiX Team, 2025), which integrates
target prediction and feature reconstruction under varied observation patterns. By organizing supervision
across variables, CCMM makes inter-variable inference an explicit pretraining objective rather than an
auxiliary capability. This provides a unified basis for supervised prediction, missing-value imputation,
and broader conditional reasoning within a single pretrained model.

LimiX-2 refines the Transformer-based architecture of LimiX (Vaswani et al., 2017; LimiX Team, 2025)
while retaining cell-level representations. It is pretrained exclusively on synthetic datasets produced by
an expanded generation engine based on structural causal models (SCMs) (Pearl et al., 2003). Compared
with its predecessor, the engine spans a broader range of graph structures, functional mechanisms, and
observation processes. Our evaluations demonstrate the effectiveness of the CMN paradigm: a single
pretrained LimiX-2 model supports classification, regression, and missing-value imputation, as well as
causal discovery, without task-specific parameter updates.

We empirically evaluate the prediction performance of LimiX-2 model on three benchmarks widely
adopted by the community of tabular machine learning: TabArena, TALENT and BCCO. These bench-
marks span broad regimes of sample size, feature dimensionality, class number, categorical–to-numerical
feature ratio, missingness and sample-to-feature ratios. The results demonstrate that our LimiX-2 model
outperforms current models, including tabular foundation models and traditional models trained specif-
ically on each dataset. Notably, LimiX-2 surpasses TabFM despite being 4 times smaller in model

1Throughout this report, LDMs refers to large structured-data models.
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parameter size. Furthermore, we also conduct causal skeleton recovery evaluations on several typical
causal discovery datasets. The results demonstrate that LimiX-2 outperforms other tabular foundation
models, tree-based feature importance methods and dedicated causal discovery methods, indicating that
its feature attention encodes causal structural information.

2 Architecture

LimiX-2 continues the cell-level design of the previous generation (LimiX Team, 2025): it does not
compress feature information at the row level, instead encodes each cell into separate representation2,
supporting conditional reasoning across variables. Local relations among features within a row can
therefore be modeled directly, while dataset-level statistics can be derived from the corresponding
cells in context. Contrastive to representations that collapse a whole row into a single vector, cell-level
representations better preserve the fine-grained structure tabular data.

On this basis, LimiX-2 instantiates cell-level modeling at a larger scale. Every cell must keep its own
representation, and masked prediction further requires these vectors to yield consistent conditionals
under different visibility patterns. The parameter budget is increased so that each cell has a richer
representation space and fine-grained relations across columns and samples can be captured more stably.
The extra capacity is not applied as a uniform width multiplier. It is allocated mainly to the subsequent
task pathway, which organizes the evidence needed for prediction.

2.1 Embedding of Tabular Data

Suppose a table has N rows and F columns, we denote raw cell in the i-th row and j-th column as xR
i,j

and raw targets of the i-th row as yR
i . We firstly map each raw cell xR

i,j into feature representation space

xi,j ∈ Rd. In the previous version LimiX, we set d = 192 for LimiX-16M (LimiX Team, 2025) and d = 96
for LimiX-2M (Wang et al., 2026b). LimiX-2 extends the embedding dimension to d = 256. Missing
cells share a single learnable embedding, while column identity is provided separately by discriminative
feature encoding (DFE).

xi,j =

{
Emiss, if xR

i,j is missing,
Enum(xR

i,j), otherwise.

Enum is a two-layer MLP with RMSNorm (Zhang & Sennrich, 2019) and GELU (Hendrycks & Gimpel,
2016). Emiss is one learnable vector shared by all missing cells, irrelevant to column index and type.
Therefore, the entire feature representation tensor can be denoted as x ∈ RN×F×d.

Targets are encoded as yi ∈ RKd (we set K = 4 in LimiX-2) according to task type: numerical regression
targets are mapped through an encoder EY

num, while categorical classification targets are mapped through
an orthogonally initialized embedding table EY

cat. Context rows retain their observed labels, whereas the
target position of each query row is filled with a learnable MASK embedding. While LimiX uses the task
embedding as a whole per sample, LimiX-2 splits the embedding into K task-embedding slots, each of
dimension d. Formally,

yi =
(
yi,1, . . . , yi,K

)
, yi,k ∈ Rd.

Furthermore, a task-type embedding Etype(τ), where τ ∈ {cls, reg}, is added to each of the four task
embeddings.

2.2 Discriminative Feature Encoding

In LimiX-2, each feature shares the same numerical MLP, so the distinct columns of similar marginal
distribution become indistinguishable from their value representations alone. Therefore, an explicit
column identity is therefore required.

LimiX-2 adopts low-rank DFE to produce column identity representation. The j-th column is associated
with an s-dimensional code uj ∈ Rs, where s = d/4 by default. A transformation matrix E ∈ Rs×d then
maps the codes into the embedding space, and the mapped codes (i.e. column identity embedding) are
added with feature representation.

2For brevity, the terms representation and embedding are used interchangeably throughout this report and refer
to the same concept.
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The column identity embedding ej distinguish the columns without encoding sequential proximity: when
columns are permuted together with their codes, attention should not depend on an accidental order. The
low rank confines column identity to a compact subspace so that statistical strength can be shared across
columns. Since the representation dimension is set as a larger value d = 256 than previous generation of
LimiX, it becomes easier to memorize column-index shortcuts. Hence, compressing column identity into
an s-dimensional code constrains the model recognizing columns rather than positions.

2.3 Model Backbone Architecture

The backbone remains a stack of dual-axis transformer blocks: the feature-axis blocks models variable
relations within rows, and the sample-axis blocks use context samples to form a prior for the current table.
In LimiX, feature-axis and sample-axis attention and the Feed-Forward Network (FFN) were shared
within a block (LimiX Team, 2025). LimiX-2 keeps this two-dimensional factorization, but no longer
routes feature and task representations through the same computation path. The model architecture is
shown in Figure 2. We denote x(l)i,j and y(l) as the output representation of the l-th dual-axis transformer

block. Specifically, x(0)i,j and y(0)
i are the original representation of the initial embedding components.

Formally, we have x(0)i,j = xi,j and y(0)
i = yi.

Sample-axis attention. For each dual-axis transformer block, the representations produced by the pre-
vious block are firstly fed into sample-axis attention components. The sample-axis attention components
propagate information across samples on each feature position as well as target position. For the target
position, LimiX-2 firstly concatenates the task embeddings into a unified one before feeding into attention
process,

y(l−1)
i = (y(l−1)

i,1 , . . . , y(l−1)
i,K ) ∈ RKd.

In the attention component, context rows are visible to each other, while query rows can only attend to
context. The query/key/value mapping functions are shared among features, but not between features
and target. A query prediction therefore depends only on the sample’s own features and the context,
not on which other test samples share the batch. After the calculation, the target representaions are then
split back into K embeddings. The immediate representation of features and target produced by the lth

sample-axis attention are denoted as x̃(l)i,j and ỹ(l)i respectively.

Asymmetric feature-axis attention. Feature representations may attend to the target and other feature
representations, while target representations can only attend to features representations. Formally we
have,

x(l) = Attnfeat
X

(
QX(x̃(l)), KX([x̃(l), ỹ(l)]), VX([x̃(l), ỹ(l)])

)
,

y(l) = Attnfeat
Y

(
QY(ỹ(l)), KY(x̃(l)), VY(x̃(l))

)
,

where Attnfeat
X/Y(·, ·, ·) is multi-head attention components for feature/target representations and QX/Y(·),

KX/Y(·) and VX/Y(·) are query mapping function, key mapping function and value mapping function
of feature and target representation attention respectively. The Q/K/V mapping functions for feature
and target representation attention are not shared, so the model implicitly distinguish their roles inside a
mixed stream.

Independent SwiGLU. The shared MLP is replaced by a gated FFN (Shazeer, 2020), instantiated
separately for feature and target representations. Formally,

SwiGLU(z) = Wo
[
SiLU(Wgz + bg)⊙ (Wvz + bv)

]
+ bo,

where Wg/v and bg/v/o are learnable projection matrices and bias parameters.

The FFNs of feature representations operates in the space of Rp, and the FFNs of target representations
operates on the concatenated slot space of RKd.
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Figure 2: Overall structure of LimiX-2. Features are encoded by a MLP-based encoder, and missing
cell is imputed by a shared learnable vector. Targets are encoded into K = 4 embedding slots. Each
block successively applies sample-axis attention and SwiGLU on the feature and target representations,
followed by asymmetric feature-axis attention. Feature embeddings produced at the shallow depth are
used for masked-feature reconstruction. Final-layer task embeddings are used for both classification and
regression tasks.

Multi-head Attention and length stability of multi-head attention. In LimiX, cross-attention used
only the one key/value head. In contrast, LimiX-2 applies all the K/V heads. Before attention scores
are computed, Q and K are normalized to control the magnitude of the attention logits in deep stacks.
Queries are then rescaled per head by a length-dependent factor

sh = (1 + wh log n) βh,

where n is the current sequence length and wh and βh are learnable and softly truncated by the tanh
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function. This is conceptually related to length-aware softmax scaling for variable context lengths (Chiang
& Cholak, 2022; Nakanishi, 2025). All sublayers use pre-normalized RMSNorm (Zhang & Sennrich, 2019).

The computation order inside a block is as follows: independent X/Y sample-axis attention, independent
SwiGLU, asymmetric feature-axis attention, and residual connections. The blocks are stacked M = 24
layers deep.

2.4 Prediction Heads

In LimiX-2, the prediction heads of different tasks (i.e. classification, regression and masked-feature
reconstruction) are attached to the output representation of different depths. Masked-feature reconstruc-
tion needs local details of data and the corresponding prediction head is attached to the shallow depth
representations x(lmask) (lmask < M). In contrast, classification and regression tasks are decoded from the
representations of the last layer y(M). Each head is preceded by an independent bottleneck post-adapter
(Post Adapter): Amask, Acls, or Areg. For classification and regression, the post-adapter is applied to each
of the K target embeddings slots, which are then concatenated into the space of RKd.

For C-way classification, the head emits logits in RC and is trained with cross-entropy. Learning objective
of regression does not adopt mean square error (MSE) loss as in LimiX. Instead, LimiX-2 partitions
the target range into B = 5000 ordered bins, predicts probability of each bin p ∈ ∆B−1, and derive the
regression value as following

ŷ =
B

∑
i=1

pi ci,

where ci is the center value of the ith bin.

3 Pretraining

3.1 Context-Conditional Masked Modeling for Joint Distribution Learning

Pretraining aims to capture the joint dependency structure of table variables through conditional predic-
tion under varied observation patterns. Following LimiX (LimiX Team, 2025), LimiX-2 adopts Context-
Conditional Masked Modeling (CCMM), which combines target prediction with masked-feature reconstruc-
tion. Whereas standard supervised objectives in PFNs including TabPFN and TabICL concentrate on
p(y | x, Dct) within each task (Hollmann et al., 2025; Qu et al., 2025), CCMM extends direct supervision
across variables and conditioning sets.

Each pretraining episode partitions a table into disjoint context and query row sets, Ict and Ite. The
context Dct = (Xct, yct) retains available observations, providing evidence about the table’s marginal
distributions and inter-variable dependencies. For each query row i ∈ Ite, let πi index its masked feature
columns. The model estimates

qθ

(
xi,j | xi,−πi , Xct, yct

)
, i ∈ Ite, j ∈ πi,

where j ranges over the masked columns of row i, and xi,−πi denotes the observed query features. The
query target yi is predicted from the same conditioning information through the task heads.

Along the sample axis, query rows attend only to context rows, and context representations are computed
without access to queries. This prevents both direct and context-mediated information exchange between
query rows. For fixed input representations and context, predictions are therefore invariant to query-batch
composition. The same conditional interface supports classification, regression, and masked-feature
reconstruction without task-specific parameter updates. Conditional likelihoods can additionally be used
to score potentially anomalous entries.

LimiX-2 retains CCMM while scaling an architecture with separate feature and task pathways. The
feature pathway models inter-variable dependencies through cell-level representations, while the task
pathway uses K = 4 embeddings to aggregate prediction-relevant information. Asymmetric attention
directs information from feature representations to the task readout. We scale the backbone and widen
the task FFN to provide additional capacity for conditional prediction over wider tables, longer contexts,
and more diverse observation patterns.

7



3.2 Mask Pattern Design

A fixed masking pattern restricts the range of conditional prediction tasks encountered during pretraining.
LimiX-2 therefore combines three masking schemes to vary the granularity of prediction targets and the
available conditioning information.

Masks are applied to individual entries, selected columns across query rows, or blocks of entries, exposing
the model to prediction tasks at different granularities. The resulting tasks range from recovering isolated
values to predicting target columns and reconstructing groups of missing entries, all conditioned on the
remaining observations and the context set. Interleaving these schemes across episodes broadens the
coverage of observation patterns and discourages specialization to a single reconstruction setting.

3.3 Mask Embedding

For each cell masked during pretraining, the value embedding is replaced by the shared missing-value
embedding Emiss defined in Section 2.1 and added to the DFE column code ej. Masked and naturally
missing cells thus share a missingness encoding while retaining column identity. The resulting repre-
sentations pass through the same dual-axis attention layers as observed-cell embeddings, allowing the
model to integrate evidence across columns and context samples and produce distributional predictions
through the corresponding output heads.

4 Pretraining Data Generation

We construct large-scale pretraining data following the SCM framework (Pearl et al., 2003). By varying
the components at different stages of the data-generation process, we synthesize a large number of
datasets with diverse variable dependencies, feature distributions, and task properties.

Inherited from the previous version of LimiX (LimiX Team, 2025), the overall data-generation pipeline
consists of five main stages-hyperparameter sampling, directed acyclic graph (DAG) generation, SCM
propagation, data sampling, and task adaptation-as illustrated in Figure 3. Building upon this pipeline,
LimiX-2 further expands the space of graph structures, functional mechanisms, and variable observation
processes, thereby increasing the structural and statistical diversity of the pretraining tasks.

4.1 Hyperparameter Sampling

For each pretraining dataset, we sample a set of hyperparameters that characterize its global properties,
including the sample size, the feature dimension (specified separately as the numbers of continuous and
categorical features), and the task type (i.e., classification or regression). Given the sampled sample size,
we then randomly draw an evaluation position that splits the dataset into a context part and a query part.
The sampling distribution of each hyperparameter is randomly chosen from a family of distributions,
such as the normal, uniform, and beta distributions.

4.2 Directed Acyclic Graph Generation

We generate DAGs that depict the structural dependencies among variables in a hierarchical manner.
The overall DAG is composed of multiple local causal structures (LCSs), which is specified as causal
motifs (Barjašić et al., 2021) in this practice. Each causal motif may contain multiple input and output
nodes and encodes directed dependencies among variables, such as chain, confounding, and collider
structures (Peters et al., 2017; Pearl et al., 2016).

Through recursive expansion of causal motifs at multiple granularities, the induced DAG can simulta-
neously capture macro- and micro-level dependencies with complex local topologies. In addition, we
allow topology-constrained graph transformation (Maslov & Sneppen, 2002; Sanfeliu & Fu, 1983) on
the DAG, where operations such as edge redirection, local path replacement, and node-level structural
transformations are randomly selected and applied. These operations further enrich the local topology
while preserving the acyclicity of the graph, allowing the resulting DAGs to exhibit diverse connectivity
patterns and information-propagation pathways.

4.3 Functional Mechanisms of SCM

While the DAG of an SCM determines the dependencies among variables, the functional mechanisms
determine the statistical relationships underlying these dependencies.
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Figure 3: Schematic overview of the synthetic data generation process for pretraining. The pipeline
consists of five phases, that are hyperparameter sampling, directed acyclic graph (DAG) generation, SCM
propagation, data sampling and task adaptation respectively.

For each DAG, we first sample the values of root nodes from distributions with randomly chosen types
and parameters. The values of the remaining nodes are then determined by propagating functional
computations along the topological order of the DAG. For a node Xi, the value-generation process can be
expressed as

Xi = fi

(
{gi,j(Xj)}j∈PA(Xi)

, ϵi

)
,

where PA(Xi) denotes the set of parent nodes of Xi, gi,j is the edge function associated with the parent
node Xj, fi denotes the aggregation function that combines the mapped parent values, and ϵi denotes
stochastic noise.

LimiX-2 retains the three main types of edge functions from the previous version, including MLPs,
CNNs, and decision trees (LimiX Team, 2025). Furthermore, we incorporate additional mechanisms
such as linear mappings, kernel functions, piecewise functions, periodic functions, and multiplicative
interactions. Moreover, these basic functions can be composed, enabling the SCM to depict more complex
variable relationships.

For nodes with multiple parents, we design several aggregation strategies, e.g., simple averaging,
weighted aggregation, and neural aggregation, producing diverse forms of multivariate interactions.

4.4 Feature and Target Sampling

A complete SCM characterizes the joint states of all variables, whereas in practice only a subset of them is
typically observable. To make the generated data resemble real-world scenarios, we retrieve only a subset
of variables as sample features and prediction targets to construct each dataset. Specifically, LimiX-2
formulates variable sampling as a multi-attribute selection problem. For each dataset, coarse-grained
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task descriptors are constructed based on the assigned design with respect to its subgraph structure and
feature redundancy. Candidate tasks are then filtered through a multi-objective selection mechanism,
ensuring that the resulting tasks not only differ in graph structure but also cover prediction problems
with diverse statistical properties, thereby broadening the coverage of the final pretraining tasks in both
structural complexity and statistical characteristics.

4.5 Task Adaptation

We apply stochastic observation transformations to the features and target variables for task adaptation.
Examples of such transformations include linear scaling, monotonic nonlinear transformations, logarith-
mic transformations, exponential transformations, and multiple operators can be randomly composed.
For the target variable, the transformation is specified according to the task type of each dataset (i.e.,
classification or regression). For classification tasks, since the initial target variable is generally continuous,
we convert it into a categorical target via random discretization: LimiX-2 randomly partitions the value
space of the target into several intervals and varies the class frequencies and discretization parameters,
allowing different synthetic datasets to yield classification tasks with varying numbers of classes and
degrees of class imbalance. For regression tasks, targets may undergo random scale transformations as
well as adjustments to their skewness and tail behavior, thereby covering continuous prediction tasks
with diverse functional relationships.

5 Evaluation

In this section, we conduct a comprehensive predictive performance evaluation of LimiX-2 on several pub-
lic tabular benchmarks, which encompass a diverse collection of real-world classification and regression
tasks. As shown in Figure 1, LimiX-2 achieves the highest Elo rating on all three benchmarks. We further
evaluate causal skeleton recovery with LimiX-2 on causal discovery benchmarks. The results show that
the recovered skeletons based on LimiX-2 feature attention surpass those of other tabular foundation
models, XGBoost-based feature importance methods, and dedicated causal discovery methods.

5.1 Predictive Performance Evaluation Setup

Benchmarks. Three widely adopted benchmarks, TabArena (Erickson et al., 2025), TALENT (Ye et al.,
2024; Liu et al., 2024), and BCCO (LimiX Team, 2025), are used for evaluation. TabArena focuses on
evaluating predictive performance under practical protocols, TALENT evaluates generalization across
diverse task types, and BCCO evaluates robustness under challenging and incomplete datasets. These
benchmarks provide a broad assessment of LimiX-2 in terms of predictive performance, generalization,
scalability, and robustness.

• TabArena is an actively maintained benchmark designed to evaluate the practical predictive
performance of tabular learning methods. It comprises 51 manually curated real-world tabular
datasets, covering a diverse range of classification and regression tasks.

• TALENT is a large-scale and systematic benchmark for studying tabular learning methods across
a broad spectrum of datasets. It consists of 300 datasets, including 120 binary classification
datasets, 80 multiclass classification datasets, and 100 regression datasets. Excluding 12 classifi-
cation datasets with more than 10 target classes, we perform evaluation on the remaining 288
datasets.

• BCCO provides a robustness-focused benchmark for tabular models, designed to evaluate model
performance on challenging and imperfect data. It contains 106 classification datasets in BCCO-
CLS and 50 regression datasets in BCCO-REG, focusing on scenarios involving missing and
incomplete features.

Benchmark Protocol. Table 1 summarizes the composition of task types in the tabular benchmarks
and the main evaluation metrics reported in this technical report. The detailed evaluation protocols for
TabArena, TALENT, and BCCO are described as follows.

• TabArena Protocol: For TabArena, we fully follow the benchmark’s evaluation configuration,
including its dataset collection, data splits, metrics, and result aggregation procedure. We take
the published leaderboard scores as the reference for existing baselines (accessed September
15, 2026) and then report the Elo rating computed by the official TabArena evaluation pipeline,
ensuring direct comparability with the leaderboard results.
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Table 1: Task composition and evaluation metrics of the 3 tabular benchmarks. Twelve TALENT datasets
with more than 10 target classes are excluded.

Benchmark # Datasets Task Type # Tasks Main Metrics

TabArena 51
Binary CLS 30

Elo, Rank, Win Rate

Multiclass CLS 8
REG 13

TALENT 288
Binary CLS 120
Multiclass CLS 68
REG 100

BCCO 156
Binary CLS 71
Multiclass CLS 35
REG 50

• TALENT and BCCO Protocol: For TALENT and BCCO, we follow the official evaluation pipeline
provided by TALENT, conducting each experiment with 15 random seeds. For TALENT, we
adopt the official fixed 64%/16%/20% train/validation/test split. For BCCO, we randomly hold
out 20% of the training set for validation, leaving the official test set unchanged.
For models integrated into the TALENT library, we use their default configurations, including
model-specific hyperparameter settings. Regarding tabular foundation models such as EXAONE
Tabular (Eo et al., 2026), Xiaomi-TabLDM (Wang et al., 2026a), and Mitra-v2 (Tao et al., 2026),
we implement the evaluation following the preprocessing and inference procedures specified in
their respective official repositories, without tuning the hyperparameters for fair comparisons.
For each dataset, models are ranked by accuracy for classification tasks and by RMSE for
regression tasks. Ranking is performed for each random seed, with ranks first averaged across
seeds and then equally across datasets to obtain the mean rank. In addition to ranks, we aggregate
model performance by converting per-dataset results into pairwise comparisons and fitting a
Bradley–Terry Elo model, following TabArena, with Random Forest anchored at 1000. For
reported Elo, we show 95% confidence intervals from 2000 bootstrap rounds, using the 2.5% and
97.5% quantiles.

Baselines. We compare LimiX-2 against a range of state-of-the-art baseline models, including tree-based
models, auto-ML frameworks, neural networks, and recent tabular foundation models.

• Tree-based models. We include XGBoost (Chen & Guestrin, 2016), LightGBM (Ke et al., 2017),
CatBoost (Dorogush et al., 2018), and Random Forest (Breiman, 2001).

• Auto-ML frameworks. We compare LimiX-2 against AutoGluon (Erickson et al., 2020), an auto-
mated machine learning framework that performs model selection, hyperparameter optimization,
and ensemble learning for tabular data.

• Neural networks. We evaluate LimiX-2 against neural baselines, including FT-Transformer
(Gorishniy et al., 2024), RealMLP (Holzmüller et al., 2024), TabR (Gorishniy et al., 2024), TabM (Gor-
ishniy et al., 2025), and ModernNCA (Ye et al., 2025).

• Tabular foundation models. We compare LimiX-2 with recent tabular foundation models,
including Mitra-v2 (Tao et al., 2026), TabFM (Kong & Das, 2026), TabPFN-3 (Grinsztajn et al.,
2026), TabICLv2 (Qu et al., 2026), TabDPT (Ma et al., 2026), EXAONE Tabular (Eo et al., 2026),
Xiaomi-TabLDM (Wang et al., 2026a) and LimiX-16M (LimiX Team, 2025). These models cover a
range of recent approaches to pretraining and in-context learning for tabular data.

5.2 Results on TabArena

Overall performance. Figure 4 and Table 2 report performance on the full TabArena benchmark. Across
all four predictive metrics reported in the table, LimiX-2 ranks first among the compared methods.
It attains the highest Elo score of 1935, exceeding the Elo runner-up, TabFM+, by 117.4 points before
rounding, and yields an improvability of 3.3% versus 6.2% for TabFM+. Consistently, LimiX-2 achieves
an average rank of 5.5, compared with 9.0 for TabFM+, and records an aggregated win count of 18.9
against 5.3 for TabFM+, corresponding to approximately 3.6 times as many aggregated wins.

Win rate averages pairwise comparisons against all other methods in the corresponding table, first across
evaluation splits within each dataset and then equally across datasets, with ties counted as half a win.
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Figure 4: Performance on the TabArena benchmark. Baseline results are reported under the default,
tuned, and tuned-plus-ensembled configurations. LimiX-2 with default configuration achieves an Elo
score of 1935, outperforming all compared foundation models, including TabFM, TabPFN-3, and EXAONE
Tabular. LimiX-2 also surpasses AutoGluon under its noncommercial 4h configuration.

The aggregated win count instead assigns one unit of credit per split to the best-performing method,
shares it equally among tied winners, averages within each dataset, and sums across datasets. Elo point
estimates are rounded to integers in the tables. Elo differences and relative comparisons are computed
from the unrounded results.

Classification performance. Table 3 reports results on the 38 classification datasets. LimiX-2 ranks first
across all four predictive metrics reported in the table. It attains an Elo of 1917, an improvability of 4.3%,
an average rank of 6.0, an aggregated win count of 10.6, and an average pairwise win rate of 94.5%. These
results indicate strong aggregate performance across the classification tasks.

Regression performance. Table 4 reports results on the 13 regression datasets. LimiX-2 again ranks
first across all four predictive metrics reported in the table, achieving an Elo of 2206, an improvability of
0.6%, an average rank of 3.8, an aggregated win count of 8.3, and an average pairwise win rate of 96.9%.
TabFM+ is the Elo runner-up at 2063, followed by AutoGluon 1.6 (noncommercial, 4h) at 2060. These
results indicate strong performance on the regression subset.

Table 2: Performance on the TabArena benchmark. Models are ranked by Elo, improvability, average
rank, and aggregated win count are also reported. LimiX-2 ranks first on all four metrics, with an Elo of
1935 (117.4 points above TabFM+ before rounding). Compared with TabFM+, its improvability is 3.3%
versus 6.2%, its average rank is 5.5 versus 9.0, and its aggregated win count is 18.9 versus 5.3.

Model Elo
↑

Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑ Model Elo

↑
Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑

LimiX-2 (D) 1935−77,+111 3.3% 5.5 18.9 TabM (D) 1283−42,+43 18.9% 47.7 0.1
TabFM+ 1818−84,+109 6.2% 9.0 5.3 iLTM (T) 1280−32,+35 19.0% 47.9 0.1
Causilo (D) 1790−57,+92 8.9% 10.1 1.7 BetaTabPFN (D) 1272−57,+58 20.3% 48.8 0.0
AutoGluon 1.6 (NC, 4h) 1789−60,+99 8.6% 10.1 1.2 TabPFNv2 (T) 1272−57,+57 20.0% 48.8 0.1
TabFM (D) 1774−98,+101 6.5% 10.7 5.9 SAP-RPT-OSS (D) 1268−58,+57 20.2% 49.1 0.6
Mitra-v2 (D) 1769−74,+102 8.3% 10.9 3.2 TorchMLP (T+E) 1268−45,+46 19.0% 49.1 0.0
EXAONE Tabular (D) 1749−55,+72 9.5% 11.8 2.9 EBM (T+E) 1253−36,+36 20.5% 50.7 0.0
AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) 1738−54,+85 9.2% 12.3 1.2 TabPFNv2 (D) 1245−63,+65 20.8% 51.5 0.3
AutoGluon 1.5 (EX, 4h) 1648−60,+69 10.2% 16.9 1.3 ModernNCA (D) 1238−40,+37 21.0% 52.2 0.2
TabPFN-3 (D) 1632−49,+69 11.6% 17.9 0.4 EBM (T) 1220−40,+44 21.1% 54.0 0.0
Xiaomi-TabLDM (D) 1586−59,+65 12.1% 20.8 0.5 RealMLP (D) 1217−38,+32 20.4% 54.3 0.1
TabPFN-2.6 (D) 1580−43,+59 12.9% 21.2 0.1 XGBoost (D) 1205−36,+34 20.6% 55.6 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (T+E) 1564−48,+59 12.6% 22.3 0.1 ExtraTrees (T+E) 1201−43,+46 21.5% 55.9 0.0
TabICLv2 (D) 1563−54,+62 12.4% 22.4 0.1 TorchMLP (T) 1200−42,+41 20.7% 56.1 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (T) 1528−44,+54 13.3% 25.0 0.1 FastaiMLP (T+E) 1192−59,+55 21.4% 56.8 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (D) 1502−40,+50 13.8% 27.1 0.0 EBM (D) 1192−48,+46 22.0% 56.8 0.1
AutoGluon 1.4 (best, 4h) 1479−46,+44 14.8% 28.9 0.0 APLR (T+E) 1186−57,+41 22.1% 57.4 0.0
RealMLP (T+E) 1475−42,+45 14.9% 29.3 0.2 LightGBM (D) 1180−30,+32 21.1% 58.0 0.0
TabDPT-Turbo (D) 1433−47,+50 16.0% 33.0 0.2 ExtraTrees (T) 1177−53,+43 22.3% 58.3 0.2
TabDPT (T+E) 1431−44,+56 15.8% 33.1 0.4 CTBoost (D) 1171−66,+60 23.0% 58.9 0.1
TabM (T+E) 1422−37,+45 16.1% 34.0 0.0 RandomForest (T+E) 1169−44,+53 22.5% 59.1 0.1
LightGBM (T+E) 1406−27,+30 17.0% 35.5 0.0 Nori-30M (D) 1156−82,+73 24.8% 60.4 0.2

Continued on next page
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Table 2 (continued)

Model Elo
↑

Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑ Model Elo

↑
Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑

RealMLP (T) 1402−46,+39 16.2% 35.8 0.0 Nori (D) 1145−77,+70 25.0% 61.4 0.0
CatBoost (T+E) 1396−32,+37 16.6% 36.4 0.1 APLR (T) 1145−56,+45 23.2% 61.4 0.0
CatBoost (T) 1384−33,+33 16.8% 37.5 0.0 FastaiMLP (T) 1137−57,+53 22.8% 62.2 0.0
TabDPT (T) 1380−52,+53 16.9% 37.9 0.1 RandomForest (T) 1134−45,+47 23.2% 62.5 0.2
iLTM (T+E) 1379−38,+39 17.2% 38.0 0.0 TabSTAR (T) 1088−83,+75 27.1% 66.8 0.4
TabM (T) 1371−37,+43 16.9% 38.8 0.1 iLTM (D) 1088−57,+47 24.7% 66.8 0.1
ModernNCA (T+E) 1364−52,+66 17.5% 39.5 0.1 TabSTAR (T+E) 1087−83,+79 27.2% 66.8 0.5
LightGBM (T) 1363−27,+24 17.6% 39.6 0.0 PerpetualBooster (T+E) 1086−45,+46 28.0% 66.9 0.0
ChimeraBoost (T+E) 1360−54,+45 17.9% 39.8 0.8 OrionMSP (D) 1086−52,+53 25.3% 66.9 0.0
CatBoost (D) 1357−38,+38 17.4% 40.2 0.1 APLR (D) 1079−80,+51 26.1% 67.5 0.0
XGBoost (T+E) 1354−31,+30 17.7% 40.5 0.0 TorchMLP (D) 1071−49,+38 24.5% 68.2 0.0
LimiX-16M (D) 1345−57,+72 17.5% 41.4 0.3 PerpetualBooster (T) 1052−46,+47 29.2% 69.9 0.0
ModernNCA (T) 1336−37,+36 17.9% 42.2 0.3 xRFM (D) 1039−69,+55 28.0% 70.9 0.0
ChimeraBoost (T) 1333−51,+43 18.3% 42.5 0.3 TabFlex (D) 1010−74,+65 29.2% 73.2 0.1
TabSwift (D) 1332−49,+59 18.0% 42.7 0.0 ExtraTrees (D) 1008−61,+48 27.7% 73.4 0.0
XGBoost (T) 1330−31,+29 18.0% 42.8 0.0 FastaiMLP (D) 1005−61,+60 27.3% 73.6 0.1
xRFM (T+E) 1330−44,+44 18.2% 42.9 0.1 RandomForest (D) 1000−47,+43 27.8% 73.9 0.0
TabPFNv2 (T+E) 1325−66,+64 18.6% 43.3 0.0 KNN (T+E) 991−81,+62 29.3% 74.6 0.1
CTBoost (T+E) 1324−43,+39 18.6% 43.5 0.0 TabSTAR (D) 989−101,+89 31.9% 74.7 0.3
Mitra (D) 1315−64,+63 19.1% 44.4 0.1 Linear (T+E) 956−103,+61 35.1% 77.1 0.0
TabDPT (D) 1308−53,+62 19.1% 45.1 0.1 PerpetualBooster (D) 934−61,+41 33.1% 78.5 0.1
TabICL (D) 1306−57,+49 19.0% 45.3 0.0 Linear (T) 932−110,+67 35.6% 78.6 0.0
ChimeraBoost (D) 1299−55,+42 19.1% 46.0 0.0 KNN (T) 887−102,+61 34.1% 81.3 0.1
CTBoost (T) 1294−44,+37 19.1% 46.5 0.0 Linear (D) 858−117,+68 38.1% 82.8 0.1
xRFM (T) 1286−43,+42 19.3% 47.3 0.1 KNN (D) 646−100,+79 47.0% 90.2 0.0

Table 3: Performance on classification tasks in the TabArena benchmark. Models are ranked by Elo,
improvability, average rank, and aggregated win count are also reported. LimiX-2 ranks first on all
four metrics, with an Elo of 1917 (121.1 points above TabFM+ before rounding). Its improvability is
4.3%, approximately 42.7% lower than that of TabFM+ (7.5%). Its average rank is 6.0 versus 9.9, and its
aggregated win count is 10.6 versus 4.7.

Model Elo
↑

Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑ Model Elo

↑
Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑

LimiX-2 (D) 1917−77,+127 4.3% 6.0 10.6 TabPFNv2 (T) 1304−77,+69 22.9% 46.7 0.1
TabFM+ 1796−86,+121 7.5% 9.9 4.7 TabM (D) 1304−43,+52 21.5% 46.7 0.1
Causilo (D) 1768−70,+90 11.0% 11.0 1.3 EBM (T+E) 1301−36,+38 22.0% 47.1 0.0
AutoGluon 1.6 (NC, 4h) 1761−53,+88 10.5% 11.4 1.1 TorchMLP (T+E) 1297−39,+41 21.2% 47.5 0.0
TabFM (D) 1760−114,+125 7.5% 11.4 5.6 SAP-RPT-OSS (D) 1291−71,+53 22.8% 48.1 0.5
Mitra-v2 (D) 1754−85,+126 10.1% 11.6 2.9 iLTM (T) 1285−38,+42 21.7% 48.7 0.1
EXAONE Tabular (D) 1754−57,+85 11.1% 11.6 2.8 TabPFNv2 (D) 1281−82,+70 23.5% 49.1 0.3
AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) 1711−43,+62 11.2% 13.7 0.8 xRFM (T) 1280−62,+56 22.4% 49.2 0.1
AutoGluon 1.5 (EX, 4h) 1652−71,+81 11.7% 17.0 1.0 EBM (T) 1268−39,+43 22.6% 50.4 0.0
TabPFN-3 (D) 1627−65,+76 14.0% 18.6 0.4 TabDPT (D) 1263−58,+62 23.0% 50.9 0.1
Xiaomi-TabLDM (D) 1577−56,+70 14.5% 22.0 0.5 FastaiMLP (T+E) 1250−67,+59 22.9% 52.2 0.0
TabPFN-2.6 (D) 1576−55,+59 15.2% 22.1 0.1 EBM (D) 1246−49,+42 23.6% 52.7 0.1
TabICLv2 (D) 1569−63,+70 14.5% 22.6 0.1 ModernNCA (D) 1244−42,+41 23.9% 52.8 0.2
RealTabPFN-2.5 (T+E) 1557−66,+64 15.1% 23.5 0.1 APLR (T+E) 1239−59,+45 23.7% 53.3 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (T) 1537−58,+67 15.7% 25.0 0.1 CTBoost (D) 1233−65,+60 24.0% 53.9 0.1
RealTabPFN-2.5 (D) 1525−52,+52 16.0% 25.9 0.0 RealMLP (D) 1232−38,+38 23.1% 54.1 0.1
AutoGluon 1.4 (best, 4h) 1481−51,+64 17.0% 29.6 0.0 XGBoost (D) 1222−46,+42 23.0% 55.0 0.0
RealMLP (T+E) 1463−38,+52 17.6% 31.2 0.1 TorchMLP (T) 1220−38,+47 23.1% 55.2 0.0
TabM (T+E) 1442−42,+53 18.5% 33.1 0.0 ExtraTrees (T+E) 1206−53,+56 23.9% 56.6 0.0
TabDPT-Turbo (D) 1419−56,+71 19.0% 35.4 0.1 APLR (T) 1195−62,+50 24.9% 57.6 0.0
LightGBM (T+E) 1412−30,+46 19.2% 36.0 0.0 FastaiMLP (T) 1188−68,+56 24.6% 58.3 0.0
TabICL (D) 1406−54,+49 19.5% 36.6 0.0 LightGBM (D) 1184−42,+49 23.9% 58.7 0.0
CatBoost (T+E) 1397−44,+53 18.9% 37.4 0.1 ExtraTrees (T) 1180−61,+61 24.8% 59.1 0.2
LimiX-16M (D) 1396−73,+83 19.3% 37.5 0.3 RandomForest (T+E) 1180−66,+63 24.9% 59.1 0.1
TabM (T) 1395−42,+49 19.3% 37.6 0.0 iLTM (D) 1146−56,+57 26.1% 62.2 0.1
TabDPT (T+E) 1393−48,+70 19.1% 37.8 0.1 RandomForest (T) 1146−68,+68 25.7% 62.3 0.2
RealMLP (T) 1393−43,+51 19.0% 37.8 0.0 APLR (D) 1141−67,+59 27.2% 62.7 0.0
iLTM (T+E) 1388−41,+45 19.3% 38.3 0.0 TabSTAR (T) 1135−95,+74 27.9% 63.3 0.3

Continued on next page
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Table 3 (continued)

Model Elo
↑

Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑ Model Elo

↑
Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑

CatBoost (T) 1388−41,+48 19.1% 38.3 0.0 TabSTAR (T+E) 1131−93,+73 27.9% 63.7 0.4
CatBoost (D) 1374−44,+45 19.5% 39.7 0.1 OrionMSP (D) 1117−66,+61 28.0% 64.9 0.0
LightGBM (T) 1372−31,+36 19.9% 39.9 0.0 TorchMLP (D) 1087−54,+44 27.1% 67.5 0.0
CTBoost (T+E) 1371−56,+51 20.1% 39.9 0.0 PerpetualBooster (T+E) 1066−62,+56 32.4% 69.2 0.0
ChimeraBoost (T+E) 1370−56,+52 20.2% 40.0 0.0 FastaiMLP (D) 1044−73,+69 29.2% 70.9 0.1
XGBoost (T+E) 1361−46,+43 20.0% 40.9 0.0 Linear (T+E) 1038−89,+87 33.9% 71.4 0.0
BetaTabPFN (D) 1360−47,+48 21.3% 41.0 0.0 TabSTAR (D) 1034−117,+85 33.3% 71.7 0.2
Mitra (D) 1352−79,+76 21.5% 41.9 0.1 PerpetualBooster (T) 1032−58,+55 33.8% 71.8 0.0
TabPFNv2 (T+E) 1352−72,+85 21.3% 41.9 0.0 KNN (T+E) 1025−89,+74 31.7% 72.4 0.1
ModernNCA (T) 1349−37,+53 20.3% 42.1 0.3 TabFlex (D) 1014−103,+82 33.1% 73.1 0.1
ModernNCA (T+E) 1347−70,+73 20.4% 42.4 0.0 Linear (T) 1012−94,+87 34.5% 73.3 0.0
ChimeraBoost (T) 1344−53,+53 20.7% 42.7 0.0 xRFM (D) 1009−86,+68 32.3% 73.5 0.0
CTBoost (T) 1341−52,+47 20.7% 43.0 0.0 RandomForest (D) 1000−66,+59 31.3% 74.1 0.0
TabDPT (T) 1339−50,+60 20.4% 43.2 0.1 ExtraTrees (D) 992−71,+73 31.3% 74.6 0.0
TabSwift (D) 1337−57,+54 21.0% 43.3 0.0 Linear (D) 937−108,+84 37.2% 78.1 0.1
XGBoost (T) 1336−38,+39 20.4% 43.4 0.0 PerpetualBooster (D) 928−79,+58 37.8% 78.6 0.1
xRFM (T+E) 1316−48,+51 21.2% 45.5 0.1 KNN (T) 913−115,+84 37.3% 79.5 0.1
ChimeraBoost (D) 1315−65,+52 21.5% 45.6 0.0 KNN (D) 582−106,+110 52.3% 89.7 0.0

Table 4: Performance on regression tasks in the TabArena benchmark. Models are ranked by Elo,
improvability, average rank, and aggregated win count are also reported. LimiX-2 ranks first on all
four metrics, with an Elo of 2206, exceeding TabFM+ and AutoGluon 1.6 (noncommercial, 4h) by 143.2
and 146.3 points, respectively, before rounding. Compared with those two methods, respectively, its
improvability is 0.6% versus 2.6% and 3.1%, its average rank is 3.8 versus 6.4 and 6.5, and its aggregated
win count is 8.3 versus 0.5 and 0.1.

Model Elo
↑

Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑ Model Elo

↑
Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑

LimiX-2 (D) 2206−188,+318 0.6% 3.8 8.3 TabM (D) 1274−94,+114 11.3% 48.7 0.0
TabFM+ 2063−139,+212 2.6% 6.4 0.5 ModernNCA (D) 1268−73,+81 12.5% 49.2 0.0
AutoGluon 1.6 (NC, 4h) 2060−141,+193 3.1% 6.5 0.1 Mitra (D) 1264−112,+127 12.1% 49.5 0.0
Causilo (D) 2027−131,+237 2.9% 7.3 0.3 SAP-RPT-OSS (D) 1260−147,+158 12.6% 49.8 0.1
AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) 2002−105,+165 3.5% 7.9 0.4 LimiX-16M (D) 1247−156,+177 12.2% 50.8 0.0
TabFM (D) 1976−96,+176 3.7% 8.6 0.4 TabPFNv2 (T) 1233−129,+146 11.6% 51.9 0.0
Mitra-v2 (D) 1974−124,+225 3.0% 8.7 0.3 CTBoost (T+E) 1230−118,+81 14.4% 52.2 0.0
EXAONE Tabular (D) 1870−90,+134 4.8% 12.1 0.1 TorchMLP (T+E) 1230−107,+103 12.8% 52.2 0.0
TabPFN-3 (D) 1782−124,+209 4.5% 15.7 0.0 ExtraTrees (T+E) 1221−101,+109 14.7% 52.9 0.0
AutoGluon 1.5 (EX, 4h) 1765−77,+129 6.0% 16.5 0.2 RealMLP (D) 1218−87,+100 12.4% 53.1 0.0
Xiaomi-TabLDM (D) 1759−172,+239 4.9% 16.7 0.0 LightGBM (D) 1203−40,+30 13.2% 54.2 0.0
Nori-30M (D) 1750−81,+125 5.5% 17.1 0.2 ExtraTrees (T) 1200−102,+103 14.9% 54.5 0.0
TabPFN-2.6 (D) 1719−47,+92 6.0% 18.6 0.0 CTBoost (T) 1191−120,+87 14.7% 55.2 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (T+E) 1719−87,+117 5.5% 18.7 0.0 TabPFNv2 (D) 1184−145,+126 13.0% 55.7 0.0
TabDPT (T+E) 1708−85,+155 6.3% 19.2 0.3 XGBoost (D) 1182−86,+87 13.8% 55.9 0.0
Nori (D) 1668−78,+127 6.5% 21.4 0.0 TorchMLP (T) 1178−106,+87 13.5% 56.2 0.0
TabICLv2 (D) 1668−137,+225 6.0% 21.4 0.0 PerpetualBooster (T+E) 1174−94,+62 14.9% 56.5 0.0
TabDPT (T) 1657−65,+123 6.7% 22.0 0.0 RandomForest (T+E) 1150−78,+69 15.6% 58.3 0.0
RealMLP (T+E) 1633−59,+104 7.0% 23.3 0.0 xRFM (D) 1145−112,+113 15.5% 58.7 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (T) 1616−98,+132 6.2% 24.3 0.0 EBM (T+E) 1145−171,+126 16.1% 58.7 0.0
TabDPT-Turbo (D) 1594−93,+188 7.2% 25.7 0.1 PerpetualBooster (T) 1122−95,+50 15.9% 60.4 0.0
AutoGluon 1.4 (best, 4h) 1581−80,+93 8.4% 26.5 0.0 RandomForest (T) 1114−91,+70 16.1% 60.9 0.0
TabDPT (D) 1575−67,+139 7.6% 26.9 0.0 EBM (T) 1103−168,+125 16.7% 61.7 0.0
RealMLP (T) 1537−66,+97 8.0% 29.3 0.0 ExtraTrees (D) 1056−118,+88 17.2% 64.9 0.0
RealTabPFN-2.5 (D) 1529−100,+125 7.6% 29.8 0.0 EBM (D) 1044−163,+116 17.5% 65.7 0.0
ModernNCA (T+E) 1524−117,+127 9.2% 30.1 0.0 APLR (T+E) 1029−117,+99 17.6% 66.6 0.0
CatBoost (T+E) 1479−57,+89 9.9% 33.2 0.0 TorchMLP (D) 1027−133,+82 16.8% 66.8 0.0
LightGBM (T+E) 1472−71,+76 10.3% 33.7 0.0 FastaiMLP (T+E) 1024−117,+101 17.0% 67.0 0.0
CatBoost (T) 1456−61,+91 10.0% 34.8 0.0 RandomForest (D) 1000−78,+47 17.6% 68.5 0.0
xRFM (T+E) 1456−100,+105 9.4% 34.8 0.0 APLR (T) 988−137,+100 18.4% 69.2 0.0
TabM (T+E) 1441−76,+109 8.9% 35.9 0.0 FastaiMLP (T) 980−118,+104 17.5% 69.7 0.0
iLTM (T+E) 1428−50,+67 11.2% 36.8 0.0 CTBoost (D) 974−156,+104 20.0% 70.0 0.0
LightGBM (T) 1410−73,+79 10.8% 38.2 0.0 TabSTAR (T+E) 956−308,+230 24.9% 71.1 0.1
ChimeraBoost (T+E) 1408−107,+108 11.1% 38.4 0.8 TabSTAR (T) 943−316,+231 25.1% 71.9 0.1

Continued on next page
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Table 4 (continued)

Model Elo
↑

Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑ Model Elo

↑
Improv-
ability ↓

Avg. rank
↓

#wins
↑

XGBoost (T+E) 1401−39,+52 10.8% 38.9 0.0 PerpetualBooster (D) 938−120,+82 19.3% 72.1 0.0
TabSwift (D) 1392−108,+144 9.2% 39.6 0.0 KNN (T+E) 888−172,+147 22.5% 74.7 0.0
XGBoost (T) 1381−47,+62 10.9% 40.5 0.0 iLTM (D) 874−108,+68 20.5% 75.5 0.0
CatBoost (D) 1377−85,+85 11.4% 40.8 0.0 FastaiMLP (D) 868−157,+103 21.5% 75.8 0.0
xRFM (T) 1375−85,+77 10.0% 40.9 0.0 APLR (D) 845−211,+118 22.8% 76.8 0.0
ChimeraBoost (T) 1374−108,+103 11.5% 41.0 0.2 TabSTAR (D) 834−364,+254 27.9% 77.3 0.1
TabM (T) 1370−89,+102 9.7% 41.3 0.0 KNN (T) 798−186,+142 24.8% 78.8 0.0
ModernNCA (T) 1365−89,+102 11.1% 41.7 0.0 KNN (D) 696−250,+171 31.6% 82.2 0.0
iLTM (T) 1326−59,+71 11.1% 44.7 0.0 Linear (T+E) 479−370,+129 38.5% 86.7 0.0
ChimeraBoost (D) 1317−108,+109 12.2% 45.4 0.0 Linear (T) 447−424,+149 38.7% 87.2 0.0
TabPFNv2 (T+E) 1316−119,+161 10.6% 45.5 0.0 Linear (D) 289−391,+150 41.0% 88.9 0.0
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Figure 5: Pairwise win rates on the TabArena benchmark. Entry (i, j) is the pairwise win rate of method
i against method j, computed within each dataset and then averaged equally across datasets, with ties
counted as half a win. All off-diagonal entries in the row corresponding to LimiX-2 exceed 60%.

Pairwise comparisons. Figure 5 reports pairwise win rates for the displayed methods and configura-
tions. Each entry (i, j) is computed by first calculating the split-level win rate of method i against method
j within each dataset, with ties counted as half a win, and then averaging equally across datasets. All off-
diagonal entries in the row corresponding to LimiX-2 exceed 60%, indicating that LimiX-2 holds a majority
win rate against every displayed competitor. In particular, its win rates against TabFM+, TabFM, Auto-
Gluon 1.6 (noncommercial, 4h), and EXAONE Tabular are 65.2%, 67.7%, 78.3%, and 79.0%, respectively.
It also achieves 79.3% against Causilo (Nums AI Inc., 2026) and 81.3% against Mitra-v2. Its win rates
exceed 90% against the remaining displayed tabular foundation models, including Xiaomi-TabLDM, and
reach at least 95% against the displayed tuned-and-ensembled tree-based and neural-network baselines.

5.3 Results on TALENT

Overall performance. Table 5 reports performance on the TALENT benchmark. LimiX-2 achieves the
highest Elo across all five evaluation categories, together with the lowest overall improvability and the
largest aggregated win count among the compared methods. Its overall Elo reaches 1506, exceeding
TabFM and AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) by 35 and 68 points, respectively. The improvability decreases to
6.75%, compared with 9.17% for TabFM, corresponding to a 26.4% relative reduction. LimiX-2 also
records an aggregated win count of 84.3, versus 50.1 for TabFM, approximately 1.7× as many wins.
Consistent with these aggregate results, Figure 6 shows that LimiX-2 attains the lowest average rank in

15



Table 5: Performance on the TALENT benchmark. Models are ranked by overall Elo score. We also
report Elo scores for classification and regression tasks, with classification further split into binary and
multiclass settings. Red boldface highlights the best result in each metric. LimiX-2 achieves the highest
Elo across all five evaluation categories, attaining an overall Elo of 1506 and exceeding the runner-up,
TabFM, by 35 points. Its classification and regression Elo scores reach 1475 and 1584, surpassing TabFM
by 26 and 55 points, respectively. LimiX-2 also leads in both binary and multiclass classification, with Elo
scores of 1455 and 1520, respectively, demonstrating consistent model performance across task types.

Model
Elo (↑) Improv-

ability #wins

Overall Classifi-
cation Regression Binary Multiclass (↓) (↑)

LimiX-2 1506−32,+37 1475−35,+38 1584−71,+92 1455−43,+51 1520−51,+63 6.75% 84.3
TabFM 1471−28,+30 1449−34,+36 1529−53,+60 1418−38,+46 1517−64,+78 9.17% 50.1
AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) 1438−27,+30 1379−32,+33 1581−53,+65 1340−38,+40 1465−43,+53 11.21% 48.0
EXAONE Tabular 1393−22,+23 1358−26,+25 1477−36,+44 1370−31,+37 1342−37,+41 14.74% 12.9
TabPFN-3 1363−22,+26 1331−26,+27 1441−48,+55 1333−31,+36 1331−42,+49 15.98% 15.7
TabICLv2 1344−22,+23 1338−27,+28 1365−33,+39 1338−35,+39 1343−41,+51 15.63% 10.2
Xiaomi-TabLDM 1341−20,+21 1303−22,+24 1431−37,+44 1305−28,+30 1301−34,+40 16.48% 7.4
TabDPT 1272−25,+24 1279−28,+31 1262−42,+46 1312−35,+34 1224−51,+52 19.47% 11.2
Mitra-v2 1269−22,+24 1263−28,+30 1287−44,+46 1267−31,+34 1258−48,+51 17.72% 7.4
LimiX-16M 1227−21,+21 1210−23,+23 1268−42,+43 1217−26,+28 1198−39,+39 20.52% 6.1
CatBoost 1094−22,+23 1094−27,+26 1094−44,+37 1107−32,+32 1073−51,+46 26.84% 4.9
TabR 1075−24,+24 1078−29,+29 1071−39,+36 1077−35,+31 1080−52,+50 26.25% 4.1
RealMLP 1069−23,+22 1046−27,+26 1115−42,+39 1023−34,+30 1087−46,+43 26.62% 4.5
ModernNCA 1055−26,+24 1053−29,+27 1058−51,+48 1062−39,+33 1039−49,+44 26.65% 5.4
FT-Transformer 1032−25,+25 1024−31,+28 1048−45,+42 1027−39,+36 1018−56,+46 29.27% 4.1
RandomForest 1000−30,+28 1000−37,+35 1000−53,+48 1000−49,+43 1000−68,+59 30.06% 3.8
XGBoost 999−26,+24 1007−27,+27 980−58,+49 999−32,+29 1022−53,+44 29.37% 2.3
LightGBM 973−30,+29 978−38,+35 964−58,+48 977−45,+41 979−62,+59 29.80% 2.6
TabM 953−32,+29 977−36,+33 899−61,+53 967−47,+43 996−56,+49 32.37% 3.0

binary classification, multiclass classification, and regression. Together, these results demonstrate that its
strong relative performance extends beyond TabArena to the TALENT benchmark.

Classification performance. Table 5 shows that LimiX-2 achieves an Elo rating of 1475 on classification
tasks, surpassing TabFM by 26 points. This advantage holds in both binary and multiclass classification,
with Elo scores of 1455 and 1520, compared with 1418 and 1517 for TabFM, respectively. Figure 6 provides
a complementary dataset-level comparison based on accuracy, where LimiX-2 achieves the lowest average
ranks of 4.62 and 3.91 on binary and multiclass classification, respectively. The agreement between Elo
and average-rank evaluations demonstrates consistently strong classification performance across the two
task settings.

Regression performance. On regression, LimiX-2 attains the highest Elo of 1584, slightly ahead of
AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) at 1581 and exceeding TabFM and EXAONE Tabular by 55 and 107 points,
respectively, as shown in Table 5. Figure 6 provides a complementary comparison based on RMSE, where
LimiX-2 again achieves the lowest average rank, at 3.88. The consistent advantage under both Elo and
dataset-level average rank further supports the strong regression performance of LimiX-2.

Pairwise comparisons. Figure 7 reports pairwise win rates across evaluation tasks. Each entry (i, j)
denotes the percentage of tasks on which method i outperforms method j. LimiX-2 wins 57% of tasks
against TabFM, 62% against AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h), and 75% against EXAONE Tabular. Against the
remaining tabular foundation models, its win rates range from 74% to 85%, while they reach 89–96%
against the remaining baselines. Overall, LimiX-2 achieves a win rate above 50% against every competing
method, showing that its leading aggregate performance is supported by broad pairwise advantages
rather than gains concentrated on a small subset of datasets.

Meta-feature subgroups. Figure 8 examines how model rankings vary with dataset size and dimension-
ality. LimiX-2 maintains among the lowest fitted ranks across most sample-size and feature-count ranges,
with particularly strong performance on medium-to-large datasets. Across feature counts, its fitted rank
also remains consistently competitive and generally improves as dimensionality increases. These trends
indicate that the aggregate advantage of LimiX-2 is preserved across datasets with substantially different
numbers of samples and features, rather than being driven by a narrow dataset regime.
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Figure 6: Average-rank comparison on the TALENT benchmark across binary classification, multiclass
classification, and regression tasks. Each bar represents a method’s mean rank over datasets in the
corresponding task, using accuracy for classification and RMSE for regression. Error bars denote 95%
bootstrap CIs from 1000 dataset resamples. For consistency with Table 5, methods are displayed in the
same order across all panels. LimiX-2 is highlighted in pink, while baseline models are shown in dark
blue. LimiX-2 achieves the lowest average rank in all three task categories, with ranks of 4.62, 3.91, and
3.88 for binary classification, multiclass classification, and regression, respectively.
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Figure 7: Pairwise win rates on the TALENT benchmark. Entry (i, j) is the percentage of evaluation
tasks on which method i beats method j. Cells range from purple (row loses) to white (tie) to green
(row wins). LimiX-2 achieves a win rate above 50% against every competing method, ranging from 57%
against TabFM to 96% against TabM.
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Figure 8: Model rankings across dataset meta-features on TALENT. Lines show median piecewise-linear
fits over 300 bootstrap rounds, with 10th–90th percentile bands (Qu et al., 2026). LimiX-2 achieves
among the lowest fitted ranks across most sample-size and feature-count ranges, with particularly strong
performance on medium-to-large datasets. These results show that its strong aggregate performance
remains robust across datasets with varying scales and dimensionalities.

Table 6: Performance on the BCCO benchmark. LimiX-2 ranks first overall, with an Elo of 1432 (56 / 63
/ 202 above AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h), TabFM, and LimiX-16M). Its lead holds on classification (1321) and
regression (1859), and on binary (1284) tasks. AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) leads on multiclass (1443).

Model
Elo (↑) Improv-

ability #wins

Overall Classifi-
cation Regression Binary Multiclass (↓) (↑)

LimiX-2 1432−38,+45 1321−35,+42 1859−112,+158 1284−44,+51 1414−67,+87 6.97% 50.4
AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) 1376−37,+39 1269−37,+42 1782−71,+101 1199−44,+47 1443−56,+76 9.77% 24.5
TabFM 1369−37,+40 1260−40,+43 1785−75,+101 1213−44,+51 1374−74,+93 12.24% 16.7
EXAONE Tabular 1345−29,+32 1255−32,+36 1689−40,+54 1224−43,+46 1333−60,+73 13.40% 7.8
TabPFN-3 1295−26,+29 1188−29,+30 1691−67,+84 1153−38,+40 1275−44,+48 14.92% 5.7
Xiaomi-TabLDM 1277−27,+29 1176−29,+29 1646−60,+72 1136−36,+35 1273−50,+57 15.58% 3.5
TabICLv2 1275−25,+27 1205−30,+34 1542−49,+64 1161−34,+35 1313−64,+73 15.67% 3.3
Mitra-v2 1239−31,+32 1169−36,+38 1502−70,+83 1129−41,+43 1266−73,+82 16.86% 3.0
TabDPT 1238−28,+28 1197−34,+38 1410−60,+70 1151−42,+47 1308−53,+53 16.96% 8.4
LimiX-16M 1230−24,+26 1195−30,+31 1385−61,+63 1173−37,+37 1252−57,+66 16.94% 6.1
CatBoost 1140−28,+25 1101−30,+31 1287−67,+56 1096−35,+37 1118−66,+58 21.64% 4.6
TabR 1045−30,+29 1001−38,+34 1194−70,+59 976−41,+41 1061−76,+75 23.52% 2.6
RealMLP 1044−29,+27 973−32,+31 1269−70,+68 943−41,+40 1042−61,+56 24.58% 3.8
FT-Transformer 1020−32,+30 973−40,+34 1176−76,+64 942−46,+41 1043−81,+64 25.89% 2.1
ModernNCA 1019−30,+28 986−34,+33 1133−74,+62 952−45,+41 1064−62,+53 25.14% 2.0
RandomForest 1000−41,+36 1000−44,+39 1000−102,+74 1000−51,+50 1000−86,+72 26.75% 2.3
XGBoost 997−36,+32 994−33,+31 1008−120,+88 981−41,+38 1024−64,+53 26.35% 3.0
LightGBM 969−44,+40 953−51,+50 1023−93,+67 958−63,+63 936−87,+72 27.73% 3.7
TabM 957−41,+38 950−47,+42 978−98,+73 953−53,+47 941−93,+77 29.45% 2.6

5.4 Results on BCCO

Overall performance. Table 6 reports performance on the BCCO benchmark. LimiX-2 achieves the
highest overall Elo, along with the lowest overall improvability and the largest aggregated win count
among the compared methods. Its overall Elo reaches 1432, exceeding AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h), TabFM,
and LimiX-16M by 56, 63, and 202 points, respectively. The improvability decreases to 6.97%, compared
with 12.24% for TabFM, corresponding to a 43.1% relative reduction. In addition, LimiX-2 records an
aggregated win count of 50.4, versus 16.7 for TabFM, approximately 3.0× as many wins. These results
demonstrate the leading predictive performance of LimiX-2 across the heterogeneous tasks within the
BCCO benchmark.
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Figure 9: Average-rank comparison on the BCCO benchmark across binary classification, multiclass
classification, and regression tasks. Each bar represents a method’s mean rank over datasets in the
corresponding task, using accuracy for classification and RMSE for regression. Error bars denote 95%
bootstrap CIs from 1000 dataset resamples. For consistency with Table 6, methods are shown in the same
order across all panels. LimiX-2 is highlighted in pink, and baseline models are shown in dark blue.
LimiX-2 achieves a low average rank in all three task categories, with ranks of 5.45, 5.17, and 3.10 for
binary classification, multiclass classification, and regression, respectively.

Classification performance. Table 6 reports a classification Elo of 1321 for LimiX-2, exceeding Au-
toGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) by 52 points and TabFM by 61 points. It also achieves the highest Elo in binary
classification, reaching 1284. On multiclass classification, LimiX-2 remains highly competitive with an Elo
of 1414, 40 points above TabFM and within 29 points of the best result. Figure 9 provides complementary
comparisons based on accuracy across 71 binary and 35 multiclass classification datasets. On binary
classification, LimiX-2 achieves the best average rank of 5.45, followed by EXAONE Tabular at 6.69 and
TabFM at 6.93. On multiclass classification, LimiX-2 attains a competitive average rank of 5.17, ahead of
TabFM at 5.93 and within 0.49 of the best result. The agreement between Elo and accuracy-based rankings
demonstrates the classification strength of LimiX-2 across both binary and multiclass prediction tasks.

Regression performance. On regression, LimiX-2 attains an Elo of 1859, exceeding TabFM by 74 points
and TabPFN-3 by 168 points, as shown in Table 6. Figure 9 compares RMSE-based average ranks across
50 regression datasets. LimiX-2 achieves the lowest average rank of 3.10, followed by TabFM at 3.93
and AutoGluon 1.6 (EX, 4h) at 3.97, while TabPFN-3 and EXAONE Tabular attain 5.16 and 5.20. It also
improves substantially over LimiX-16M, whose average rank is 9.96. The leading position of LimiX-
2 under both Elo and RMSE-based rankings reinforces the strong regression performance established
on TabArena and TALENT, demonstrating its effectiveness across the regression tasks in the BCCO
benchmark.

Pairwise comparisons. Figure 10 reports pairwise win rates across evaluation tasks. Each entry (i, j)
denotes the percentage of tasks on which method i outperforms method j. For LimiX-2, the off-diagonal
values span 62% to 94%, showing that it defeats every baseline in the majority of tasks. Specifically,
LimiX-2 wins 65% of tasks against TabFM and 67% against EXAONE Tabular. Against the other tabular
foundation models, its win rates fall between 73% and 79%. For tree-based and neural baselines, the win
rates are even higher, ranging from 81% to 94%. These pairwise results align with the overall Elo and
average-rank findings, confirming that LimiX-2 maintains a consistent predictive advantage across the
various model families.
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Figure 10: Pairwise win rates on the BCCO benchmark. Entry (i, j) is the percentage of evaluation
tasks on which method i beats method j. Cells range from purple (row loses) to white (tie) to green (row
wins). LimiX-2 wins the majority of tasks against every compared method, achieving win rates of 65%
against TabFM and 67% against EXAONE Tabular. Its win rates reach 73–79% against the remaining
tabular foundation models, including 79% against LimiX-16M, and 81–94% against tree-based and neural-
network baselines, demonstrating broad predictive advantages across the benchmark.
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Figure 11: Model rankings as a function of meta-features on the BCCO benchmark. Each curve is
a piecewise-linear fit. The line is the median over 300 bootstrap rounds and the band is the 10th–90th
percentile (Qu et al., 2026). Lower is better.

Meta-feature subgroups. Figure 11 examines model rankings across dataset characteristics, including
sample size and feature dimensionality. LimiX-2 maintains one of the lowest fitted ranks over much of
the sample-size range, with particularly strong relative performance around 104 samples. It also achieves
low fitted ranks on datasets with approximately 10–100 features, highlighting its effectiveness across
a broad range of feature dimensionalities. These results identify advantages across multiple dataset
characteristics and complement the leading aggregate performance of LimiX-2.
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5.5 Causal Skeleton Recovery Evaluation

We evaluate the causal awareness of tabular foundation models through probing the structural infor-
mation encoded in their internal feature attention score. Specifically, we investigate whether feature
attention scores can distinguish causal relationships (i.e. adjacency in causal graph) from non-causal
ones (i.e. non-adjacency). When predicting a target variable, a model with genuine causal awareness is
expected to concentrate its attention on the features causally adjacent to the target. The presence of a
causal edge between a feature and the target can therefore be identified by thresholding the corresponding
attention score: the stronger a model’s causal awareness, the more accurate the causal skeleton induced
by this separation should be. We thus adopt causal skeleton recovery performance as an operational
measurement of causal awareness for tabular foundation models.

Benchmark Protocol Given observational data over F variables, we designate each variable Xj in turn
as the prediction target, with the remaining variables serving as features for tabular foundation models.
Owing to the design of cell-level representations, we can measure the feature attention exclusive to each
feature as the causal relationship strength between the feature and target for models retaining cell-level
representations. However, some tabular foundation models, such as TabPFN-3, TabICLv2, TabFM and
Xiaomi-TabLDM, aggregate feature information into row-level representation to predict targets. Thereby,
the feature attention score attended by target can be calculated only at the feature group level. For these
models, we distribute the attention score of each feature group uniformly among its member features to
obtain the measurement of causal relationship strength. The tree-based XGBoost can also produce feature
importance scores (Chen & Guestrin, 2016), for which we adopt the gain-based variant as its measure
of causal strength. By retaining the variable relations with high scores, determined by a threshold over
the overall score distribution, we yield a sparse causal skeleton Ĝskel of the causal graph. For causal
discovery methods, we convert the produced directed causal graphs into undirected ones to obtain causal
skeletons. We compare the estimated skeletons against the ground truths using skeleton F1 score and
structural Hamming distance (SHD).

Baselines The baselines include tabular foundation models (TabPFN-3, TabICLv2, TabFM, EXAONE
Tabular, Xiaomi-TabLDM), XGBoost with gain-based feature importance, and causal discovery methods
across major families: pretrained/amortized structure learning (TabCausal (Li et al., 2026), AVICI (Lorch
et al., 2022)), nonlinear continuous-optimization (NOTEARS-MLP (Zheng et al., 2020), DAG-GNN (Yu
et al., 2019)), conditional independence constraint-based PC (Spirtes et al., 2000), graph score-based
GES (Chickering, 2002), and identifiable functional causal models LiNGAM (Shimizu et al., 2006).

Benchmarks We evaluate on six causal discovery datasets: three continuous datasets and three discrete
datasets. The continuous datasets span the Sachs protein signaling network(Sachs et al., 2005), the UF food
production process(Menegozzo et al., 2022), and the CausalChamber light tunnel system(Gamella et al.,
2025). The discrete benchmarks are the PATHFINDER network for lymph node pathology(Heckerman
et al., 1992; Scutari, 2026), the DIABETES network for blood glucose regulation and insulin adjust-
ment(Andreassen et al., 1991; Scutari, 2026), and the PIGS genetic pedigree network(Cowell et al., 1999;
Scutari, 2026).

Table 7 shows that the feature attention scores in tabular foundation models encode the structural
information of direct causal relationship, which can be converted into a causal skeleton. LimiX-2 attains
a mean F1 score of 0.7972 across the six datasets, ranking first in F1 on six datasets and achieving the
lowest SHD on five. This improvement suggests that LimiX-2 extracts predictive signal from the direct
causal relations, i.e., its feature attention scores encode causal information. EXAONE Tabular ranks
second with F1 score of 0.6591. In contrast, the tabular foundation models that compute feature attention
at the group level can not distinguish causal relationship strength among features at fine-granularity.
Consequently, the causal skeleton recovery performances of TabFM, TabICLv2, TabPFN-3 and Xiaomi-
TabLDM deteriorate markedly, highlighting the importance of CMNs and cell-level representations
for causal structure awareness in tabular foundation models. Furthermore, the skeletons recovered
by LimiX-2 match or surpass those of methods designed exclusively for causal discovery in several
settings, indicating that LimiX-2 can effectively internalize causal structure information into its internal
representations.

6 Scaling Law

Scaling laws have only recently begun to be studied for foundation models operating on structured
data. LimiX (LimiX Team, 2025) introduced the first explicit scaling-law study for large structured-data
models (LDMs), characterizing how model capacity and pretraining scale affect both training loss and
downstream performance. Subsequent work broadened scaling analyses for LDMs along complementary
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Table 7: Comparison of causal skeleton recovery among tabular foundation models, XGBoost, and
dedicated causal discovery methods. LiNGAM assumes continuous variables and is therefore not
applicable to the discrete networks (PATHFINDER, DIABETES, and PIGS). These results are marked as
–. PC, GES, and NOTEARS-MLP do not finish within the 12-hour time limit on some datasets and are
marked as TIMEOUT.

Model Metric Sachs UF CausalChamber PATHFINDER DIABETES PIGS

LimiX-2 F1 score ↑ 0.7143 0.8617 0.7013 0.7829 0.7846 0.9385
SHD ↓ 8 26 23 76 263 77

EXAONE Tabular F1 score ↑ 0.6429 0.6492 0.5195 0.5486 0.6994 0.8955
SHD ↓ 10 67 37 158 367 131

TabFM F1 score ↑ 0.4286 0.2727 0.4156 0.2400 0.6028 0.6895
SHD ↓ 16 80 45 266 485 389

TabICLv2 F1 score ↑ 0.6429 0.1818 0.2857 0.1600 0.2277 0.1612
SHD ↓ 10 90 55 294 943 1051

TabPFN-3 F1 score ↑ 0.5714 0.6845 0.3636 0.1429 0.0426 0.0271
SHD ↓ 12 59 49 300 1169 1219

Xiaomi-TabLDM F1 score ↑ 0.3704 0.2364 0.2078 0.0114 0.2211 0.2426
SHD ↓ 17 84 61 346 951 949

XGBoost F1 score ↑ 0.5714 0.2545 0.2632 0.2914 0.4111 0.8125
SHD ↓ 12 82 56 248 719 235

TabCausal F1 score ↑ 0.5600 0.4000 0.5970 0.0000 0.1855 0.0000
SHD ↓ 11 81 27 189 685 592

PC F1 score ↑ 0.6400 0.3817 0.4000 0.3659 0.4674 TIMEOUT
SHD ↓ 9 81 39 156 449 TIMEOUT

GES F1 score ↑ 0.6400 0.6044 0.6234 TIMEOUT TIMEOUT TIMEOUT
SHD ↓ 9 72 29 TIMEOUT TIMEOUT TIMEOUT

LiNGAM F1 score ↑ 0.5600 0.5521 0.6667 – – –
SHD ↓ 11 73 21 – – –

AVICI F1 score ↑ 0.5000 0.4783 0.2917 0.0485 0.0251 0.0000
SHD ↓ 12 72 34 196 622 592

NOTEARS-MLP F1 score ↑ 0.5600 0.4030 0.4571 0.6146 TIMEOUT 0.8907
SHD ↓ 11 80 38 158 TIMEOUT 145

DAG-GNN F1 score ↑ 0.4167 0.0860 0.2642 0.3846 0.4320 0.1529
SHD ↓ 14 85 39 144 497 543

axes. PluRel established power-law scaling of relational-foundation-model pretraining loss with the
number of synthetic databases and training tokens. MaskTab reported one-axis-at-a-time scaling trends
over unlabeled data volume, feature dimensionality, and model capacity. TabPFN-3 explored context-size
and test-time compute scaling for tabular prediction (Kothapalli et al., 2026; Zheng et al., 2026; Grinsztajn
et al., 2026). Building on this emerging line of research, LimiX-2 conducts a finer-grained and more
controlled scaling study along the model-capacity axis, covering multiple downstream benchmarks.

LimiX-2 is pretrained on generated data, allowing the training corpus to be expanded on demand, while
its model sizes remain far below those of modern large language models, keeping controlled scaling
experiments computationally manageable. This setting allows us to focus on model capacity as the
primary scaling variable and ask a targeted question: under a fixed data-generation, optimization, and
inference recipe, how does downstream performance scale with the number of trainable parameters?
We evaluate LimiX-2 configurations ranging from 12.5M to 406.2M parameters and extrapolate the fitted
scaling trend toward the billion-parameter regime.

6.1 Experimental Setup and Scaling Model

For each evaluation series, let Ni denote the number of parameters in millions and Ei the observed Elo
score. We fit the following log-linear scaling law:

Ei = α + β log2

(
Ni

100

)
+ εi. (1)

Here, α denotes the fitted Elo at 100M parameters, while β measures the expected Elo improvement from
each doubling of model size.Both coefficients are estimated by ordinary least squares over the six model
sizes for each evaluation series:

β̂ =
∑i(xi − x̄)(Ei − Ē)

∑i(xi − x̄)2 , α̂ = Ē − β̂x̄, xi = log2

(
Ni

100

)
. (2)
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Baselines are shown only for reference and are not included in the scaling-law fit. We report R2 and
residual RMSE to characterize the goodness of fit.

Table 8: Log-linear scaling fits. α is the fitted Elo at 100M parameters, and β is the Elo gained per
parameter doubling.

Evaluation task α β R2 RMSE

TabArena 1863.88 34.68 0.9808 8.31
TALENT classification 1427.25 22.16 0.9792 5.53
TALENT regression 1545.12 18.26 0.9680 5.69
BCCO classification 1295.86 11.24 0.9617 3.84
BCCO regression 1795.89 30.06 0.9702 9.03

6.2 Scaling Results

Across all five evaluation series, downstream performance follows a clear log-linear trend with model
size. The fitted models achieve R2 values between 0.9617 and 0.9808, with residual RMSE ranging from
3.84 to 9.03 Elo (Table 8). The consistently positive slopes indicate robust gains from increasing model
capacity, while their different magnitudes reveal substantial task-dependent variation in the returns to
scaling.

Figure 12: Parameter scaling on TabArena. The solid line connects the observed LimiX-2 scale points,
while the dashed line shows the log-linear OLS fit extrapolated to 2B parameters.

On TabArena, Elo increases from 1766 at 12.5M parameters to 1935 at 406.2M, yielding a gain of 169 Elo
over a roughly 32.5× increase in model size. The fitted slope reaches 34.68 Elo per parameter doubling,
the steepest among the five evaluation series. On TALENT, classification and regression improve by
approximately 109 and 89 Elo, respectively, over the same range. The trend generalizes to the disjoint
BCCO benchmark collection, where classification gains 56 Elo and regression gains 147 Elo. Notably,
BCCO regression exhibits the second-largest scaling coefficient, at 30.06 Elo per doubling.

Within the measured parameter range, LimiX-2 also compares favorably with existing structured-data
foundation models at comparable model scales. These comparisons provide evidence of strong empirical
parameter efficiency under the reported evaluation protocols, although differences in architectures,
pretraining distributions, and training compute preclude attributing the gaps solely to model design.

The extrapolated 2B results should be interpreted as forecasts rather than measured performance: larger
models may enter different optimization or data regimes, and Elo scores also depend on the benchmark
comparison pool. Nevertheless, the consistency of the scaling trends across three benchmark suites and
both classification and regression supports a clear conclusion: model capacity is a robust and predictable
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Figure 13: Parameter scaling on TALENT classification and regression.

Figure 14: Parameter scaling on BCCO classification and regression.

scaling axis for LimiX-2 within the regime studied. We observe no clear evidence of performance
saturation up to 406.2M parameters, providing strong empirical motivation for extending LimiX-2 into
the billion-parameter regime.

7 Conclusions

In this report, we have advocated the development of Large Data Models (LDMs) and identified a
key limitation of the prevailing Prior-Fitted Network (PFN) paradigm, which is the confinement to
label prediction, thereby introduce Contextual Mechanism Networks (CMNs), a design paradigm that
generalizes label prediction to the imputation of arbitrary masked columns. CMNs are trained with
Context-Conditional Masked Modeling (CCMM), an objective that provides substantially denser supervi-
sion than label prediction alone and steers the model toward stronger data reasoning capabilities. We
instantiated this paradigm with LimiX-2, a transformer-based tabular foundation model with cell-level
representations, pretrained exclusively on synthetic data from an SCM-based generation engine. Without
any task-specific training, LimiX-2 performs classification, regression, missing-value imputation, and
causal inference in a single forward pass. The evaluation results on TabArena, TALENT, and BCCO reveal
that Limix-2 outperform a wide range of tabular foundation models and dataset-specific models, and
justify the superiority of CMNs.
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