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ABSTRACT
Error detection (ED), which aims to identify incorrect or inconsis-
tent cell values in tabular data, is important for ensuring data quality.
Recent state-of-the-art ED methods leverage the pre-trained knowl-
edge and semantic capability embedded in large language models
(LLMs) to directly label whether a cell is erroneous. However, this
LLM-as-a-labeler pipeline (1) relies on the black box, implicit deci-
sion process, thus failing to provide explainability for the detection
results, and (2) is highly sensitive to prompts, yielding inconsis-
tent outputs due to inherent model stochasticity, therefore lacking
robustness. To address these limitations, we propose an LLM-as-an-
inducer framework that adopts LLM to induce the decision tree for
ED (termed TreeED) and further ensembles multiple such trees for
consensus detection (termed ForestED), thereby improving explain-
ability and robustness. Specifically, based on prompts derived from
data context, decision tree specifications and output requirements,
TreeED queries the LLM to induce the decision tree skeleton, whose
root-to-leaf decision paths specify the stepwise procedure for eval-
uating a given sample. Each tree contains three types of nodes:
(1) rule nodes that perform simple validation checks (e.g., format
or range), (2) Graph Neural Network (GNN) nodes that capture
complex patterns (e.g., functional dependencies), and (3) leaf nodes
that output the final decision types (error or clean). Furthermore,
ForestED employs uncertainty-based sampling to obtain multiple
row subsets, constructing a decision tree for each subset using
TreeED. It then leverages an Expectation-Maximization-based al-
gorithm that jointly estimates tree reliability and optimizes the
consensus ED prediction. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
our methods are accurate, explainable and robust, achieving an
average F1-score improvement of 16.1% over the best baseline.

PVLDB Artifact Availability:
The source code, data, and/or other artifacts have been made available at
https://github.com/T-Lab/ForestED.

1 INTRODUCTION
Data quality is crucial for supporting reliable data analytics and
data-driven decision-making. Poor data quality can distort analyt-
ical results, hinder operational processes, and ultimately lead to
negative downstream impact [12, 40, 47, 51]. Unfortunately, real-
world datasets often suffer from low quality due to issues like
inconsistent data collection and sensor failures, leading to errors
such as missing values, outliers, typos, and rule violations [6, 9, 11].
To address this issue, data cleaning [22, 24, 44] is widely studied to
substantially improve data quality through a two-phase process: (1)
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Figure 1: An illustrated example of common data errors.

error detection (ED), which identifies incorrect or inconsistent cell
values in tabular data, and (2) data repair, which corrects the iden-
tified errors. In this paper, we study ED, a critical step for effective
data repair and downstream data preparation.

Example 1. Common data error patterns are illustrated in Figure 1,
including 1) The missing value error occurs where the Email field is
blank; 2) The outlier error appears in the Age column where a negative
value (–5) is invalid for a person’s age; 3) A pattern violation is shown
in the second row’s Order Date, which uses the non-standard format
“15/06/2024” instead of the expected “YYYY-MM-DD”; 4) A typo occurs
in the malformed email “bob@emaix.com”, where the domain contains
a misspelling; 5) A rule violation is demonstrated in the rows with
CustomerID C11000, where the functional dependency CustomerID
→ Email is violated because the same customer identifier is associated
with two different email values.

Given the importance and practical value of ED, a set of methods
has been developed [14, 16, 33]. Traditional ED methods for tabular
data are mainly statistical-based [19, 34] and rule-based [8, 14, 25].
Statistical-based approaches detect potentially erroneous values by
modeling value distributions or correlations and identifying entries
that deviate from expected patterns, but they can be sensitive to
distributional variability andmay incorrectly flag rare but legitimate
values. On the other hand, rule-based approaches rely on rules, such
as integrity constraints, patterns, functional dependencies (FDs),
or external knowledge bases, to identify violations. However, they
require substantial domain expertise and effort to construct and
maintain such rules.

Recently, with the development of large language models (LLMs),
LLM-based ED methods are emerging. They exploit the pre-trained
knowledge and semantic understanding capabilities of LLMs to
directly label all the data cells or portions of them as either clean
or erroneous. The first line of work, with FM_ED [27] as a repre-
sentative (illustrated in Figure 2(a)), constructs a dedicated prompt
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Figure 2: Framework comparisons of LLM-based ED methods.
for each cell in the table and uses the LLM to classify it. The sec-
ond line of work, with ZeroED [29] as a representative (illustrated
in Figure 2(b)), first employs the LLM to label a selected subset of
cells. A multi-layer perceptron (MLP) classifier is then trained using
these labels, and the trained classifier is subsequently applied to
determine whether each cell is clean or erroneous.
Motivations. Although FM_ED and ZeroED, which follow the
LLM-as-a-labeler pipeline, achieve state-of-the-art performance for
ED, they still face two notable limitations.

Firstly, their detection results lack explainability. They rely on
black-box components: the LLM behaves as an opaque function
that directly outputs their decision, lacking explicit justification,
and the trained MLP classifier in ZeroED is similarly a neural-based
model. As a result, users cannot pinpoint the reasons that derive
the predicted outcomes [32]. This lack of explainability makes it
difficult for experts to verify detected errors, impedes root cause
diagnosis and undermines trust in automated data systems.

Secondly, their detection results lack robustness. They rely on
LLMs, which are inherently stochastic due to factors such as proba-
bilistic decoding strategies and GPU-level variations. Consequently,
even identical promptsmay produce different labeling outcomes [17].
Moreover, the MLP classifier in ZeroED is also highly sensitive to
the quality of the labels it is trained on, including their correct-
ness, diversity, and coverage. Furthermore, ED is performed on
low-quality input data, which makes it more difficult for the output
to maintain robustness. The lack of robustness leads to an unstable
error detection process, which limits its practical applicability.
Challenges. To design an accurate, explainable and robust ED
method, two challenges exist below:

Challenge I: How to design an accurate and explainable ED method
for noisy tabular data with complex relationships? The existence
of diverse error patterns and complex table dependencies compli-
cates the problem. A direct approach is to prompt LLMs to pro-
duce natural-language reasoning traces, such as Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) [43], thereby providing an explanation for each error judg-
ment. However, such self-generated explanations are often unfaith-
ful or post-hoc rationalizations of the model decisions [26, 36],
limiting their reliability. Another promising approach is to use
LLMs to generate explicit logic rules extracted from sampled data
for ED, offering a more structured form of explainability. Neverthe-
less, simple rules struggle to represent diverse error patterns and
capture complex relational structures among tables.

Challenge II: How to design a robust ED method for large-scale
tabular data? The limited context windows of LLMs and the com-
plex distributions of large real-world tabular data make robust error
detection particularly challenging. A naive approach is to prompt

the LLM with the entire table, which can enhance robustness by
leveraging global context. However, real-world datasets may con-
tain tens or hundreds of thousands of tuples, far exceeding the
input limits of most current LLMs. A more practical alternative, as
in ZeroED, is to label a subset of the table and train a downstream
classifier on these partial labels. Nevertheless, a single detector
struggles to characterize the intricate distributions and suffers from
the stochasticity of LLM-based labeling. Another line of work, ex-
emplified by methods such as Raha [25], combines the outputs of
multiple detectors and trains a classifier to aggregate outputs. Yet
these aggregation strategies rely on ground-truth labels, which are
hard to obtain in real-world scenarios.
Our approach. Driven by the aforementioned challenges, we pro-
pose an LLM-as-an-inducer framework (see Figure 2(c)) that lever-
ages LLMs to induce decision trees composed of different node
types to handle diverse error patterns and errors of varying com-
plexity (termed TreeED). We further ensemble multiple such trees
by applying an Expectation–Maximization (EM)–based procedure
to obtain consensus detection results (termed ForestED). In this
way, we enhance the accuracy, explainability and robustness of ED.

In TreeED, we use LLM to induce a decision tree for ED (see
case study in Figure 8 for detailed illustration). Specifically, we
provide the LLM with data context, decision tree specification, and
output requirements, which ground the LLM in the structure of the
table and guide it toward producing meaningful decision logic. To
capture diverse error patterns and errors of varying complexity, we
guide the LLM to induce a decision tree skeleton comprising three
different nodes, including rule nodes, Graph Neural Network (GNN)
nodes, and leaf nodes (representing error or clean states). This de-
sign effectively combines neural models and symbolic rules for
enhanced performance. Rule nodes encode simple symbolic checks
such as format, range, and domain validation. In GNN nodes, we
model the table as a bipartite graph and approach ED as a link classi-
fication task that leverages global context for superior performance
under complex relational error patterns, such as cross-attribute
correlations and functional dependencies. It can effectively capture
constraints that simple rules cannot express. Moreover, each GNN
node is dedicated to a specialized function, such as verifying the
dependencies of a specific attribute, thereby ensuring the explain-
ability. During prediction, each cell is evaluated through the tree
starting from the root. At every node of the tree, the corresponding
rule or GNN check determines the next branch to follow, and the
process continues until a leaf node is reached. This results in an
explainable decision path.

To further enhance the robustness of the framework, ForestED
is proposed. It consists of two components: (1) generating multiple
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Table 1: Symbols and descriptions.
Notation Description
D Dirty dataset of size 𝑁 ×𝑀 .
D∗ Clean (ground-truth) version of D.
T𝑖 / 𝑡𝑖 𝑖-th tuple / its index in D, 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑁 }.
𝐴 𝑗 / 𝑎 𝑗 𝑗-th attribute / its index inD, 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀}.
Ŷ Estimated error matrix Ŷ ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑀 .
𝑓LLM (·) LLM inference function.
G = (V𝑡 ∪V𝑎, E) Bipartite graph over tuples and attributes.
T A decision tree.
U(T):{𝑢1, . . . , 𝑢𝐾 } Node set of tree T .
𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗) Root-to-leaf decision path of D[𝑖, 𝑗] in T .
S; S (1) , . . . ,S (𝑅) Sample of D and its 𝑅 partitions.
Θ(𝑟 ) Confusion matrix at the 𝑟 -th tree.
Ŷ(𝑟 )
𝑖, 𝑗

Cell-level prediction by the 𝑟 -th tree.

decision trees and (2) ensembling their ED results. We generate
multiple decision trees by providing TreeED with distinct subsets
of representative rows, selected via our uncertainty-based sampling
strategy. To aggregate the consensus results of these trees without
labeled data, we propose an EM-based algorithm. Instead of manu-
ally assigning weights to each tree, the algorithm models both the
unknown consensus predictions and the tree-specific reliabilities
(i.e., error rates) as latent variables, which are iteratively estimated
through EM. Specifically, in the E-step, given the current tree relia-
bility matrix and the prediction prior (i.e., the probability of each
cell being erroneous), the algorithm updates the posterior consen-
sus predictions. In the M-step, it updates the tree reliability matrix
and the prediction prior via maximum likelihood estimation based
on the estimated consensus predictions. This iterative refinement
continues until convergence, producing a consensus error detection
result that is more robust than a single tree.
Contributions. The main contributions are summarized as:

• We propose an LLM-as-an-inducer framework for error de-
tection in tabular data, consisting of TreeED and ForestED.

• We introduce TreeED, which leverages an LLM to induce a
decision tree whose different node types capture both sim-
ple rules and complex relational patterns, enabling accurate
and explainable error detection.

• We introduce ForestED, which ensembles multiple TreeED-
derived predictions using an EM–based consensus proce-
dure to obtain reliable and robust error detection results.

• We conduct extensive experiments across diverse datasets
and evaluation settings. The results show that our frame-
work achieves state-of-the-art performance while substan-
tially improving explainability and robustness over existing
LLM-based ED methods, yielding an average F1 improve-
ment of approximately 16.1% over the strongest baseline.

2 PRELIMINARIES
We begin by defining tabular data and the common types of errors
that occur within it, followed by a formal definition of the error
detection problem. We then introduce LLM and two previous state-
of-the-art LLM-based ED methods: FM_ED and ZeroED.

2.1 Problem Statement
Let D = {T1, . . . ,T𝑁 } be a dirty tabular dataset with 𝑁 tuples. The
dataset contains𝑀 attributes, denoted by 𝐴1, . . . , 𝐴𝑀 . For each tu-
ple T𝑖 , we use D[𝑖, 𝑗] to represent the value of attribute 𝐴 𝑗 in that
tuple. LetD∗ denote the corresponding clean (ground-truth) dataset.
Tabular data can contain a wide variety of errors arising during
data collection, entry, or integration. Common error types include
missing values, typos, pattern violations, outliers, and rule viola-
tions [1, 5, 25, 28, 29]. Missing values occur when certain fields are
left empty, while typos result from manual entry mistakes such as
misspellings or extra characters, both of which can often be identi-
fied from individual cell contents. Pattern violations occur when
values deviate from expected syntactic formats (e.g., inconsistent
date formats), whereas outliers refer to values outside the typical
statistical or semantic range of an attribute. Rule violations capture
cross-attribute inconsistencies, such as mismatched hierarchical re-
lationships or logically impossible combinations, and often require
understanding dependencies across multiple attributes or tuples.
Here, we give a formal definition of tabular error detection.

Definition 1 (Tabular Error Detection). Given a dirty tabu-
lar dataset D with 𝑁 tuples and𝑀 attributes, and the corresponding
clean dataset D∗, the ground-truth error matrix Y ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑀 is
defined as

Y[𝑖, 𝑗] =
{
1, if D[𝑖, 𝑗] ≠ D∗ [𝑖, 𝑗],
0, otherwise.

The task of tabular error detection is to estimate a predicted error
matrix Ŷ ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑀 that approximates Y.

2.2 LLM and LLM-based Error Detection
LLM. LLMs demonstrate strong zero-shot generalization across
diverse tasks [36, 37] due to the broad semantic abilities acquired
through large-scale pretraining and instruction tuning, enabling
them to interpret contextual information and perform complex
context-dependent operations. Recent studies further show that
these capabilities make LLMs promising tools for data quality im-
provement [15, 23, 35, 38, 42]. In general, LLM-based data process-
ing can be formalized as conditioning on a structured context 𝐶 to
produce a task-specific output 𝑦:

𝑦 = 𝑓LLM (𝐶),

where 𝐶 may include textual descriptions, attribute values, or re-
trieved records, and 𝑦 may correspond to a label, a rewritten value,
or a generated decision. For error detection, LLMs use contextual
signals surrounding a cell to determine whether the value is erro-
neous. For a cell (𝑖, 𝑗), this can be written as:

𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑓LLM (𝐶𝑖, 𝑗 ), 𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1},

where 𝐶𝑖, 𝑗 may encode row-level, column-level, or table-level cues.
Existing state-of-the-art LLM-based ED methods (i.e., FM_ED and
ZeroED) differ primarily in how they construct 𝐶𝑖, 𝑗 and how they
invoke 𝑓LLM during inference.
FM_ED [27] directly prompts the LLM with the full row T𝑖 and the
target attribute A𝑗 to classify whether D[𝑖, 𝑗] is erroneous:

𝑦𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑓LLM
(
T𝑖 ,A𝑗

)
.
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ZeroED [29] reduces LLM inference cost by applying the LLM only
to a sampled subset of cells. The sampled set S is labeled by the
LLM as:

YS = 𝑓LLM (S),
where YS contains the LLM-assigned error labels for S. A light-
weight classifier ℎ is then trained on these labeled examples:

𝜈 = Train(S,Y𝑆 ) .

Once trained, the classifier is applied to the full dataset to produce
the predicted error matrix:

Ŷ = 𝜈 (D).

This strategy leverages the LLM to generate labels at a small scale
while performing large-scale ED efficiently by the learned classifier.

However, the decision processes of these LLM-based methods
are not traceable, limiting their explainability, and their outputs
vary with prompt choices, sampled data, or distributional shifts,
undermining robustness. Hence, in this paper, we introduce an
LLM-as-an-inducer framework comprising TreeED and ForestED
for accurate, explainable, and robust ED.

3 OVERVIEW
In Figure 3, we provide an overview of our proposed error detection
framework, consisting of TreeED and ForestED. TreeED induces an
LLM to construct a decision tree for error detection, while ForestED
further ensembles multiple such trees using an EM-based consensus
procedure to achieve reliable and robust detection.

Specifically, in TreeED, given a structured prompt that includes
(i) data context, including a data profile and a set of sample rows,
(ii) decision tree specification (e.g., node types and structural con-
straints), and (iii) output requirements (label requirements and
output format), the LLM induces a decision tree skeleton that spec-
ifies how a single table cell should be evaluated for error detection.
Each tree comprises three node types: (i) rule nodes; (ii) GNN nodes;

and (iii) leaf nodes. For each cell, inference proceeds along a root-
to-leaf path in the decision tree. At each internal node, the model
either executes the prescribed rule check or invokes the GNN-based
prediction, and the terminal leaf returns the final ED label. ForestED
aggregates decisions from multiple trees via EM-based consensus.
It first applies uncertainty-based sampling to select representative
subsets of the original table and partitions them into several sub-
sets. For each sampled subset, TreeED induces a decision tree and
applies it to the entire table to produce a full cell-level prediction
matrix. ForestED then collects these prediction matrices and applies
an EM-based consensus procedure that iteratively estimates the
latent true labels in the E-step and updates each tree’s reliability
matrix in the M-step, repeating until convergence to produce the
final consensus result.

4 TREEED METHOD
The objective of TreeED is to prompt an LLM to generate an ex-
plainable, executable error detector in the form of a decision tree for
tabular data and use it to perform error prediction. The workflow of
TreeED consists of three stages: (1) prompt construction, where
an LLM is guided with structured context to generate a decision tree
skeleton; (2) decision tree construction, where the decision tree
skeleton is induced as an executable tree; and (3) error prediction
via decision tree, where the constructed decision tree is executed
on the original table to identify erroneous cells.

4.1 Prompt Construction
The prompt for constructing a decision tree in TreeED consists of
three key components: data context, decision tree specification, and
output requirements. An example of prompt is given in the Box 4.1.
Data context. The data context provides essential background
information for the LLM, consisting of two parts: (i) a data profile
helping the LLM understand its structure and semantics without
populating all tuples; and (ii) a set of representative sample rows
illustrating diverse data patterns (selected by uncertainty sampling
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detailed in Section 5.1). The data profile is generated from the
original dataset to provide dataset-level information that helps the
LLM formulate relevant rules, following the idea of [10]. For each
attribute 𝐴 𝑗 in the schema, the profile records:
(1) its data type (e.g., numeric, categorical, date, inferred from the

value domain).
(2) its distinctness (the ratio of unique values to the total number

of non-missing entries).
(3) its missing ratio (the fraction of tuples for which 𝐴 𝑗 is empty).
(4) its inclusion dependencies (whether the values of 𝐴 𝑗 are con-

tained within those of another attribute).
(5) its inter-column similarity (computed by measuring the cosine

similarity between 300-dimensional column embedding, where
each embedding encodes the column’s value distribution using
histograms, summary statistics, and hashed buckets for numeric
attributes, and a hashed bag-of-tokens representation for non-
numeric attributes).

(6) its correlation scores (e.g., Pearson or mutual information for
numeric or categorical pairs).

(7) its representative values (a small set of frequent samples).
(8) its summary statistics, including mean, median, standard devia-

tion, and min–max for numeric attributes.
Decision tree specification. The decision tree specification de-
fines both the structure and the functional roles of different node
types. Since real-world tabular datasets exhibit error patterns of
varying complexity, from simple syntactic errors to multi-attribute
relational violations, the tree includes three complementary node
types: symbolic rule nodes for simple local checks, learning-based
GNN nodes for complex global reasoning, and leaf nodes for fi-
nal classification. By modeling the table as a bipartite graph and
propagating information over the bipartite graph, GNNs aggregate
contextual signals from related rows and attributes, enabling the
detection of inconsistencies that arise only from global structure. Fi-
nally, leaf nodes act as terminal decision points that output whether
the examined cell is erroneous or clean.

Remark 1. The GNN nodes in our framework remain explainable
because: (1) each node has a LLM-induced descriptive message indicat-
ing its intended function (e.g., checking an FD, as shown in Figure 8);
(2) the tree also specifies the attributes involved in each relational
dependency and is dedicated to the specific checking function.

Output requirements. To induce a valid and executable decision
tree from the LLM, we restrict the output format to two core compo-
nents: a decision tree structure and a set of labeled sample records.
These two components jointly specify how the tree is constructed
and how it behaves on example inputs, ensuring that both the
structure and semantics of the induced tree are unambiguous.

The first component, "tree_structure", defines the decision
tree skeleton as a list of node objects. Each node includes a node_id
(unique identifier), a type (node type), and a name (semantic la-
bel). Rule nodes contain an executable code field specifying a
Python function for simple checks, along with true_child and
false_child pointers that determine branching behavior. GNN
nodes represent relational checks and include only skeleton descrip-
tions without explicit code. Leaf nodes specify a leaf_value indi-
cating whether the final decision is true (error) or false (clean).

The second component, "labels", contains labeled examples
showing how the induced tree evaluates sampled cells. Each record
includes a row_id and an attribute name to identify the cell, an
is_error Boolean indicating the predicted label, and a path field
recording the ordered sequence of nodes taken from the root to
the leaf. These paths provide explicit supervision for GNN node
behaviors, and make the resulting decision logic traceable.

A concrete example of an induced decision tree is provided in
the case study in Section 6.4 (see Figure 8).

Prompt Design

1. Data context: data profile, sample rows
2. Decision tree specification: The decision tree should
be shallow (4–8 levels). Each node should be specialized,
not overloaded with unrelated checks. There should be at
least one gnn node whose children are not leaf nodes.

• rule: must provide executable Python code that
performs simple rule checks, formatted as:
def rule_fn(tuple , attr) -> bool:

# return True if the cell is erroneous ,

# False otherwise

Each rule node should handle only one type
of check (e.g., numeric range, format, or cross-
column consistency).

• gnn: for complex relational checks (e.g., functional
dependencies, conditional FDs, denial constraints),
where the node name reflect the purpose (e.g.,
gnn_fd_check, gnn_cfd_check).

• leaf: must have a leaf_value of true or false.
3. Labeling requirements:

• For every sampled row and every column, output
one entry in labels. Each entry must contain the
row_id, column_name, is_error (bool), and the
full path of node_ids from root to leaf.

• The overall output must be a single JSON object
with two fields:
– "tree_structure": list of NodeSpec objects.
– "labels": list of entries with row_id, column,

is_error, and path.
• Example error types and output format.

4.2 Decision Tree Construction
Given the two LLM outputs, the tree_structure component and
the labels component, TreeED constructs an executable decision
tree T with a set of nodesU(T) that integrates both rule nodes
U𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒 and GNN nodesU𝑔𝑛𝑛 . Since the rule nodes directly incorpo-
rate the LLM-generated code without further processing, we next
detail the training process for the learning-based GNN nodes.
Label preparation. To train GNN nodes, we extract supervision
labels from the labels component, which records the decision
paths that sampled cells follow from the root to a leaf in the decision
tree. For each sampled cell D[𝑖, 𝑗], its root-to-leaf decision path in
the tree T is represented as

𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗) =
[
(𝑢0, 𝑏0), (𝑢1, 𝑏1), . . . , (𝑢𝐾 , 𝑏𝐾 )

]
,
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Algorithm1:The algorithm for decision tree construction
Input: Dirty table D, LLM model 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 , samples S
Output: Executable decision tree T̂

1 pmt← prompt construction with S&D;U, Ŝ ← 𝑓𝑙𝑙𝑚 (pmt)
// Step 1: Tree skeleton construction

2 foreach 𝑢 ∈ U do
3 if 𝑢 ∈ U𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒 then
4 n← {type: rule, 𝑢.code, 𝑢.t_child, 𝑢.f_child}
5 else if 𝑢 ∈ U𝑔𝑛𝑛 then
6 n← {type: gnn, 𝑢.t_child, 𝑢.f_child}
7 else
8 n← {type: leaf, value: {0, 1}}
9 Tskeleton ← Tskeleton ∪ {n}

// Step 2: Label preparation

10 foreach 𝑢𝑘 ∈ U𝑔𝑛𝑛 do
11 foreach 𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ Ŝ do
12 𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗) ← Flow(Tskeleton, 𝑠𝑖, 𝑗 )
13 if (𝑢𝑘 , 𝑏𝑘 ) ∈ 𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗) then
14 L𝑢𝑘 ← L𝑢𝑘 ∪ {(D[𝑖, 𝑗], 𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 = 𝑏𝑘 )}

// Step 3: Graph construction

15 foreach 𝑢𝑘 ∈ U𝑔𝑛𝑛 do
16 foreach 𝑖 = 1...𝑁 , 𝑗 = 1..𝑀 do
17 h𝑒𝑣𝑡 ,𝑣𝑎 ← 𝜙 (D[𝑖, 𝑗]); E ← E ∪ 𝑒𝑣𝑡 ,𝑣𝑎
18 𝑢𝑘 .graph = (V𝑡 ∪V𝑎, E), 𝑢𝑘 .train_labels = L𝑢𝑘

// Step 4: GNN training

19 foreach 𝑢𝑘 ∈ U𝑔𝑛𝑛 do
20 foreach 𝑖 = 1..𝑁 , 𝑗 = 1..𝑀 do

21 𝑞𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 ← MLP
(
h(2)
𝑣𝑖𝑡
∥ h(2)

𝑣
𝑗
𝑎

)
,

22 Optimize 𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑘 ←
−∑(𝑖, 𝑗 ) [ 𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 log𝑞𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 + (1 − 𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 ) log(1 − 𝑞𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 ) ]

23 return T̂

where 𝑢𝑘 denotes the 𝑘-th node encountered along the path, and
𝑏𝑘 ∈ {0, 1} indicates which outgoing branch is taken at that node
(0 for the false branch and 1 for the true branch). The values of 𝑏𝑘
only denote which branch is chosen at each decision point and do
not directly indicate whether the cell is an error or not.

Example 2. Consider the decision path for cell D[𝑖, 𝑗]:
𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗) = [(check_country_code_format, 0), (gnn_fd_location, 1),
(check_location_gdp_range, 0), (leaf_ok, 0)]. Thismeans the cell
first reaches the rule node check_country_code_format and selects
the false branch (e.g., the format check does not trigger), then reaches
the GNN node gnn_fd_location and selects the true branch (e.g.,
the relational pattern is satisfied), then selects the false branch at
check_location_gdp_range, and ultimately arrives at leaf_ok,
indicating that the cell is labeled as clean.

From these decision paths, we derive supervision labels for train-
ing the GNN nodes. For each GNN node 𝑢𝑘 that appears in the path
𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗), where (𝑢𝑘 , 𝑏𝑘 ) ∈ 𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗), the corresponding cell D[𝑖, 𝑗] is
assigned a supervision label 𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 = 𝑏𝑘 , indicating which branch the

cell follows at node 𝑢𝑘 . By collecting all cells whose root-to-leaf
path includes node𝑢𝑘 and pairing them with their associated labels,
we obtain the training set L𝑢𝑘 for that GNN node.
Graph construction. We employ a graph-based representation
to support relational reasoning, as many tabular errors arise from
dependencies that span multiple rows or multiple attributes and
therefore cannot be captured by local, cell-level checks alone. To
model these interactions, we represent the table as a bipartite graph
motivated by [46]. In the constructed bipartite graph, tuple nodes
and attribute nodes form two disjoint sets, and each cell corre-
sponds to an edge connecting its associated tuple and attribute.
This bipartite design naturally reflects the two-dimensional struc-
ture of tabular data and allows information to propagate across
both tuple and attribute dimensions, making it particularly suitable
for capturing error patterns driven by cross-row relationships (e.g.,
functional dependencies) or cross-column constraints (e.g., type
or domain consistency). Formally, each GNN node operates on a
bipartite graph:

G = (V𝑡 ∪V𝑎, E),
where V𝑡 and V𝑎 denote tuple and attribute nodes, respectively.
Tuple node 𝑣𝑖𝑡 ∈ V𝑡 corresponds to the 𝑖-th row in the original table,
while attribute node 𝑣 𝑗𝑎 ∈ V𝑎 corresponds to the 𝑗-th column. An
edge 𝑒

𝑣𝑖𝑡 ,𝑣
𝑗
𝑎
∈E between node 𝑣𝑖𝑡 and node 𝑣 𝑗𝑎 represents a table cell

D[𝑖, 𝑗] and is associated with a feature vector:

h𝑒
𝑣𝑖𝑡 ,𝑣

𝑗
𝑎

= 𝜙 (D[𝑖, 𝑗]),

where 𝜙 (·) is a hash-based embedding function that encodes the
cell value into a numerical vector.
GNN training. For each GNN node 𝑢𝑘 in the induced decision
tree, we train an independent GNN on its constructed bipartite
graph G𝑢𝑘 with supervision labels L𝑢𝑘 . Following GRAPE [46], we
extend the GraphSAGE architecture [13] by incorporating explicit
edge embeddings. For node initialization, tuple nodes are assigned
an 𝑚-dimensional constant vector, whereas attribute nodes are
given an 𝑚-dimensional one-hot vector that uniquely identifies
each attribute:

h(0)𝑣 =


1, 𝑣 ∈ V𝑡 ,

ONEHOT(𝑣), 𝑣 ∈ V𝑎 .

At each GNN layer 𝑝 , the neighborhood representation of a node
𝑣 is obtained by forming a message for every neighbor 𝑣 ′ ∈ N (𝑣)
via concatenating the neighbor’s previous-layer embedding h(𝑝−1)

𝑣′
with the corresponding edge embedding h𝑒𝑣′,𝑣 , passing it through a
nonlinear transformation, and aggregating all such messages:

h(𝑝 )N(𝑣) = AGG
{
𝜎

(
CONCAT

(
h(𝑝−1)
𝑣′ , h𝑒𝑣′,𝑣

)) ��� 𝑣 ′ ∈ N (𝑣)} .
Finally, the node embedding is updated by combining its previous-
layer embedding of h(𝑝−1)𝑣 with its aggregated neighborhood repre-
sentation h(𝑝 )N(𝑣) :

h(𝑝 )𝑣 = 𝜎

(
W(𝑝 ) · CONCAT

(
h(𝑝−1)𝑣 , h(𝑝 )N(𝑣)

))
.

Here, AGG(·) denotes a permutation-invariant mean aggregator,
W(𝑝 ) is the trainable weight matrix at propagation layer 𝑝 , and
𝜎 (·) is a nonlinear activation function RELU. After two propagation
layers, we obtain the final embeddings for all tuple and attribute
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nodes. For each cell D[𝑖, 𝑗], we perform binary error detection by
feeding the concatenated tuple node and attribute node embeddings
into a two-layer MLP:

𝑞𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 =MLP
(
h(2)
𝑣𝑖𝑡
∥ h(2)

𝑣
𝑗
𝑎

)
,

which outputs the probability of routing the cell to the true or
false branch at GNN node 𝑢𝑘 . The model is trained using binary
cross-entropy loss:

𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑘 = −
∑︁
(𝑖, 𝑗 )

[
𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 log𝑞𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 + (1 − 𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 ) log(1 − 𝑞𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 )

]
.

where 𝑙𝑖, 𝑗,𝑘 ∈ {0, 1} is the ground-truth error label. After training,
each GNN node predicts error labels for cells by applying its learned
GNN embeddings to the optimized MLP classifier.
Tree construction process. The overall workflow of decision tree
construction process, summarized in Algorithm 1, follows a four-
stage process. First, tree skeleton construction creates an decision
tree skeleton by defining node types and linking parent–child re-
lationships according to the LLM-generated structure (lines 2-9).
Next, label preparation extracts supervision signals from the de-
cision paths in labeled samples, assigning corresponding training
labels to each GNN node (lines 10-14). Then, graph construction
represents the table as a bipartite graph connecting tuples and at-
tributes, serving as the structural input for GNN training (lines
15-18). Finally, in GNN training and integration, each GNN node is
independently optimized and reattached to the tree, forming the
final executable decision tree T̂ (lines 19-23).

4.3 Error Prediction via Decision Tree
Once the decision tree T̂ is constructed, it can be directly applied
to perform cell-level error detection on a given table D. As shown
in Algorithm 2, each cell is evaluated by following a root-to-leaf
decision path: starting from the root (line 3), the model applies
either a rule check or a GNN-based relational check at the current
internal node. The Boolean outcome selects the next child node,
and this process continues until a leaf is reached (lines 4-9). For
each cell D[𝑖, 𝑗], let 𝜋 (𝑖, 𝑗) denote this root-to-leaf decision path,
and let 𝑢𝐾 denote the leaf node at the end of the path; the value
stored in 𝑢𝐾 becomes the final prediction for the cell (line 10).
Iterating this procedure over all rows and columns (line 2) yields the
binary prediction matrix Ŷ ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑀 (line 11), where Ŷ[𝑖, 𝑗] = 1
indicates that D[𝑖, 𝑗] is predicted as erroneous and 0 otherwise.

5 FORESTED METHOD
While TreeED demonstrates that an LLM can effectively serve as a
decision tree inducer for error detection, its performance may vary
due to the stochastic nature of LLMs. To address this, ForestED
applies uncertainty-based sampling to select an informative subset
of rows and partitions it into smaller segments, with each segment
inducing its own decision tree to form a diverse forest of detectors.
We then ensemble their predictions using an EM-based consensus
procedure inspired by [7, 39], which jointly infers the latent true
labels and each tree-specific reliability to achieve a consensus result.

Algorithm 2: TreeED for error detection
Input: Dirty table D, LLM model 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 , samples S
Output: Prediction matrix Ŷ ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑀

1 T̂ ← Algorithm 1(D, 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 ,S)
2 for 𝑖 = 1...𝑁 , 𝑗 = 1...𝑀 do
3 node← T̂ .root
4 while n.type ≠ leaf do
5 if node.type = rule then
6 child← 𝑓rule (𝐷 [𝑖, 𝑗])
7 if node.type = gnn then
8 child← 𝑓gnn (𝑖, 𝑗)
9 node← child

10 Ŷ[𝑖, 𝑗] ← node.value

11 return Ŷ

5.1 Sampling and Partitioning
Motivation. Annotating every cell in a large dataset with an LLM
is prohibitively expensive, so we focus on labeling only a small
but highly informative subset of rows. Rather than relying on ran-
dom sampling, we target tuples that lie in irregular, ambiguous, or
boundary-case regions of the data distribution, as these are more
likely to reveal informative error patterns. Prioritizing such un-
certain regions reduces annotation cost and exposes the LLM to
diverse hard cases, improving generalization.

To identify informative tuples, we adopt a Gaussian Process
(GP)–based uncertainty sampling strategy [50]. For each tuple 𝑖 ,
we construct a feature vector x𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 by standardizing numeric
attributes, one-hot encoding categorical attributes, and applying
PCA to reduce dimension. A GP places a prior over a latent function
𝑔(·) that models similarity between tuples, using an RBF kernel

K(x, x′) = exp
(
−
∥x − x′∥22

2𝜒2

)
,

where 𝜒 is the kernel length-scale controlling how quickly similar-
ity decays with distance. Fitting the GP on a small subset with a
dummy target yields a posterior distribution, from which we obtain
a predictive variance for each tuple Var[𝑔(x𝑖 )] where larger vari-
ance indicates greater uncertainty [20]. We then select the top-𝑠
tuples with the highest variances, where 𝑠 =min(100, ⌈𝜌𝑁 ⌉) and
𝜌 is the sampling ratio.

Specifically, the selected samples S are divided into 𝑅 disjoint
partitions {𝑆 (1) , 𝑆 (2) , . . . , 𝑆 (𝑅) }, each serving as the input sample for
LLM to induce a decision tree T̂ (𝑟 ) . By construction, T̂ (𝑟 ) models
error patterns from its corresponding partition 𝑆 (𝑟 ) , while the full
collection {T̂ (𝑟 ) }𝑅𝑟=1 forms a decision forest, and the corresponding
prediction set {Ŷ(𝑟 ) }𝑅𝑟=1 is later aggregated by EM into a unified
consensus result.

5.2 Ensemble Consensus via EM Algorithm
Motivation. When ensembling predictions from multiple decision
trees, simple strategies such as majority voting ignore that different
trees may have very different reliability due to variations in sampled
rows, LLM behavior, and induced structures. To overcome this,
we adopt an EM-based consensus procedure that treats both the
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Algorithm 3: ForestED: EM-Based Ensemble Consensus
for Error Detection
Input: Dirty table D, LLM model 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀
Output: Final consensus matrix Ŷ ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑀
// Step 1: Sampling and Partitioning

1 𝑆 ← Sampling(D)
2 S (1) , . . . ,S (𝑅) ← Partition(S)

// Step 2: Tree-Level Predictions

3 for 𝑟 = 1 . . . 𝑅 do
4 Ŷ(𝑟 ) ← TreeED(D, 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 ,S (𝑟 ) )

// Step 3: EM-Based Ensemble Consensus

5 Initialize posterior 𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) and confusion matrix Θ(𝑟 )

6 repeat
// E-step: update posteriors

7 for each cell (𝑖, 𝑗); 𝑦 ∈ {0, 1} do

8 𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) ←
𝜂𝑦

∏𝑅
𝑟=1 𝜃

(𝑟 )
𝑦, Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗∑
𝑦′∈{0,1} 𝜂𝑦′

∏𝑅
𝑟=1 𝜃

(𝑟 )
𝑦′, Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗

// M-step: update reliability matrices

9 for 𝑟 = 1 . . . 𝑅; 𝑦,𝑦 ∈ {0, 1} do

10 Θ(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂
←

∑
𝑖, 𝑗 : Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗
=𝑦̂

𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)

11 𝜂𝑦 ← 1
𝑁𝑀

∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)

12 until convergence
// Final consensus prediction

13 for each cell (𝑖, 𝑗) do
14 Ŷ𝑖, 𝑗 ← argmax𝑦∈{0,1} 𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)
15 return Ŷ

true cell labels and tree-specific reliabilities as latent variables. By
iteratively estimating these reliabilities and updating the consensus
labels to approximate true cell labels, EM down-weights unreliable
trees, reinforces consistent signals, and produces a principled, stable
ensemble that outperforms naive methods.
Latent variables and model parameters. For each cell D[𝑖, 𝑗],
we model its unknown ground-truth error label as a latent random
variable Y𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1}. Each induced decision tree T̂ (𝑟 ) provides an
observed prediction Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖, 𝑗
∈ {0, 1}. The probability that the latent

label is 𝑦 given all tree predictions is denoted by the posterior:

𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) = 𝑝 (Y𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑦 | Ŷ(1)
𝑖, 𝑗

, . . . , Ŷ(𝑅)
𝑖, 𝑗
),

and the prior distribution over error labels is written as:

𝜂𝑦 = 𝑝 (Y𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑦), 𝑦 ∈ {0, 1}.

To capture the reliability of each tree, we associate T̂ (𝑟 ) with a 2×2
latent confusion matrix

Θ(𝑟 ) =

(
𝜃
(𝑟 )
00 𝜃

(𝑟 )
01

𝜃
(𝑟 )
10 𝜃

(𝑟 )
11

)
, 𝜃

(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂

= 𝑝 (Ŷ(𝑟 ) = 𝑦 | Y = 𝑦),

where each 𝜃
(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂

in 𝜃
(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂

characterizes how likely tree T̂ (𝑟 ) is to
output 𝑦 when the true label is 𝑦.

E-step. The E-step updates the posterior of the true cell labels given
the reliability matrix of each tree and the prior distribution com-
puted in the M-step. Specifically, it applies Bayes’ rule to compute
the posterior responsibility:

𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) =
𝜂𝑦

∏𝑅
𝑟=1 𝜃

(𝑟 )
𝑦, Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗∑
𝑦′∈{0,1} 𝜂𝑦′

∏𝑅
𝑟=1 𝜃

(𝑟 )
𝑦′, Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗

.

The likelihood term reflects how each tree tends to behave when
the true label is 𝑦, while the prior 𝜂𝑦 accounts for the overall error
rate in the dataset. Multiplying them captures how strongly the
tree predictions support label 𝑦 in the context of expected error
frequency. Normalizing over both labels yields a valid posterior
distribution that reflects how likely each cell is to be erroneous.
Initialization in the first iteration. The first E-step initializes the
posterior responsibilities directly from the TreeED predictions. For
each cell, the initial posterior is obtained by normalizing the aggre-
gated predictions from all trees, yielding a data-driven estimate of
how likely the cell is to be clean or erroneous:

𝛾
(0)
𝑖, 𝑗
(𝑦) =

∑
𝑟 1{Ŷ

(𝑟 )
𝑖, 𝑗

= 𝑦}∑
𝑦′∈{0,1}

∑
𝑟 1{Ŷ

(𝑟 )
𝑖, 𝑗

= 𝑦′}
.

M-step. In the M-step, given the posterior of true cell labels, we
compute the reliability matrix of each tree and the prior distribution
over error labels. For each tree T̂ (𝑟 ) , the (𝑦,𝑦) entry of its confusion
matrix is computed as

𝜃
(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂

=

∑
𝑖, 𝑗 : Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗
=𝑦̂

𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)

, 𝑦,𝑦 ∈ {0, 1},

where the numerator is the expected number of cells with true label
𝑦 that tree T̂ (𝑟 ) predicts as 𝑦, and the denominator is the expected
number of cells with true label𝑦. The prior distribution is computed
using the empirical mean of the posteriors across all cells:

𝜂𝑦 =
1

𝑁𝑀

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) .

As established in Lemma 1 and its proof in Section 5.3, the update
rules in both the E-step and M-step monotonically improve the
consensus quality of the ensemble.

Lemma 1 (Monotonicity of EM Updates). Let 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) be any
variational distribution over the latent label Y𝑖, 𝑗 , and define the evi-
dence lower bound (ELBO) as

F (𝑜,Θ) =
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

∑︁
𝑦

𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)
[
log𝜂𝑦 +

𝑅∑︁
𝑟=1

log𝜃 (𝑟 )
𝑦,Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗

− log𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)
]
.

For an ensemble of 𝑅 decision trees producing predictions Ŷ(𝑟 )
𝑖, 𝑗

, maxi-
mizing F with respect to either the variational posteriors 𝑜 (E-step) or
the reliability matrices Θ (M-step) yields a monotonic increase in the
marginal log-likelihood log 𝑝 (Ŷ | Θ). Consequently, each EM update
improves the consensus quality of ensemble.

Consensus prediction. After convergence, the posterior matrix
Γ = [𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)] encodes the final consensus estimate for all cells. The
unified ED result is obtained by taking the MAP label:

Ŷ𝑖, 𝑗 = arg max
𝑦∈{0,1}

𝛾𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) .
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Overall algorithm. Algorithm 3 summarizes the complete EM-
based ensemble consensus procedure in ForestED. Lines 1-2 perform
sampling and partitioning, extracting a subset of informative rows
from the original table. Lines 3-4 generate 𝑅 tree-specific predic-
tion matrices. Lines 5-17 implement the EM algorithm: the E-step
(lines 7-8) refines the posterior distribution about each cell’s true
label, while the M-step (lines 9-11) updates each tree’s reliability
matrix and the overall prior distribution of error labels based on
the inferred posteriors. This iterative refinement continues until
the posterior distribution converges (line 12). Finally, it converts
the posterior matrix into a binary consensus prediction via MAP
inference, yielding the final ED result (lines 13–15).

5.3 Discussion and Analysis
Explainability. The ForestED maintains explainability at two com-
plementary levels. At the tree level, each decision tree provides a
root-to-leaf decision path for every cell prediction. At the ensemble
level, the confusion matrix quantifies how much each tree con-
tributes to the final decision, effectively revealing which reasoning
patterns are considered trustworthy. Consequently, the posterior
probability for each cell can be decomposed into weighted evidence
from individual trees, allowing analysts to trace not only whether
a cell is erroneous but also why, by inspecting which factors most
influenced the consensus.
Time complexity analysis. The table contains 𝑁 ×𝑀 cells. For a
single decision tree in TreeED, the main computation consists of
LLM-based rule generation, GNN training, and cell-level inference.
The LLM component is invoked once per tree and is treated as
a constant cost 𝐶LLM. Training each GNN node on the bipartite
graph requires O(𝑁𝑀𝑑) time, where 𝑑 is the embedding dimen-
sion, while applying the constructed tree to all cells costs O(𝑁𝑀𝑘)
for tree depth 𝑘 . Thus, the overall time complexity of TreeED is
O(𝑁𝑀 (𝑑+𝑘) +𝐶LLM). With 𝑅 independently constructed trees, the
pre-consensus cost of ForestED becomes O(𝑅(𝑁𝑀 (𝑑 +𝑘) +𝐶LLM)).
During the EM-based consensus stage, each iteration evaluates pos-
terior updates for all 𝑁𝑀 cells using predictions from all 𝑅 trees,
resulting in a per-iteration cost of O(𝑁𝑀𝑅). The overall time com-
plexity of ForestED is O

(
𝑅(𝑁𝑀 (𝑑 + 𝑘) +𝐶LLM) + 𝐼𝑁𝑀𝑅

)
, where 𝐼

is the number of iterations.
Proof of Lemma 1. Using Jensen’s inequality,

log 𝑝 (Ŷ | Θ) ≥ F (𝑜,Θ),

so F is a lower bound on the marginal log-likelihood. Fixing Θ,
maximizing F over𝑤 yields

𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦) = 𝑝 (Y𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑦 | Ŷ,Θ),

which uniquely maximizes the bound and increases F unless al-
ready optimal. Fixing 𝑜 , maximizing F over each Θ(𝑟 ) under the
constraint

∑
𝑦̂ 𝜃
(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂

= 1 gives

𝜃
(𝑟 )
𝑦,𝑦̂

=

∑
𝑖, 𝑗 :Ŷ(𝑟 )

𝑖,𝑗
=𝑦̂

𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)∑
𝑖, 𝑗 𝑜𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑦)

.

Thus each E-step and M-step maximizes the ELBO, ensuring

F (𝑜 (𝑡+1) ,Θ(𝑡+1) ) ≥ F (𝑜 (𝑡 ) ,Θ(𝑡 ) ),

Table 2: Dataset statistics used for evaluation.

Dataset Tuples Attributes Errors(%) Error Types
Rayyan 1,000 11 29.19 PV, T, O, RV
Hospital 1,000 17 4.82 MV, PV, T, O, RV
Flights 2,376 6 34.51 MV, PV, T, O, RV
Beers 2,410 9 12.98 MV, PV, T, O, RV

Billionaire 2,614 22 9.16 MV, PV, T, O, RV
Movies 7,390 17 4.97 MV, PV, T, O
Tax 200,000 15 4.05 MV, PV, T, O, RV

which implies a monotonic increase in log 𝑝 (Ŷ | Θ). Since 𝑜 deter-
mines posterior consensus andΘ encodes tree reliability, improving
the ELBO directly improves ensemble consensus.

6 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION
6.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets. We evaluate our approach on seven datasets following
existing ED methods [25, 27, 29]. The datasets contain diverse error
types, including missing values (MV), pattern violations (PV), typos
(T), outliers (O), and rule violations (RV) as shown in Table 2.
Baselines.We evaluate ForestED against a range of state-of-the-art
error detection (ED) methods for tabular data, including statistics-
based approaches (dBoost [34]), rule-based systems (Raha [25]), and
LLM-based methods (FM_ED [27], ZeroED [29]). In addition, we
report the performance of our TreeED, which corresponds to using
one LLM-induced decision tree for error detection.
Metrics: In this paper, we primarily use Precision, Recall, and F1-
score, which are widely adopted by existing error detection stud-
ies [25, 29]. For all three metrics, higher values indicate better error
detection performance.
Implementation details.We use gpt-5 as the default LLM for all
experiments, accessed through the OpenAI API with temperature
fixed to 1.0. For uncertainty-driven sampling, we set the sampling
ratio to 𝜌 = 0.05 with at most 100 sampled tuples, and each par-
tition contains 10 tuples for decision-tree induction. For ZeroED,
we use the same ratio without a cap, following the original paper.
Induced decision trees have 4–8 levels, and each GNN node uses
a two-layer GraphSAGE encoder (hidden dimension 64, learning
rate 10−2) trained for 2000 epochs. For EM-based consensus, EM
iterates up to 100 rounds or until convergence threshold Δ < 10−4.
As ForestED does not rely on manually defined constraints or do-
main knowledge, we provide only 2 labeled tuples per dataset for
baselines that require manual supervision following [29]. Due to
the high token usage of LLM-based baselines, we randomly sample
50 rows for FM_ED and 500 rows for ZeroED for evaluation. All ex-
periments run on a workstation with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4314
CPU @ 2.40GHz, an NVIDIA RTX A5000 GPU, and 512GB RAM.

6.2 Overall Evaluation
Exp-1: Overall detection performance. Table 3 summarizes the
performance across seven datasets. Traditional baselines such as
dBoost and Raha perform poorly, consistently yielding much lower
F1-scores than other methods, particularly on challenging datasets
such as Hospital, Billionaire, Movies, and Tax, where the error rate
is below 10%. LLM-based baselines improve performance but still
show limitations: FM_ED is highly unstable across datasets and
sometimes underperforms traditional methods, whereas ZeroED is
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Table 3: Overall Precision (Prec), Recall (Rec), and F1-score (F1).

Methods Rayyan Hospital Flights Beers Billionaire Movies Tax
Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

dBoost 0.343 0.361 0.352 0.227 0.074 0.112 0.524 0.388 0.446 0.363 0.147 0.210 0.484 0.142 0.220 0.145 0.092 0.112 0.577 0.274 0.371
Raha 0.610 0.540 0.570 0.460 0.090 0.140 0.660 0.320 0.430 0.760 0.640 0.680 0.170 0.100 0.130 0.230 0.270 0.250 0.400 0.640 0.487

FM_ED 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.132 0.844 0.224 0.537 0.302 0.325 0.192 0.246 0.195 0.432 0.498 0.459 0.108 0.639 0.138 0.027 0.115 0.006
ZeroED 0.751 0.631 0.686 0.449 0.650 0.531 0.493 0.720 0.585 0.548 0.957 0.678 0.384 0.746 0.455 0.700 0.696 0.698 0.399 0.689 0.505

TreeED (avg) 0.995 0.550 0.709 0.638 0.416 0.472 1.000 0.535 0.697 0.741 0.928 0.782 0.644 0.369 0.358 0.700 0.576 0.583 1.000 0.721 0.838
ForestED 0.998 0.544 0.704 0.844 0.685 0.756 1.000 0.562 0.720 0.974 0.922 0.947 0.698 0.560 0.566 0.934 0.606 0.735 1.000 0.721 0.838

Table 4: Ablation study on components of ForestED across datasets.

Ablation Rayyan Hospital Flights Beers Billionaire Movies Tax
Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

ForestED (wo gnn) 0.476 0.919 0.627 1.000 0.398 0.569 1.000 0.470 0.639 0.975 0.706 0.819 0.212 0.806 0.336 0.104 0.720 0.182 1.000 0.724 0.840
ForestED (wo ens.) 0.998 0.544 0.704 0.818 0.390 0.529 1.000 0.593 0.737 0.989 0.951 0.970 0.817 0.303 0.442 0.932 0.598 0.721 1.000 0.721 0.838
ForestED (Full) 0.998 0.544 0.704 0.844 0.685 0.756 1.000 0.593 0.737 0.974 0.922 0.947 0.698 0.560 0.566 0.934 0.606 0.735 1.000 0.721 0.838

more consistent and generally strong. TreeED performs strongly
on many datasets, though its effectiveness varies with the induced
tree structure and attribute characteristics. ForestED further im-
proves consistency and achieves the best performance on nearly
all datasets, offering greater robustness than TreeED. In terms of
F1-score, it achieves average absolute gains of 49.2% over dBoost,
36.8% over Raha, 48.8% over FM_ED, 16.1% over ZeroED, and 11.8%
over TreeED, demonstrating the effectiveness of reliability-aware
EM consensus for robust and accurate error detection.
Exp-2: Ablation study. Table 4 evaluates the contributions of the
two key components in ForestED: GNN-based relational reasoning
and EM-based ensemble consensus. Removing GNN nodes (wo
gnn) from the decision tree consistently lowers recall and results
in an average F1-score drop of about 18.2%, indicating that rule
nodes alone cannot capture relational dependencies. Removing EM
consensus (wo ens.) also degrades performance, with an average
F1-score reduction of roughly 4.9%, reflecting that individual trees
induced from different partitions may be biased or unstable when
used alone. While the full ForestED model is not always the top
performer on every metric for every dataset, it generally achieves
the most balanced and stable results overall. This demonstrates that
GNNs broaden structural coverage and EM consensus calibrates
tree reliability, and that integrating both components yields more
robust error-detection performance across datasets.
Exp-3: Efficiency evaluation. This experiment compares the to-
ken consumption and runtime efficiency of ForestED, FM_ED, and
ZeroED across multiple datasets. As shown in Figure 4(a), ForestED
requires significantly fewer tokens than both ZeroED and FM_ED.
In terms of runtime, as shown in Figure 4(b), ForestED is slightly
slower on small datasets but becomes more efficient as the dataset
size increases, whereas ZeroED exhibits the opposite pattern. Both
methods, however, run substantially faster than FM_ED. Overall,
ForestED achieves the best balance of token efficiency and time
efficiency among state-of-the-art LLM-based ED approaches.

6.3 Robustness Evaluation
Exp-4: Mean and standard deviation over 3 trials. Table 5
reports the mean and standard deviation of precision, recall, and
F1-score over three runs. Both FM_ED and ZeroED show high insta-
bility, reflecting strong sensitivity to fluctuations in LLM-generated
labels and classifier stochasticity. In contrast, ForestED achieves
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Figure 4: Runtime and token cost across datasets.

Table 5: Mean and standard deviation of the metrics for
FM_ED, ZeroED, and ForestED over three trials.
Methods Beers Billionaire

Prec(std) Rec(std) F1(std) Prec(std) Rec(std) F1(std)
FM_ED 0.192 (0.147) 0.246 (0.215) 0.195 (0.141) 0.432 (0.131) 0.498 (0.195) 0.459 (0.160)
ZeroED 0.548 (0.232) 0.957 (0.007) 0.678 (0.178) 0.384 (0.257) 0.746 (0.106) 0.455 (0.245)
ForestED 0.974 (0.006) 0.922 (0.027) 0.947 (0.016) 0.698 (0.238) 0.560 (0.219) 0.566 (0.027)

both the highest accuracy and the smallest standard deviation in
F1-score. Its average F1-score standard deviation is consistently the
lowest across datasets, representing a 7× reduction compared with
FM_ED and a 10× reduction compared with ZeroED. This substan-
tial decrease demonstrates that the EM-based algorithm enhances
robustness by calibrating tree reliabilities and aggregating multiple
decision trees. As a result, ForestED provides the most robust and
consistent error-detection performance across trials.
Exp-5: Varying numbers of labels. We vary the number of la-
beled records from 40 to 100 while keeping all other settings fixed.
Figure 5 shows that additional supervision generally improves accu-
racy and stabilizes performance, though the magnitude of improve-
ment differs across datasets. For Flights, the model remains highly
stable with only 40 labeled tuples, indicating strong generalization
under minimal supervision. For Movies, increasing the labels from
40 to 60 yields a substantial gain of roughly 25% in F1-score, while
the performance from 60 to 100 labels becomes largely stable. Based
on this observation, we use 100 labeled tuples as the upper bound
in our experiments, ensuring stable performance without requiring
excessive annotation effort.
Exp-6: Varying LLMs. Table 6 shows that the choice of LLM back-
bone influences ZeroED far more than ForestED. ZeroED’s F1-score
varies substantially across models (with an average drop of about
25.5% between its best and worst backbone), reflecting its sensitivity
to LLM-generated attribute-level classifiers. In contrast, ForestED
exhibits much smaller fluctuations (average F1-score spread of only
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Figure 5: Effect of varying the number of labeled records on
model performance across different datasets.

Table 6: Performance comparison of ForestED and ZeroED
using different LLM models on different datasets.

LLM Models Rayyan Flights
Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

ForestED
GPT-5 0.998 0.544 0.704 1.000 0.562 0.720

DeepSeek-V3 0.992 0.575 0.728 0.993 0.531 0.692
Qwen3 0.998 0.543 0.704 1.000 0.470 0.639

ZeroED
GPT-5 0.751 0.631 0.686 0.493 0.720 0.585

DeepSeek-V3 0.270 0.646 0.375 0.174 0.603 0.387
Qwen3 0.365 0.698 0.479 0.430 0.687 0.529
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Figure 6: Effect of varying error rates on model performance.

5.25% across backbones) and consistently outperforms the corre-
sponding ZeroED variant under every LLM. This demonstrates that
ForestED’s multi-tree design and EM-based consensus effectively
buffer backbone-induced noise, providing more stable and reliable
performance regardless of the underlying LLM.
Exp-7: Varying error rates. We evaluate the robustness of the
three EDmethods, ForestED, ZeroED, and FM_ED, under increasing
error rate ranging from 1% to 30%. As shown in Figure 6, ForestED
consistently achieves the highest F1-scores across all error-rate set-
tings on both Rayyan and Flights. Its performance remains largely
stable as error number increases, exhibiting only minor fluctuations
between the 1% and 30% settings. In contrast, ZeroED and FM_ED
perform substantially worse at low error rates, although both meth-
ods improve as more error cells become available for learning. This
behavior highlights their reliance on higher error rate to establish
reliable decision boundaries. Overall, the results demonstrate that
ForestED is markedly more resilient to varying degrees of errors,
maintaining strong detection accuracy where ZeroED and FM_ED
degrade, especially in low-error conditions.
Exp-8: Varying tree numbers. This experiment investigates how
the number of decision trees affects the performance of ForestED.
As shown in Table 7, using a small ensemble (2 or 5 trees) leads to
suboptimal performance because of limited coverage of different
error patterns. When the number increases to 10, both datasets
achieve their best overall results, indicating that a moderate ensem-
ble size balances diversity and stability in error reasoning. Further

Table 7: Performance of ForestED under different numbers
of trees. “–” indicates that the LLM timed out.

Tree
Number

Flights Movies
Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

2 1.000 0.470 0.639 – – –
5 1.000 0.556 0.715 – – –
10 1.000 0.562 0.720 0.934 0.606 0.735
20 1.000 0.562 0.720 0.182 0.698 0.289

Table 8: Performance of ForestED under different tree depths.

Tree
Depth

Hospital Beers
Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

2∼6 0.769 0.159 0.263 0.917 0.951 0.934
4∼8 0.844 0.685 0.756 0.974 0.922 0.947
6∼10 0.482 0.700 0.571 0.881 0.953 0.916
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Figure 7: Correlation between F1 and ensemble reliability.

increasing the number of trees (e.g., 20) slightly degrades perfor-
mance due to overfitting and increased label noise propagation. For
some configurations, denoted by “–”, the LLM failed to generate
valid responses within the default time window, highlighting the
inefficiency of LLMs when required to process too many tuples.
Overall, ForestED achieves the most stable and effective perfor-
mance with approximately 10 trees per dataset.
Exp-9: Varying tree depths.We further study how the depth of
individual decision trees influences the detection performance of
ForestED. Table 8 reports results across two representative datasets.
Shallow trees (depth 2–6) show limited capacity, leading to underfit-
ting and low recall, while overly deep trees (depth 6–10) tend to over-
fit noisy records. The optimal performance is achieved when the
tree depth ranges from 4–8, balancing interpretability and expres-
siveness, and yielding the highest F1-scores across both datasets.

6.4 Explainability Evaluation
Exp-10: F1-score vs. ensemble reliability.We assess whether the
EM-estimated reliability scores meaningfully reflect the predictive
quality of individual partitions. As shown in Figure 7, F1-scores and
reliability values exhibit a clear positive linear trend across datasets,
with Pearson correlations above 0.7. This indicates that partitions
assigned higher reliability by the EM algorithm consistently achieve
higher F1-scores, demonstrating that the consensus procedure accu-
rately captures variations in partition quality. Overall, these results
show that EM reliability serves as an explainable and trustworthy
indicator of prediction consistency within ForestED.
Exp-11: Case study. We present a representative example to illus-
trate how the decision tree identifies errors in tabular data. Specifi-
cally, we choose an erroneous cell from the Hospital dataset at row
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    import re
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def rule_fn(row, col):
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Figure 8: An example of decision tree.

690 and column City, where the tuple contains the value “birminx-
ham” and the correct value is “birmingham”. One of the decision
trees induced for this dataset is shown in Figure 8. Since the in-
spected column is not PhoneNumber, the decision path bypasses the
root rule andmoves to the GNNnode gnn_fd_provider_identity.
This node evaluates whether the tuple is consistent with functional
dependency patterns learned between ProviderNumber and other
identity-related attributes such as HospitalName and PhoneNumber.
As the typo error in the City field does not violate the FD relational
structure, the GNN node allows the execution to continue. The
decision path next reaches check_measurement_spacing, a rule
designed to detect formatting or spacing inconsistencies across
textual attributes. This rule returns False, forwarding the tuple to
check_canonical_categories. This rule validates whether a tex-
tual field matches the canonical spellings learned from the dataset.
Here, the token “birminxham” deviates from the canonical category
“birmingham”, causing the rule to return True and route the tuple
to leaf_error. This example reflects the decision procedure of a
single decision tree, while the dataset is partitioned into five subsets,
each producing its own tree. Among these five predictions, three
trees classify the value as erroneous while two classify it as clean.
Our ensemble method aggregates these outputs and assigns a final
error probability of 99.99%, resulting in a consensus judgment that
the value is indeed erroneous.

7 RELATEDWORK
Error detection. Error detection in relational data has progressed
through four major paradigms. Early systems relied on integrity
constraints, for instance denial constraints, to identify logical in-
consistencies, with substantial work on scalable discovery (e.g., Hy-
dra [3]) and efficient violation detection (e.g., FACET [31]). Beyond
logic-based rules, statistical approaches such as Auto-Detect [16]
introduced a corpus-driven notion of value compatibility, enabling
the detection of anomalies that break global co-occurrence patterns
rather than explicit constraints. A third paradigm, grounded in
data-centric learning, reframed detection as a weakly supervised
machine learning task. Representative systems include Raha [25],
which builds ensemble feature vectors and trains a classifier with
few-shot labels, and HoloDetect [14], which uses weak supervision

and augmentation from a small clean seed. The latest paradigm
leverages foundation models, such as FM_ED [27] and ZeroED [29],
to enable zero-shot detection by prompting over serialized tuples.
These LLM-based approaches exploit broad world knowledge to
detect contextual inconsistencies, such as semantically mismatched
but individually valid values, which earlier logic-based and statisti-
cal methods cannot capture.
LLM for data quality management. LLMs have recently been
adopted across the data quality pipeline to move from syntactic
checks toward semantic, context-aware reasoning. In data integra-
tion, prompt engineering has become central: schema matching and
entity resolution increasingly rely on 1-to-N “selection” prompts
that enable holistic comparison and allow the model to infer at-
tribute importance and relational plausibility [30, 41]. In data clean-
ing, LLMs demonstrate strong capability in identifying single-row
contextual errors by leveraging rich world knowledge, semantic
cues, and intra-row dependencies [2]. Program-synthesis systems
such as Cocoon [49] use the LLM as a high-level planner that rea-
sons over statistical profiles and synthesizes executable validation
or repair programs. Meanwhile, cost-driven hybrid frameworks
such as Magneto [21] and Jellyfish [48] employ LLMs offline as
teachers to generate training signals for smaller, secure student
models that handle online inference, enabling scalable, efficient, and
privacy-preserving deployment in practical data quality systems.
LLM-based decision trees generation. Recent efforts toward
explainable LLMs have increasingly leveraged decision tree–based
reasoning as a means to enhance interpretability and transparency.
Methods such as [4, 45] demonstrate that tree structures can serve as
an intermediate reasoning form, translating complex model behav-
iors into modular, human-understandable rules. These approaches
highlight that decision trees not only provide a faithful post-hoc ex-
planation of LLM predictions but can also be directly induced by the
LLM to externalize its internal reasoning process. Complementary
frameworks such as CORTEX [18] further emphasize structured
rule extraction and cost-sensitive tree modeling, reinforcing the
role of hierarchical logic as an interpretable abstraction layer for
large models. Overall, this line of work establishes decision tree
reasoning as a promising direction for bridging the gap between the
opaque reasoning of LLMs and the explainable structure required
for trustworthy AI systems.

8 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we presented an interpretable and robust LLM-based
framework for tabular error detection under the paradigm of LLM-
as-an-inducer. Unlike prior methods that treat LLMs as black-box
annotators or rely solely on attribute-level classifiers, our approach
integrates explicit reasoning structures with ensemble consensus
to achieve both explainability and stability. TreeED leverages LLMs
to induce hybrid decision trees composed of rule-based and GNN-
based nodes, transforming implicit model reasoning into transpar-
ent, verifiable logic. Building on this foundation, ForestED enhances
robustness by aggregating multiple induced trees through an EM-
based consensus, effectively consolidating consistent predictions
and mitigating variance across runs. Extensive experiments on
seven diverse datasets demonstrate the superiority of our methods.
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