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Abstract

The conversion of natural language into SQL
language for querying databases (Text-to-SQL)
has broad application prospects and has at-
tracted widespread attention. At present, the
mainstream Text-to-SQL methods are mainly
divided into in-context learning (ICL) based
methods and supervised fine-tuning (SFT)
based methods. ICL-based methods can
achieve relatively good results thanks to the
use of the most advanced closed-source mod-
els. However, in real-world application scenar-
ios, factors such as data privacy, SQL genera-
tion efficiency and cost need to be considered.
SFT-based methods have certain advantages.
At present, methods based on fine-tuning of
open source models lack easy-to-implement
and effective (cost-effective) baseline meth-
ods. We propose a pipeline-based method using
open source model fine-tuning, referred to as
BASE-SQL, which includes four components:
Schema Linking, Candidate SQL Generate,
SQL Revision and SQL Merge Revision. Ex-
perimental results show that BASE-SQL uses
the open source model Qwen2.5-Coder-32B-
Instruct, and achieves an accuracy of 67.47%
on the BIRD development set and 88.9% on
the Spider test set, which is significantly better
than other methods using open source models,
and even exceeds several methods using the
GPT-4o closed-source model. At the same time,
BASE-SQL is easy to implement and highly ef-
ficient (on average, only five calls to the large
language model are required to generate SQL
once). The code will be open sourced at https:
//github.com/CycloneBoy/base_sql.

1 Introduction

Text-to-SQL task is to convert natural language
into Structured Query Language (SQL) for query-
ing database, which has received more and more at-
tention(Qin et al., 2022; Katsogiannis-Meimarakis
and Koutrika, 2023; Liu et al., 2024; Shi et al.,
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2024). It can reduce the difficulty of interaction
between users and databases, especially in the
fields of data analysis, business intelligence, intelli-
gent customer service and other broad application
prospects. With the rapid development of deep
learning technology, Text-to-SQL tasks have made
rapid progress, from only being able to answer the
domain-specific single-table questions before, to
being able to solve cross-domain multi-table com-
plex problem SQL generation. On the famous Spi-
der(Yu et al., 2019) benchmark, it has achieved an
accuracy rate of 90%.

Early Text-to-SQL methods were mainly based
on the sequence-to-sequence (Seq2Seq) genera-
tion method(Wang et al., 2020; Guo et al., 2019;
Li et al., 2023a). The current mainstream is the
method based on large language models (LLMs),
which can be roughly divided into in-context learn-
ing (ICL) based methods and supervised fine-
tuning (SFT) based methods(Liu et al., 2024). ICL-
based methods(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2023; Gao
et al., 2023; Lee et al., 2024; Pourreza et al.,
2024) mainly use the most advanced closed-source
LLMs(such as: GPT-4, GPT-4o, Gemini-1.5 Pro,
etc.), and then use various strategies to improve
state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance without con-
sidering the efficiency and cost of SQL genera-
tion. Benefiting from the powerful reasoning abil-
ity of the model, it often achieves better results.
SFT-based methods use open source LLMs for
fine-tuning to improve the effect of SQL gener-
ation(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2024; Li et al., 2024a;
Yang et al., 2024b). Due to the small size of the
model used, it often performs worse than ICL-
based methods.

In real-world Text-to-SQL application scenarios,
the following factors will be considered: data pri-
vacy, efficiency and cost of SQL generation. There-
fore, the method of SFT-based on open source
models has certain advantages. CodeS(Li et al.,
2024a) uses a specially curated SQL-centric cor-
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pus for incremental pre-training, and combines it
with a two-way data augmentation technique for
SFT, which ultimately exceeds the methods that
use a large number of closed-source models, but
it relies on a large amount of data for incremen-
tal pre-training. SENSE(Yang et al., 2024b) uses
data synthesized by closed-source models to fine-
tune small models, demonstrating the effectiveness
of its synthetic data, but it relies on closed-source
models for data synthesis. DTS-SQL(Pourreza and
Rafiei, 2024) simplifies SQL generation by fine-
tuning schema linking and SQL generation sepa-
rately, but lacks detailed analysis. CHESS(Talaei
et al., 2024) uses a pipeline method to generate
SQL in multiple steps, proving the superiority of
the pipeline method. MSc-SQL(Gorti et al., 2024)
generates candidate SQL by fine-tuning multiple
different models, and then uses a selection model
to select the final results. Although these methods
are comparable to the methods using the closed-
source model like GPT-4, they are lower than the
methods using the most advanced closed-source
models like GPT-4o and Gemini 1.5 pro. At the
same time, the SFT-based methods lack a high cost-
effectiveness baseline method, which also hinders
the development of SFT-based methods.

In order to solve the challenges faced by the
open source model SFT method, we propose a
new method BASE-SQL based on the pipeline
method. BASE-SQL mainly consists of four com-
ponents: Schema Linking, Candidate SQL Gener-
ate, SQL Revision and SQL Merge Revision. In
the Schema Linking component, we only perform
table-linking, not column-linking. Table-linking is
obtained by fine-tuning an open source model. Can-
didate SQL Generate is also obtained by fine-tuning
an open source model. SQL Revision uses another
open source model combined with Full Schema
to perform SQL error correction. Finally, SQL
Merge Revision is used to generate the final SQL
through two rounds of merge correction. Through
detailed experiments, we analyzed the effects of dif-
ferent components under different parameter con-
figurations. Finally, our method BASE-SQL only
uses two 32B open source models Qwen2.5-Coder-
32B-Instruct(Hui et al., 2024) and Qwen2.5-32B-
Instruct(Yang et al., 2024a), and achieved an ac-
curacy of 67.47% on the BIRD(Li et al., 2024b)
development set and 88.9% on the Spider test set.
BASE-SQL is much more efficient than other state-
of-the-art methods. On average, it only needs to
call the large model 5 times for one generation. In

addition, the cost of reproducing BASE-SQL is also
very low. There is no need to use additional data for
incremental pre-training. In general, BASE-SQL is
a cost-effective Text-to-SQL baseline method.

In summary, our main contributions are as fol-
lows:

1. We analyzed the advantages and disadvan-
tages of the current SFT-based Text-to-SQL
methods and proposed a new pipeline-based
method BASE-SQL.

2. Through a large number of comparative ex-
periments, we analyzed the SQL generation
effects of different components of our method
under different parameter configurations, pro-
viding a certain reference for subsequent re-
search.

3. We only use two 32B open source models,
and on the BIRD and Spider datasets, we out-
perform all other methods using open source
models, and even surpass several methods us-
ing GPT-4o closed source models. At the
same time, it has high inference efficiency and
low reproduction cost, indicating that BASE-
SQL is a cost-effective baseline method. Our
source code will be published at https://
github.com/CycloneBoy/base_sql.

2 Related Work

Early Text-to-SQL methods are mainly based
on the Seq2Seq method. The natural language
and database schema are semantically encoded
through the encoder, and then decoded through the
decoder to generate the corresponding SQL state-
ment(Zhong et al., 2017). Since the SQL language
has certain grammatical rules, it is easy to make er-
rors when generating SQL models directly through
the decoder. On this basis, slot filling methods
are based on SQL grammatical rules (Wang et al.,
2020; Guo et al., 2019; Yu et al., 2018b) and sketch-
based methods (Lyu et al., 2020; Yu et al., 2018a)
are proposed. For example, (Li et al., 2023a) pro-
poses a ranking-augmented encoder to alleviate the
workload of schema linking and a skeleton-aware
decoder to implicitly guide the SQL generation of
skeletons. These methods are limited by the capa-
bilities of the basic model, the model generalization
ability is not strong, and a large amount of data is
required for fine-tuning for databases in different
domains.

https://github.com/CycloneBoy/base_sql
https://github.com/CycloneBoy/base_sql


With the rapid development from pre-trained lan-
guage model to large language model, LLM-based
Text-to-SQL methods have become mainstream.
DIN-SQL(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2023) decomposes
the generation problem into multiple sub-problems
and uses GPT-4 for ICL, and finally defeats a large
number of fine-tuned models. DAIL-SQL(Gao
et al., 2023) explores the advantages and disadvan-
tages of different schema representations, example
selections, and example organizations through a
large number of comparative experiments, provid-
ing effective suggestions for subsequent research.
MCS-SQL(Lee et al., 2024) uses different prompts
to explore a broader search space to generate mul-
tiple candidate SQLs, then filters them based on
confidence scores, and finally uses multiple-choice
selections to obtain the final results. (Wang et al.,
2024; Cen et al., 2024) use a multi-agent collabo-
ration framework and use different agents to com-
plete specific subtasks and finally complete SQL
generation. CHASE-SQL(Pourreza et al., 2024)
found that the widely used self-consistency strat-
egy could not effectively select the best SQL from a
large amount candidate SQL pools, so it proposed a
sorting strategy based on pairwise comparisons and
combined three innovative strategies to generate di-
verse and high-quality candidate SQL, achieving
SOTA on the BIRD dataset. Since the ICL-based
method does not require additional computing re-
sources for model fine-tuning and has high flexibil-
ity and generalization, it is currently a widely used
method.

Due to issues such as data privacy and efficiency,
methods based on SFT have certain advantages.
(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2024; Li et al., 2024a; Gorti
et al., 2024) selected open source LLM for fine-
tuning and achieved good results, surpassing many
methods that use proprietary closed source LLM.
CodeS(Li et al., 2024a) combines schema linking,
data enhancement, and pre-training methods to
achieve SOTA results on multiple datasets, and
open-sources pre-trained models from 1B to 15B.
SENSE(Yang et al., 2024b) uses strong LLM to
synthesize weakly supervised data to train small
LLM. The experimental results show the effective-
ness of its synthetic data. MSc-SQL(Gorti et al.,
2024) first filters the schema by schema linking,
then uses multiple small LLM to fine-tune to gen-
erate a variety of candidate SQLs, and finally uses
a selector to select the final SQL. CHESS(Talaei
et al., 2024) and XiYan-SQL(Gao et al., 2024) com-
bine the advantages and disadvantages of ICL and

model fine-tuning, based on a pipeline approach, in-
cluding entity and context retrieval, schema linking,
and fine-tuned LLM for SQL generation and SQL
selection, proving the effectiveness of the combina-
tion of ICL and SFT methods.

3 Methodology

The framework of BASE-SQL we proposed is
shown in Figure 1, which includes four compo-
nents: Schema Linking, Candidate SQL Generate,
SQL Revision and SQL Merge Revision.

3.1 Schema Representation
In order for LLM to generate the correspond-

ing SQL, the table structure information of the
database needs to be included in the prompt con-
text so that LLM can fully understand the database
schema. There are many ways to represent database
table structure information(Gao et al., 2023), in-
cluding code structure representation(Nan et al.,
2023), Alpaca SFT Prompt representation(Lee
et al., 2024), Chess representation(Talaei et al.,
2024), M-Schema representation(Gao et al., 2024),
etc. More and more representations include sample
values of columns, which allows LLM to under-
stand the data in the table. The M-Schema rep-
resentation proposed by XiYan-SQL(Gao et al.,
2024) recently shows the column name, data type,
column descriptor, primary key information and
sample value of each column in the database, which
performs better than the code structure represen-
tation. Although each column contains the corre-
sponding sample value, our experiment found that
adding a three-column table result of random query
of the current table after each table can further im-
prove LLM’s understanding of the database table
structure. Figure 2 shows different representation
methods.

3.2 Schema Linking
Schema linking is to identify the database tables

and column information necessary to convert natu-
ral language into SQL, and filter out the noise infor-
mation brought by redundant table columns. It can
significantly improve the accuracy of SQL genera-
tion. Currently, it mainly includes three methods:
database entity linking, table linking, and column
linking(Liu et al., 2024). Among them, the column
linking is the most difficult, because missing any
column will cause the subsequent SQL generation
to fail. In order to improve the recall rate of col-
umn linking, many methods usually need to call
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed BASE-SQL framework, which consists of four components: 1) Schema linking:
Identify the most relevant tables through a fine-tuned model; 2) Candidate Generation: Generate candidate SQL1
through a fine-tuned model; 3) SQL Revision: Use the all table schema, candidate SQL1 and its execution results to
perform SQL correction and generate candidate SQL2 and candidate SQL3; 4) SQL Merge Revision: Use candidate
SQL1, candidate SQL2 and candidate SQL3 to perform combined correction to generate the final SQL.

LLM multiple times in this part, resulting in low
efficiency of SQL generation. For example, XiYan-
SQL(Gao et al., 2024) and CHESS(Talaei et al.,
2024) both use Column Selector to filter irrelevant
column. It needs to judge whether each column
in the database and the user question needs to be
retained.

Like MSc-SQL(Gorti et al., 2024), we only use
table linking to identify the table names related to
the question through a fine-tuned model. We do not
use column linking for the following three reasons:
1) The open source model we use is relatively small,
and the low recognition accuracy of column linking
will reduce the accuracy of subsequent SQL gen-
eration; 2) We found through experiments that for
our model, even if the column linking is completely
accurate, the improvement in SQL generation ac-
curacy is not significant (see experimental results
from Table 3). 3) In order to take into account the
efficiency of overall SQL generation, reduce the
number of calls to the LLM.

3.3 Candidate Generation

We use the powerful open source model
Qwen2.5-Coder-32B-Instruct(Hui et al., 2024) as
the base model. It has achieved SOTA performance
on multiple code-related benchmarks. Inspired by
MSc-SQL(Gorti et al., 2024), in order to simulate
the redundant noise caused by identifying redun-
dant tables in the Schema Linking process, we ran-
domly selected 10% of the samples based on the
ground-truth table in the training samples accord-

ing to the results of Schema Linking to add noise
(randomly add 1 to 2 additional tables after ex-
cluding the ground-truth table from the selected
samples).

Thanks to the powerful Qwen2.5-Coder(Hui
et al., 2024) pre-trained model, we found in the
experiment that the model can achieve high accu-
racy by fine-tuning only a small number of samples
(1k-4k) using LoRA(Hu et al., 2021) fine-tuning
(see experimental results from Figure 3).

3.4 SQL Revision

The generated candidate SQL may contain logic
and syntax errors. Most methods(Talaei et al.,
2024; Pourreza et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2024) use
multiple rounds of SQL correction to improve the
accuracy of SQL. They usually input the table struc-
ture after Schema Linking, the generated candidate
SQL and its execution results into LLM, and use
LLM to correct potential errors in SQL. Through
experiments, we found that using the table structure
information before Schema Linking can further im-
prove the accuracy of correction, because some
table recognition errors will exist after Schema
Linking. We use the M-Schema representation and
M-Schema With Sample representation of all ta-
bles to perform secondary independent corrections
and generate candidate SQL2 and candidate SQL3
respectively.



3.5 SQL Merge Revision

The process of LLM generation is a probabilistic
sampling process. It is generally difficult to guaran-
tee that the best result is generated once. Therefore,
many methods(Gao et al., 2024; Pourreza et al.,
2024; Gorti et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2024) will gen-
erate multiple candidate SQLs and then select the
final SQL in different ways. Typical methods in-
clude: self-consistency, re-ranking method, selec-
tion method. Self-consistency has certain limita-
tions and cannot guarantee that the most consistent
result is the correct result. Recently, model selec-
tion methods have received attention and achieved
significant performance improvements. At present,
the selection model needs to be fine-tuned with the
corresponding data. The effect of the un-fine-tuned
selection model is not ideal (see experimental re-
sults from Table 7). However, there is currently a
lack of corresponding open source datasets.

Therefore, we propose a merge correction
method, which combines the characteristics of cor-
rection and selection and generates the final SQL
through multiple merge corrections. SQL merge
correction is only required when the execution re-
sults of two candidate SQLs are inconsistent. Oth-
erwise, we select the first candidate SQL. First,
the table columns that appear in the two candidate
SQLs are used as the table structure information for
merge correction. Then, the two candidate SQLs
and their corresponding execution results are listed,
and LLM generates a new SQL instead of select-
ing one of them as the candidate SQL. The can-
didate SQL2, SQL3 and candidate SQL1 before
correction obtained by the SQL correction step are
merged and corrected three times to obtain the final
candidate SQL.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiments Setting

Datasets We evaluate our method on two widely
used Text-to-SQL datasets: Spider(Yu et al., 2019)
and BIRD(Li et al., 2023c). The detailed infor-
mation of the two datasets is shown in Appendix
A.1.

Metrics Execution accuracy(EX): The accuracy
of the predicted SQL is evaluated by comparing the
results of the predicted SQL execution with the re-
sults of the GOLD-SQL execution in the validation
database. It is the official metric used by Spider
and BIRD as their leaderboards, and is also the
main metric for our experimental comparison.

Implementation details See Appendix A.2 for
implementation details.

4.2 Main Results
BIRD results We compared with the most ad-

vanced methods, and the results are shown in Table
1. Among the methods that use open source LLMs
(the middle and lower results), our method (use
Qwen2.5-Coder-32B-Instruct) achieves the best on
the development set, 1.87 points higher than the
second place MSc-SQL(Gorti et al., 2024) and 9.07
points higher than the original Qwen2.5-Coder-
32B-Instruct. Compared with the methods that
use closed source LLMs (the top part), our method
is competitive, surpassing four methods that use
GPT-4 and three methods that use GPT-4o on the
development set. After BASE-SQL adopts the 33B
DeepSeek-Coder basic model, the performance is
improved by 15.84%; even if the 14B Qwen2.5-
Coder-32B-Instruct is adopted, the performance
can be improved by 6.92%, which shows the effec-
tiveness of BASE-SQL.

Our method only uses two open source LLMs
with 32B parameters, while CHASE-SQL, XiYan-
SQL, and CHESS uses the most advanced closed
source LLMs and generate a large number of candi-
date SQLs, and then filter out the final SQL through
different strategies. Overall, the generation cost
is expensive and the efficiency is low. CHASE-
SQL(Pourreza et al., 2024) uses three chain-of-
thought prompting techniques to generate 21 can-
didate SQLs, and then combines a fine-tuned bi-
nary selection model to filter out the final SQL.
XiYan-SQL(Gao et al., 2024) uses additional data
for fine-tuning and combines the ICL method to
generate 5 candidate SQLs, and finally uses a fine-
tuned binary selector to filter out the final SQL.
CHESS(Talaei et al., 2024) generates 20 candidate
SQLs and 10 test cases to filter out the final SQL.
Among them, XiYan-SQL and CHESS use column
filtering for Schema Linking, which is very ineffi-
cient. It needs to perform binary classification on
each column of the database and the user question
to determine whether the column is related to the
user question, thereby filtering out columns that
are not related to the user question. Overall, our
method has achieved a certain balance in perfor-
mance, cost, and efficiency.

Spider results: Table 5 shows the results of
our method on the Spider data set. Our method
achieves EX of 86.9% on the development set and
88.9% on the test set, surpassing all methods using



Method Type Model Size EX(Dev) EX(Test)
CHASE-SQL(Pourreza et al., 2024) ICL Gemini 1.5 pro UNK 74.46 74.79

XiYan-SQL(Gao et al., 2024)
ICL+
SFT

GPT-4o UNK 73.34 75.63

CHESS(Talaei et al., 2024) ICL Gemini 1.5 pro UNK 68.31 71.10
Distillery(Maamari et al., 2024) SFT GPT-4o UNK 67.21 71.83
RSL-SQL(Cao et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4o UNK 67.21 -
E-SQL(Caferoğlu and Ulusoy, 2024) ICL GPT-4o UNK 65.58 66.29
MCS-SQL(Lee et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4 UNK 63.40 65.50
PTD-SQL(Luo et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4 UNK 57.0 -
TA-SQL(Qu et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4 UNK 56.19 59.14
DIN-SQL(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2023) ICL GPT-4 UNK 50.72 55.90

MSc-SQL(Gorti et al., 2024) SFT Mistral-v0.3,... 9B 65.60 -

CHESS(Talaei et al., 2024)
ICL+
SFT

Llama-3 70B 61.50 -

Distillery(Maamari et al., 2024) ICL Llama-3.1 405B 59.18 -
CodeS(Li et al., 2024a) SFT StarCoder 15B 58.47 60.37
CodeS(Li et al., 2024a) SFT StarCoder 7B 57.17 59.25
DTS-SQL(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2024) SFT DeepSeek-Coder 7B 55.80 -
SENSE(Yang et al., 2024b) SFT CodeLlama 13B 55.48 63.39
SENSE(Yang et al., 2024b) SFT CodeLlama 7B 51.80 59.30

Qwen2.5-Coder(Hui et al., 2024) ICL Qwen2.5-Coder 32B 58.40 -
BASE-SQL(Ours) SFT Qwen2.5-Coder 32B 67.47(↑9.07) -
DeepSeek-Coder(Daya Guo, 2024) ICL DeepSeek-Coder 33B 49.54 -
BASE-SQL(Ours) SFT DeepSeek-Coder 33B 65.38(↑15.84) -
Qwen2.5-Coder(Hui et al., 2024) ICL Qwen2.5-Coder 14B 56.90 -
BASE-SQL(Ours) SFT Qwen2.5-Coder 14B 63.82(↑6.92) -

Table 1: Performance Comparison of different Text-to-SQL methods on BIRD dev and test dataset. The Type
column represents the type of method, including: In-context learning(ICL), supervised fine-tuning(SFT), and
ICL+SFT. The Size column represents the number of parameters of the model, where UNK represents unknown size
and B represents billions. EX represents execution accuracy. The underline represents the best result of our method.

Method
BIRD

EX(Dev)
∆EX

BIRD
EX(Dev)

∆EX
Spider

EX(Test)
∆EX

model
Qwen2.5-

Coder(32B)
-

DeepSeek-
Coder(33B)

-
Qwen2.5-

Coder(32B)
-

BASELINE 56.84 - 45.37 - 82.16 -
+ M-Schema 58.21 +1.37 49.54 +4.17 83.42 +1.26
+ Data Samples 59.71 +1.50 44.26 -5.28 85.61 +2.19
+ Schema Linking 61.54 +1.83 50.59 +6.33 85.10 -0.51
+ Supervised Fine-tuning 64.21 +2.67 59.06 +8.47 87.47 +2.37
+ SQL Revision 66.04 +1.83 64.41 +5.35 88.12 +0.65
+ SQL Merge Revision 67.47 +1.43 65.38 +0.97 88.87 +0.75

Table 2: Ablations of our method on BIRD development dataset and Spider test dataset.



open source LLMs and even surpassing CHASE-
SQL(Pourreza et al., 2024) and CHESS(Talaei
et al., 2024) on the test set. It is only 0.8% lower
than the SOTA methods XiYan-SQL(Gao et al.,
2024) and MCS-SQL(Lee et al., 2024). MCS-SQL
uses the ICL method to generate up to 20 candidate
SQLs, and then uses the Multiple-Choice Selection
method to select the best SQL, while our method
only generates 3 candidate SQLs. Among them,
the 14B version of our method BASE-SQL is ex-
tremely competitive, only 0.1% lower than the 32B
version on the development set and 1.0% lower on
the test set. The experimental results show that
BASE-SQL has strong generalization properties.

4.3 Ablation Studies
We conducted ablation experiments on the BIRD

development set and the Spider test set to analyze
the impact of different components on the over-
all SQL generation. The experimental results are
shown in Table 2. Our baseline setting uses the
entire schema in code representation. We take the
BIRD development set as an example for analysis.
After replacing code representation schema with
M-Schema, the performance improved by 1.37%,
demonstrating the superiority of M-Schema. Then
we adopted M-Schema with sample representation,
and the performance further improved by 1.5%, in-
dicating that adding table content can further help
LLM understand the table structure information
from a global perspective, although the descrip-
tion of each column in M-Schema already contains
several sample values of the current column. Af-
ter adding Schema-linking, the performance im-
proved by 1.83%, indicating that Schema-linking
can reduce the noise in schema. After performing
supervised fine-tuning, the largest performance im-
provement of 2.67% was obtained, indicating the
importance of supervised fine-tuning for LLM to
perform downstream tasks. After SQL revision, the
performance further improved by 1.83%, indicat-
ing that LLM can correct errors in some candidate
SQLs by using candidate SQLs and their execu-
tion results. Finally, SQL merge revision were
performed, and the performance was improved by
1.43%, indicating that LLM can use multiple can-
didate SQLs and corresponding results to further
improve the accuracy of SQL generation using SQL
generated in different ways.

The performance improvement in the Spider test
set was similar, except that the performance de-
creased by 0.51% after adding schema linking, in-

dicating that inaccurate schema linking will cause
subsequent SQL performance to degrade(Maamari
et al., 2024), so we use entire schema for SQL re-
vision to reduce the impact of performance loss
caused by inaccurate schema linking.

4.4 Analysis

4.5 Impacts of Schema Linking

In order to analyze the impact of Schema Link-
ing on SQL generation, we conducted experiments
on the BIRD development set. The experimental re-
sults are shown in Table 3. The Gold Table Schema
method uses all gold Tables as schemas, the Gold
Column Schema method uses all gold columns as
schemas, our Schema Linking method uses only a
single model for fine-tuning, the Schema Linking
one method uses two different models for voting,
and the Schema Linking two method uses five dif-
ferent models for voting. By comparing the results
of Gold Table Schema and Gold Column Schema,
we found that their EX metric are not much dif-
ferent, especially the EX after fine-tuning is only
1.04% different. Therefore, we comprehensively
consider the performance and the efficiency of SQL
generation, and only perform table linking instead
of column linking.

By comparing the following three methods, al-
though the Schema Linking one method and the
Schema Linking two method achieve more than
95% recall through multi-model voting, the EX
is lower than that of our Schema Linking method.
This shows that Schema Linking cannot focus too
much on the Recall metric, and the accuracy of ta-
ble prediction also needs to be considered. Our
Schema linking method achieved a certain bal-
ance between precision and recall through a single
model approach. After fine-tuning, the EX reached
64.21%, which is only 3.07% lower than the up-
per limit of Schema linking (using the Gold Table
Schema method).

4.6 Impacts of Different SQL Revision
Methods

We compared and analyzed different SQL re-
vision methods, and the experimental results are
shown in Table 4. First, we used three different
models and four different schemas for comparison
under the same pre-revison result (EX is 64.15).
The experimental results are shown in columns
2, 3, and 4 in the table. When Qwen2.5-32B-
Instruct is used as the SQL revision model and



Method Accuracy Recall
Avg

Precision
Avg

Recall
Avg
F1

EX EX(SFT)

Full Schema 1 100 29.72 100 45.82 59.71 62.19
Gold Table Schema 100 100 100 100 100 64.02 67.28
Gold Column Schema 100 100 100 100 100 63.89 68.32

Our Schema Linking 82.39 89.83 94.83 95.51 95.17 61.54 64.21
Schema Linking one 64.34 95.31 85.45 97.95 91.27 59.84 63.75
Schema Linking two 36.05 97.00 70.09 98.69 81.97 59.39 63.23

Table 3: Experimental results using different schema linking methods. Accuracy indicates the accuracy of a
predicted result that is completely consistent with the Gold table. Recall indicates the accuracy of a predicted result
that includes all current Gold tables. Avg is the abbreviation for average, which calculates the precision, recall, and
F1 of each predicted result and Gold table, and finally calculates the average of all three metrics. EX represents
execution accuracy on the BIRD development set. SFT represents supervised fine-tuning.

Full Schema, the SQL revision effect is the best.
We speculate that this is because the pre-revision
result is obtained by fine-tuning the same Coder
model, and the model capabilities are not much dif-
ferent, so it is not possible to find errors well. The
general Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct is used for SQL re-
vision, which can better find SQL errors and correct
them. Then, under the same SQL revision model
(Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct), we used three different
pre-revison results and four different Schemas for
comparison. The experimental results are shown in
columns 5, 6, and 7 in the table. The experimental
results show that the better the pre-revison result,
the better the effect after SQL revision. The Full
Schema has a better effect than the schema after
Schema Linking. This shows that the Full Schema
post-revision model can correct some samples that
were previously incorrectly identified by Schema
Linking.

4.7 Impacts of Other Analysis

See Appendix B for more analysis details.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed the BASE-SQL frame-
work, a pipeline-based Text-to-SQL method, which
mainly consists of Schema Linking, Candidate
SQL Generate, SQL Revision and SQL Merge Re-
vision. We conducted detailed experiments and ana-
lyzed the impact of each component under different
parameter configurations, providing a certain ref-
erence for subsequent research. BASE-SQL only
uses two 32B open source models and achieves
competitive results on BIRD and Spider datasets,
even surpassing most methods using GPT-4 and

GPT-4o. At the same time, BASE-SQL is easy to
implement and has high SQL generation efficiency.
It is a strong baseline method suitable for use in
real-world application scenarios.

6 Limitations

Although our method shows competitive results
in various aspects, the research in this paper still
has certain limitations. First, due to resource and
time constraints, we cannot fully verify the effects
of other open source LLMs (such as: Llama-3.3-
70B-Instruct, Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411). Sec-
ondly, we only use open source LLMs for experi-
ments, and have not verified the BASE-SQL effect
of closed source LLMs (such as: GPT-4o, Gemini
1.5 pro). Then we only performed Table Linking
in Schema Linking, and did not perform Column
Linking. In the case of a large number of columns
in the table in real-world application scenarios (hun-
dreds or even thousands of columns), the prompt
will be particularly long, which may affect the ef-
fect of SQL generation.
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Method SFT Coder Coder Qwen Qwen Qwen Qwen

Before SQL revision 64.15 64.15 64.15 63.62 64.15 64.21

Schema Linking Schema 63.04 64.41 65.25 64.41 65.25 65.65
Schema Linking With Sample Schema 63.43 64.21 65.19 64.67 65.19 65.45
Full Schema 63.95 64.28 65.91 64.73 65.91 66.04
Full With Sample Schema 63.62 64.80 65.58 64.73 65.58 65.91

Table 4: Execution accuracy(EX) of different schema representations and different revision model on the BIRD
development set. SFT represents supervised fine-tuning. Coder represents Qwen2.5-Coder-32B-Instruct and Qwen
represents Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct.

has been divided into public training and develop-
ment sets, and its unpublished test set is used as an
independent and fair verification dataset.

A.2 Implementation Detail

We uesed the open source model Qwen2.5-
Coder-32B-Instruct as the basic model for Schema
Linking and Candidate Generation, and used
LoRA(Hu et al., 2021) to fine-tune. Fine-tuning
was performed using LoRA(Hu et al., 2021), with
a LoRA rank of 32, a LoRA α of 16, and a dropout
rate of 0.1. We fine-tune target model with accu-
mulation batch size of 8, a learning rate of 4e-5,
and a max context length of 4,096. All our exper-
iments were performed using two NVIDIA A800
GPUs with 80GB of VRAM. SQL Revision uses
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct as the basic model, and SQL
Merge Revision uses Qwen2.5-Coder-32B-Instruct
as the basic model.

B Analysis

B.1 Impacts of Different Schema
Representations

In order to show the impact of different schema
representations on SQL generation, we used full-
schema to conduct experiments on the BIRD devel-
opment set. The experimental results of three dif-
ferent sizes of Qwen2.5-Coder and its supervised
fine-tuning are shown in Table 6. Through the ex-
perimental results, we found that the M-Schema
representation is more advantageous than the Code
representation after adding different sample values
of the column, and the performance of SQL gen-
eration can be further improved after adding table
content. Whether before or after fine-tuning, the
M-Schema with sample representation has the best
performance.

B.2 Impacts of Candidate Generation

In Figure 3, we use models of different sizes for
fine-tuning, showing the relationship between the
number of fine-tuning steps and EX. We can see
that for models of the same size, the M-Schema
with sample representation is better than the M-
Schema representation. The 32B and 14B models
tend to stabilize after about 150 steps (about 1.2k
samples are trained), and the 7B model tends to
stabilize after about 250 steps (about 4k samples),
which shows that Qwen2.5-Coder has a strong gen-
eralization ability and can achieve good results by
fine-tuning only on a small number of samples.

B.3 Impacts of Different SQL Section
Methods

Recently, the model-based SQL selection
method has received attention and achieved good
results (Gao et al., 2024; Gorti et al., 2024; Pour-
reza et al., 2024). Therefore, we selected two can-
didate SQLs and then used Qwen2.5-Coder-32B-
Instruct model to conduct comparative experiments
with different SQL selection methods. The results
are shown in Table 7. It can be seen from the table
that our merge revision method is better than the
method based on Selection Prompt.

In order to show the intermediate process of our
merge revision method in detail, we used different
initialization settings to conduct SQL revision ex-
periments. The experimental results are shown in
Table 8. From the results, we can find that candi-
date SQL1 can get the best performance by only
performing one round of sql revision and three
merge revision (SQL5, SQL6, SQL8). Merge re-
vision is only required when the results of the two
candidate SQLs are inconsistent after execution. If
the execution results are consistent, the first SQL
is directly output. Therefore, there are not many
cases where merge revision is really needed.



Method Type Model Size EX(Dev) EX(Test)

XiYan-SQL(Gao et al., 2024)
ICL+
SFT

GPT-4o UNK - 89.7

MCS-SQL(Lee et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4 UNK 89.5 89.6
RSL-SQL(Cao et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4o UNK - 87.9
CHASE-SQL(Pourreza et al., 2024) ICL Gemini 1.5 pro UNK - 87.6
CHESS(Talaei et al., 2024) ICL Gemini 1.5 pro UNK - 87.2
DEA-SQL(Xie et al., 2024) ICL GPT-4 UNK 85.4 87.1
DAIL-SQL(Gao et al., 2023) ICL GPT-4 UNK 83.6 86.6
DIN-SQL(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2023) ICL GPT-4 UNK - 85.3

SENSE(Yang et al., 2024b) SFT CodeLLaMA 13B 84.1 86.6
SENSE(Yang et al., 2024b) SFT CodeLLaMA 7B 83.2 83.5
MSc-SQL(Gorti et al., 2024) SFT Mistral-v0.3,... 9B - 84.7
CodeS(Li et al., 2024a) SFT StarCoder 15B 84.9 -
CodeS(Li et al., 2024a) SFT StarCoder 7B 85.4 -
DTS-SQL(Pourreza and Rafiei, 2024) SFT DeepSeek 7B - 84.4
RESDSQL(Li et al., 2023b) SFT T5 3B 84.1 79.9

Qwen2.5-Coder(Hui et al., 2024) ICL Qwen2.5-Coder 32B 85.1 85.6
BASE-SQL(Ours) SFT Qwen2.5-Coder 32B 86.9(↑1.8) 88.9(↑3.3)
Qwen2.5-Coder(Hui et al., 2024) ICL Qwen2.5-Coder 14B 84.1 85.1
BASE-SQL(Ours) SFT Qwen2.5-Coder 14B 86.8(↑2.5) 87.9(↑2.8)

Table 5: Performance Comparison of different Text-to-SQL methods on Spider dev and test dataset.

Method 32B SFT-32B 14B SFT-14B 7B SFT-7B

Full Code 56.84 60.63 56.45 55.67 49.48 41.40
Full M-Schema 58.21 61.73 56.39 60.04 50.33 41.79
Full Code + Sample 59.39 62.78 56.71 58.74 50.91 44.65
Full M-Schema + Sample 59.71 62.19 57.50 60.82 50.59 45.31

Schema Linking Code 56.78 61.93 55.67 58.87 51.30 55.48
Schema Linking M-Schema 59.71 63.56 57.50 61.34 53.46 58.41
Schema Linking Code + Sample 59.65 63.49 60.43 61.93 53.72 57.82
Schema Linking M-Schema + Sample 61.54 64.21 58.08 62.32 54.95 58.74

Table 6: Execution accuracy(EX) of different schema representations on the BIRD development set.



Code Representation M-Schema Representation

CREATE TABLE `frpm` (
  CDSCode TEXT PRIMARY KEY
REFERENCES schools
(CDSCode),
  `Academic Year` TEXT,
  `County Code` TEXT,
  `District Code` INTEGER,
  `School Code` TEXT
);

CREATE TABLE `schools` (
  CDSCode TEXT PRIMARY KEY,
  District TEXT,
  School TEXT,
  Zip TEXT,
  Charter INTEGER
);

【DB_ID】 california_schools
【Schema】
# Table: frpm
[
(CDSCode:TEXT, Primary Key, Examples:
[01100170109835, 01100170112607,
01100170118489]),
(Academic Year:TEXT, Examples: [2014-
2015]),
(County Code:TEXT, Examples: [01, 02, 03]),
(District Code:INTEGER, Examples: [10017,
31609, 31617]),
(School Code:TEXT, Examples: [0109835,
0112607, 0118489])
]
# Table: schools
[
(CDSCode:TEXT, Primary Key, Examples:
[01100170000000, 01100170109835,
01100170112607]),
(District:TEXT),
(School:TEXT, Examples: [FAME Public
Charter]),
(Zip:TEXT, Examples: [94544-1136, 94560-
5359, 94612-3355]),
(Charter:INTEGER, Examples: [1, 0])
]
【Foreign keys】
frpm.CDSCode=schools.CDSCode

Code With Sample Representation

CREATE TABLE `frpm` (
  CDSCode TEXT PRIMARY KEY
REFERENCES schools (CDSCode),
  `Academic Year` TEXT,
  `County Code` TEXT,
  `District Code` INTEGER,
  `School Code` TEXT
);

Sample rows from:`frpm`:
01100170109835, 2014-2015, 01, 10017,
0109835
01100170112607, 2014-2015, 01, 10017,
0112607
01100170118489, 2014-2015, 01, 10017,
0118489

CREATE TABLE `schools` (
  CDSCode TEXT PRIMARY KEY,
  District TEXT,
  School TEXT,
  Zip TEXT,
  Charter INTEGER
);

Sample rows from:`schools`:
01100170000000, Alameda County Office of
Education, None, 94544-1136, None
01100170109835, Alameda County Office of
Education, FAME Public Charter, 94560-
5359, 1
01100170112607, Alameda County Office of
Education, Envision Academy for Arts &
Technology, 94612-3355, 1

【DB_ID】 california_schools
【Schema】
# Table: frpm
[
(CDSCode:TEXT, Primary Key, Examples: [01100170109835,
01100170112607, 01100170118489]),
(Academic Year:TEXT, Examples: [2014-2015]),
(County Code:TEXT, Examples: [01, 02, 03]),
(District Code:INTEGER, Examples: [10017, 31609, 31617]),
(School Code:TEXT, Examples: [0109835, 0112607, 0118489])
]
Sample rows from:`frpm`:
01100170109835, 2014-2015, 01, 10017, 0109835
01100170112607, 2014-2015, 01, 10017, 0112607
01100170118489, 2014-2015, 01, 10017, 0118489

# Table: schools
[
(CDSCode:TEXT, Primary Key, Examples: [01100170000000,
01100170109835, 01100170112607]),
(District:TEXT),
(School:TEXT, Examples: [FAME Public Charter]),
(Zip:TEXT, Examples: [94544-1136, 94560-5359, 94612-3355]),
(Charter:INTEGER, Examples: [1, 0])
]
Sample rows from:`schools`:
01100170000000, Alameda County Office of Education, None,
94544-1136, None
01100170109835, Alameda County Office of Education, FAME
Public Charter, 94560-5359, 1
01100170112607, Alameda County Office of Education,
Envision Academy for Arts & Technology, 94612-3355, 1

【Foreign keys】
frpm.CDSCode=schools.CDSCode

M-Schema With Sample Representation

Figure 2: Examples of database schema representation methods: Code Representation, Code With Sample Repre-
sentation, M-Schema Representation, and M-Schema With Sample Representation.

Method
BIRD

EX(Dev)

src 65.78 + 64.28
upper bound 68.25

XiYan-SQL Selection Prompt 66.62
MSc-SQL Selection Prompt 66.56
CHASE-SQL Selection Prompt 66.43
Our Merge Revision 66.95

Table 7: Execution accuracy(EX) of different SQL se-
lection methods on the BIRD development set.

C Prompt Templates

C.1 Prompt for Schema Linking

{DATABASE SCHEMA}

-- Given the previous table schema combined
with the additional information provided, help
me find all the table names associated with
answering the user’s question.

Question: {QUESTION}
-- External Knowledge: {EVIDENCE}

Remember not to generate SQL, but reply
with the relevant table names. Please reply in
JSON format:
“‘json
{
"tables": ["table1","table2",..]
}
“‘
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Figure 3: After using Qwen2.5-Coder of different sizes for Supervised Fine-tuning, the execution accuracy on the
BIRD development set after evaluating different steps. The batch size of the 32B and 14B models is 8, and the batch
size of the 7B model is 16. In the legend, 32B, 14B, and 7B use the M-Schema representation, while 32B_sample,
14B_sample, and 7B_sample use the M-Schema with sample representation.

Method
1-time

revision
2-time

revision
1-time

revision
2-time

revision

SQL1 64.21 64.21 64.15 64.15
SQL2(Full Schema) 66.04 66.30 65.91 66.23
SQL3(Full With Sample Schema) 65.91 65.84 65.58 65.58

SQL4(SQL1+SQL2) 66.69 66.95 66.43 66.69
SQL5(SQL2+SQL3) 67.14 66.82 66.88 66.62
SQL6(SQL1+SQL3) 67.01 66.95 66.75 66.62

SQL7(SQL4+SQL5) 67.34 67.41 67.14 66.95
SQL8(SQL5+SQL6) 67.47 67.14 67.21 66.95
SQL9(SQL4+SQL6) 67.14 67.14 66.95 66.75

Table 8: Detailed evaluation results of SQL revision and SQL merge revision using different initial candidate SQL1
on the BIRD development set. 1-time revision means that only one round of SQL revision is performed on candidate
SQL1 to generate SQL2 and SQL3, and 2-time revision means that two rounds of SQL revision are performed on
candidate SQL1 to generate SQL2 and SQL3. SQL4 (SQL1+SQL2) means that candidate SQL4 is generated after
merge revision of SQL1 and SQL2. The generation process of other SQL5-SQL9 is similar.



C.2 Prompt for Candidate SQL Generate

{DATABASE SCHEMA}

-- Using valid SQLite and understanding
External Knowledge, answer the following
questions for the tables provided above.

Question: {QUESTION}
-- External Knowledge: {EVIDENCE}

Please output only the final SQL query, starts
with keyword ‘SELECT‘.

C.3 Prompt for SQL Revision

{DATABASE SCHEMA}

-- Using valid SQLite and understand-
ing External Knowledge, revise the SQL
query that answers the following questions of
the above table schema based on the predicted
SQL and SQL execution results. If the current
SQL query is correct, return the query directly.

Question: {QUESTION}
-- External Knowledge: {EVIDENCE}

Predicted SQL query: {PREDICT_SQL}
SQL execute result: {EXECUTE_RESULT}

Please output only the final revised SQL query,
starts with keyword ‘SELECT‘.

C.4 Prompt for SQL Merge Revision

{DATABASE SCHEMA}

-- Using valid SQLite and understanding
External Knowledge, answer the following
questions for the tables provided above.

Question: {QUESTION}
-- External Knowledge: {EVIDENCE}

Here are some corresponding draft SQL and
execute result:
1. {PREDICT_SQL1}
Execution result
{EXECUTE_RESULT1}

2. {PREDICT_SQL2}
Execution result
{EXECUTE_RESULT2}

Please output only the final SQL query, starts
with keyword ‘SELECT‘.
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