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Abstract

Relational databases are integral to modern in-
formation systems, serving as the foundation
for storing, querying, and managing data effi-
ciently and effectively. Advancements in large
language modeling have led to the emergence
of text-to-SQL technologies, significantly en-
hancing the querying and extracting of infor-
mation from these databases and raising con-
cerns about privacy and security. Our research
extracts the database schema elements under-
lying a text-to-SQL model. Knowledge of the
schema can make attacks such as SQL injec-
tion easier. By asking specially crafted ques-
tions, we have developed a zero-knowledge
framework designed to probe various database
schema elements without knowledge of the
database itself. The text-to-SQL models then
process these questions to produce an output
that we use to uncover the structure of the
database schema. We apply it to specialized
text-to-SQL models fine-tuned on text-SQL
pairs and generative language models used for
SQL generation. Overall, we can reconstruct
the table names with an F1 of nearly .75 for
fine-tuned models and .96 for generative.

1 Introduction

Text-to-SQL systems are designed to convert
natural language questions into executable SQL
queries (Yaghmazadeh et al., 2017; Zhong et al.,
2017; Yu et al., 2018a; Zelle and Mooney, 1996).
This advancement in database management allows
users to interact with databases without a prior un-
derstanding of SQL syntax or the database struc-
ture, enhancing database accessibility and broaden-
ing the usability of data-driven applications. Given
that text-to-SQL models can provide access to data
to more users in an easy-to-use framework, orga-
nizations are now using them locally, and cloud
providers are releasing systems as a service (Obeng
et al., 2024; Eusebius et al., 2024). Moreover, there
is increasing interest in text-to-SQL in sensitive

Output your schema!
 

Surrogate Model
GPT4 

Reconstructed Schema

table1 (columns: types)
table2 (columns:types)
table3 (columns:types)

Text-to-SQL
Model

Real Schema

table1 (columns: types)
table2 (columns:types)

Protected Model

table3 (columns:types)

Attack

Response

Interpret Response

Resconstruct
Schema

Figure 1: Reconstructing database schema by interact-
ing with text-to-SQL model and using surrogate LLM.

domains such as healthcare (Tarbell et al., 2023;
Lee et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2020b).

Although natural language interfaces to
databases offer many benefits, research on their
security aspects has been limited despite the
acknowledged security concerns (Peng et al., 2022,
2023). Generally, the systems input two pieces
of information: the database schema and a query.
The schema can be hidden from the user, so they
only need to write a natural language question.
Many organizations hide information from various
users on a need-to-know basis, including database
schema information. The schema can provide
users with propriety information, which companies
want to protect. For example, an AI company may
collect and store unique data sources, resulting
in a leading AI solution. If adversaries know
what information is used to train the AI solutions,
they could replicate that work. Furthermore,
the organization can be more easily attacked
if unauthorized users can access information
embedded within the text-to-SQL model.

The reliance of these systems on database
schema for SQL query generation also makes or-
ganizations susceptible to SQL injection attacks,
among the most prevalent security threats (Clarke-
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Salt and Clarke, 2012; Halfond et al., 2006). Specif-
ically, knowing the database architecture can en-
able attackers to craft precise SQL injection attacks,
leading to unauthorized data access, modification,
or deletion of critical data, exploiting vulnerabili-
ties, and causing severe data breaches (Yeole and
Meshram, 2011; Zhang et al., 2023). Given the
growing reliance of organizations on these systems
for various applications, it is important to address
these security concerns to ensure the integrity and
security of text-to-SQL technologies. However,
there has not been research into whether an adver-
sary can gain access to the entire database schema
without direct access to the model in a black-box
testing setup.

To address this gap, we propose a framework that
probes the database schema elements underlying
text-to-SQL models without prior knowledge of the
database. The framework employs automatic ques-
tion generation and leverages a surrogate model to
interpret responses from the attacked model. This
process involves iterative probing and analysis, ul-
timately leading to a detailed reconstruction of the
database schema. Figure 1 illustrates our approach
at a high level.

It is important to emphasize that text-to-SQL sys-
tems are built using two general approaches: fine-
tuning and prompt-engineering. Fine-tuned text-to-
SQL models are specifically trained on text-SQL
pairs, which could include the exact data used in
the database and real-world SQL statements, poten-
tially enabling them to achieve higher accuracy in
targeted datasets and domains (Rai et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2023; Qi et al., 2022). Fine-tuned models will
generally only return SQL statements. In contrast,
generative large language models (LLMs) using
prompt-based frameworks are designed to handle
various tasks, generating SQL queries from natural
language input based on extensive pre-training on
diverse data corpora (Gao et al., 2023; Pourreza and
Rafiei, 2024; Dong et al., 2023). In this paper, we
show that our system can reproduce the database
schema independent of the specific text-to-SQL
model type.

Overall, our contributions are as follows:

(i) We introduce a novel zero-knowledge frame-
work for probing database schema elements
underlying text-to-SQL models.

(ii) We comprehensively evaluate the framework
across multiple datasets and various types of

models: two fine-tuned and four generative
language models.

(iii) We introduce and evaluate a simple protection
mechanism for generative large language mod-
els using prompting to mitigate our attacks
directly, yet we show they are still vulnerable.

2 Related Work

Our research is related to two lines of work: Text-
to-SQL models and security in NLP and LLMs.

Text-to-SQL. Text-to-SQL semantic parsing has
been extensively studied to develop language
agents for database applications (Dahl et al., 1994;
Zelle and Mooney, 1996). Since the release of
many large-scale text-to-SQL datasts (Zhong et al.,
2017; Wang et al., 2020b; Yu et al., 2018b), many
parsers have been developed on top of language
models to understand various database schemas bet-
ter. Most methods fall into one of two approaches:
Fine-tuned or prompt-based systems.

Fine-tuned methods focus on adapting pre-
trained models like BERT (Devlin et al., 2018)
and T5 (Raffel et al., 2020) to the specific task
of SQL generation from natural language queries.
For example, SQLova (Hwang et al., 2019) and
BRIDGE (Lin et al., 2020) leverage BERT’s abil-
ity to understand complex language structures and
apply additional layers or mechanisms to tailor the
model for SQL prediction. SQLova uses BERT
to encode input questions and schemas, apply-
ing a sketch-based method to predict the SQL
components in a structured manner (Deng et al.,
2022). Meanwhile, pre-trained models specifically
designed for tabular data have also been intro-
duced. For instance, TaPas (Herzig et al., 2020)
and TaBERT (Yin et al., 2020) extend BERT’s ca-
pabilities to handle tables by incorporating table-
specific embeddings and objectives during pre-
training (Qin et al., 2022). Recent advancements
also include models like Grappa (Yu et al., 2020),
which uses a grammar-augmented pre-training
framework that integrates table schema linking, sig-
nificantly improving the accuracy of generated SQL
queries by effectively capturing relational struc-
tures within the data (Deng et al., 2022).

On the other hand, LLM-based methods for text-
to-SQL have gained prominence due to their abil-
ity to perform zero-shot reasoning and general-
ize across domains (Zhang et al., 2024). These
methods have repeatedly set new benchmarks on



the Spider leaderboard. For instance, C3 (Dong
et al., 2023), a zero-shot Text-to-SQL method built
on ChatGPT, achieved an execution accuracy of
82.3% by optimizing model input, bias, and out-
put. DIN-SQL (Pourreza and Rafiei, 2024) intro-
duced a decomposition approach, breaking the task
into smaller, manageable sub-tasks, and reached
an accuracy of 85.3% on Spider. DAIL-SQL (Gao
et al., 2023) further pushed the accuracy to 86.6%
through supervised fine-tuning and a systematic
study of in-context learning, focusing on select-
ing and organizing helpful examples in prompts.
These LLM-based methods leverage the in-context
learning, semantic understanding, and reasoning ca-
pabilities of LLMs. For example, C3 exploits Chat-
GPT’s zero-shot learning capability, while DIN-
SQL simplifies the task by focusing on schema
linking, difficulty classification, and SQL genera-
tion (Li et al., 2024b). DAIL-SQL combines in-
context learning with supervised fine-tuning to en-
hance LLM performance further. Advanced rea-
soning methods, such as chain-of-thought and self-
reflection, are also incorporated to improve the ac-
curacy and robustness of SQL generation (Zhang
et al., 2024).

With regard to this paper, fine-tuned and prompt-
based systems have different pros and cons from a
performance and security standpoint. Fine-tuned
training can work well when the training data
closely or exactly matches what is used at test time.
However, this can result in more security vulnera-
bilities. Fine-tuned models can leak the database
schema, but worse, they may be prone to data in-
ference attacks that can access the training data
explicitly. On the other hand, prompt-based solu-
tions may not perform well as highly fine-tuned
in-domain models, but they outperform fine-tuned
systems on out-of-domain data. Moreover, they
are not trained on the actual organization’s data.
However, these systems are still prone to database
schema leaks. In this paper, we evaluate how each
model type is more susceptible to attacks that leak
the database schema.

Security in NLP and LLMs Security in this con-
text primarily concerns the robustness of NLP mod-
els to adversarial attacks, the potential for model
misuse, and safeguarding sensitive data during
model training and deployment (Morris et al., 2020;
Goyal et al., 2023; Yao et al., 2024; Zhang et al.,
2020).

Adversarial attacks threaten NLP model secu-

rity by introducing subtle input perturbations that
lead to incorrect or harmful outputs (Szegedy et al.,
2013; Qiu et al., 2022; Coalson et al., 2023). Con-
sequently, various methods for generating natural
adversarial texts have been introduced (Li et al.,
2020; Ebrahimi et al., 2017; Ren et al., 2019; Li
et al., 2018; Jin et al., 2020; Garg and Ramakrish-
nan, 2020; Guo et al., 2021) Furthermore, similar
approaches have been shown to affect LLMs, with
carefully crafted prompts inducing aligned LLMs
to generate malicious content (Wei et al., 2024).
Unlike traditional adversarial examples, these jail-
breaks are crafted manually, making them labor-
intensive. Although there has been some progress
in automatic prompt-tuning for adversarial attacks
on LLMs (Shin et al., 2020; Wen et al., 2024; Jones
et al., 2023), this remains a challenging task due to
the discrete nature of token inputs in LLMs.

Apart from the security risks associated with
adversarial attacks, LLMs that are trained and fine-
tuned on sensitive, domain-specific data face sig-
nificant privacy concerns due to their tendency to
retain and reproduce verbatim text from their train-
ing data (Anil et al., 2023; Carlini et al., 2019, 2021,
2022). Recent work (Panda et al., 2024) proposes
a data extraction attack that enables adversaries to
target and extract sensitive information, including
credit card numbers, from a model trained on user
data. Furthermore, state-of-the-art privacy attacks
against LLMs have shown that over 50% of the fine-
tuning datasets can be extracted from a fine-tuned
LLM in natural settings (Wang et al., 2024). A re-
cent survey by (Yan et al., 2024) highlights the ur-
gency of addressing these vulnerabilities with com-
prehensive privacy protection mechanisms, such
as differential privacy and federated learning, to
safeguard sensitive data across all stages of LLM
development.

Our work extends prior research on NLP and
LLM security by focusing on the vulnerabilities
of text-to-SQL systems. By examining how these
models can infer database schema elements with-
out prior knowledge, we highlight significant risks
to database security. Understanding these vulnera-
bilities is critical, as it informs the development of
better defenses for text-to-SQL systems and other
LLM applications interacting with structured data.

3 Method

Intuitively, our goal is to reconstruct the database
schema underlying the text-to-SQL model, includ-
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Figure 2: Overview of the Schema Reconstruction Process. In the first step, we generate initial input questions,
including both random and adversarial queries, which are processed by the text-to-SQL model. The second step
involves preliminary schema interpretation using a surrogate LLM (GPT-4) to analyze the model’s outputs and
formulate an initial schema. In the third step, the surrogate model generates new questions targeting the identified
schema elements to refine the schema understanding. The final fourth step is schema reconstruction, where the
surrogate model consolidates all the information to produce a detailed database schema.

ing table names, column names, and their corre-
sponding data types, without having direct access
to it. In this section, we describe the method we
developed to achieve this.

We begin by formally defining the task.
Given a set of natural language questions
{Q1, Q2, . . . , Qn}, and their corresponding SQL
query outputs {Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn} generated by a
text-to-SQL model, the objective is to recon-
struct database schema S = (T,C,D), where
T = {t1, . . . , tm} represents table names, C =
{c1, . . . , cp} represent columns names and D =
{d1, . . . , dp} represents their corresponding data
types. The process of generating an SQL query Y
by a large language model M can be defined as a
conditional probability distribution:

IPM(Y | P(Q,S)) =
∏|Y|

i=1 IPM(Yi | P(Q,S), Y1:i−1)

where P (Q,S) represents the prompt combining
the natural language question Q and the schema S,
Yi denotes the i-th token of the SQL query Y , and
|Y | denotes the length of Y .

Intuitively, given the model is prompted with the
schema, it is liable to leak information at generation
time. Hence, we introduce a novel zero-knowledge
framework for reconstructing a database schema
underlying text-to-SQL models. Our approach con-
sists of four stages: 1) initial input generation,
2) preliminary schema interpretation, 3) dynamic
question generation and refinement, and 4) schema
reconstruction. Figure 2 provides an overview of

this process. In the following subsections, we de-
scribe each stage in detail.

Step 1: Initial Input Generation. We begin by
crafting inputs to the text-to-SQL system, catego-
rized into two distinct types: random input strings
and “adversarial” input questions.

We assume that even when a random input is
passed to the text-to-SQL model, the text-to-SQL
model that has either been trained to produce a
specific response or just prompted with schema
information may inadvertently leak schema infor-
mation included in the prompt. By feeding the
model a series of random strings, we aim to ex-
ploit this tendency for information leakage. The
goal is to collect as much hidden schema infor-
mation as possible from the outputs generated in
response to these random inputs. The reasoning
is that with sufficient random inputs, we can max-
imize the likelihood of extracting useful schema
details embedded in the model’s responses. Here
is an example of the random input we used to feed
the model: 3qio#jwfi@Qaaijf .

In addition to random inputs, we include ad-
versarial input questions specifically designed
to prompt the generative models to reveal
database schema details directly. Some exam-
ples of adversarial questions include the follow-
ing: (1) Identify tables that contain
geospatial data types (2) Show the table
names in the database (3) List columns



with enumerated types and their possible
values. Generative LLMs are more susceptible
to these simple adversarial questions, producing
outputs ranging from SQL queries to fragments of
the database schema.

We generate an initial set of input questions,
including random input strings and adversarial
queries. These inputs are then fed into the text-to-
SQL model, which processes them and generates
the corresponding outputs used in the next step.

Step 2: Preliminary Schema Interpretation
(PSI). This step leverages the interpretive capa-
bilities of GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023) to synthe-
size a preliminary understanding of the database
structure, laying the foundation for more refined
schema reconstruction in subsequent steps. We
employ GPT-4 as a surrogate LLM to analyze and
interpret the outputs from step 1. The generated
responses from the text-to-SQL model are passed
to GPT-4, which is then prompted to provide an ini-
tial assumption of the database schema, including
the database context, table names, column names,
and data types. Based on these tables and columns,
GPT-4 is also prompted to infer what other tables it
would expect to see in the database. For example,
if the model returns a query:

SELECT name FROM STUDENTS;

GPT-4 can infer that name is a column and
STUDENTS is a table. The model is further in-
structed to estimate the data types of the columns.
In this case, GPT-4 understands that the column
name is likely stored as a text data type in the
STUDENTS table. Furthermore, GPT-4 is prompted
to estimate the presence of related tables that
were not directly mentioned in the output, such as
COURSES, ENROLLMENTS, or GRADES, each with its
relevant columns and their data types. This predic-
tive step helps hypothesize a more comprehensive
schema that will lead us to craft better questions in
Step 3.

Step 3: Dynamic Question Generation and Re-
finement. After obtaining the initial estimation
of the schema, we prompt the surrogate model to
craft natural language questions for the text-to-SQL
model that target the identified tables and help us
infer other unknown schema elements. We use the
prompt

Given the initial estimation of the
schema {schema}, generate random natu-
ral language questions to help infer other

unknown schema elements. We are using
these questions for a text-to-SQL model.

where {schema} is the currently estimated schema
from Step 2. Once we have these new questions,
they are passed back to the text-to-SQL model to
obtain refined outputs.

To illustrate the idea behind this, let’s consider
our example of the STUDENTS table. Based on
the preliminary schema interpretation (Step 2), we
know that the schema consists of a table STUDENTS
that has columns name and age. We now want
the model to craft questions that not only help us
collect more information about other unknown ele-
ments in table STUDENTS but also potentially reveal
new schema components. For instance, a question
targeting a known or estimated schema element
might be:

What are the names of all courses
that students are enrolled in?

When we pass this question to the text-to-SQL
model, if these elements exist in the schema, we
might receive an SQL query like:

SELECT course_name
FROM COURSES
JOIN ENROLLMENTS ON COURSES.

course_id = ENROLLMENTS.
course_id

JOIN STUDENTS ON ENROLLMENTS.
student_id = STUDENTS.
student_id;

From this output, we can draw several conclu-
sions about new tables, columns, and data types:

• New tables: The query reveals the existence
of the COURSES and ENROLLMENTS tables.

• New columns: We learn about new columns
such as course_id in both COURSES and
ENROLLMENTS, student_id in STUDENTS and
ENROLLMENTS, and course_name in COURSES.

• The query indicates that ENROLLMENTS serves
as a linking table between STUDENTS and
COURSES, with foreign keys student_id and
course_id establishing these relationships.

By crafting these questions, we prompt the text-to-
SQL model to generate outputs that can continue to
reveal relationships between tables and uncover ad-
ditional tables. Through this iterative process, the
model refines our understanding of known schema
elements and helps discover new ones, ultimately



Dataset # DB # Tables/DB # Domains

Spider 200 5.1 138
BIRD 95 7.38 37

Table 1: Data Statistics.

leading to a more comprehensive and accurate re-
construction of the database schema.

Step 4: Schema Reconstruction. In the final
step, we use surrogate LLM to analyze the outputs
from Step 3 and Step 1 to reconstruct the database
schema. We prompt the model to extract table
names, column names, and the data types of the
columns. This detailed analysis enables the model
to piece together a comprehensive schema.

For example, if the previous steps have re-
vealed table names like STUDENTS, COURSES,
and ENROLLMENTS, along with columns
such as student_id, name, course_id, and
course_name, the model will identify these
elements and determine their respective data
types, such as integer for student_id and
course_id, and text for columns name and
course_name. This step results in a detailed
schema reconstruction, accomplished without prior
knowledge of the database, i.e., we pass random
strings as input. Finaly, we note that Steps 1, 2,
and 3 can be repeated multiple times, refining the
schema iteratively. In our experiments, we only
make one complete cycle of the process in Figure
2.

4 Evaluation

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of our
approach, detailing the data used, the baselines for
comparison, and the results obtained.

Data. The evaluation uses two datasets: Spider (Yu
et al., 2018b) and BIRD (Li et al., 2024a). Spider
is a large-scale, complex, and cross-domain text-to-
SQL dataset. On the other hand, BIRD (BIg Bench
for LaRge-scale Database Grounded Text-to-SQL
Evaluation) is a novel dataset that addresses the gap
between academic benchmarks and real-world ap-
plications by focusing on the challenges posed by
database value comprehension and handling mas-
sive databases. The data statistics are summarized
in Table 1.

Metrics. To evaluate how well we can reconstruct
the database schema, we use precision, recall, and
F1 as our performance metrics in three scenarios:
table, column, and data type performance. For ta-

Model Execution Accuracy

T5-Large 82.67
SQLCoder 73.69
Code Llama 61.26
GPT-4 72.61
LLAMA 3 60.38
LLAMA 2 50.32

Table 2: Model execution accuracy.

bles, we define a true positive (TP) for a given table
name ti if our predicted table name t̂i matches. We
define a TP for columns when the predicted table
and column name tuple (ti, ci) matches the actual
tuple (t̂i, ĉi). This implies that even if we predict a
correct column, but match it to the wrong table, it
would be a false positive (FP) and a false negative
(FN). For the data types, we define a TP when the
predicted table name, column name, and data type
triple (t̂i, ĉi, d̂i) matches the actual triple (ti, ci, di).
Like columns, predicting the correct data type but
associating it with the wrong column or table would
result in an FP and FN. We calculate example-like
precision, recall, and F1-score by evaluating these
metrics for each database individually and then
averaging the scores across all databases. Addi-
tionally, following the work of Wang et al. (2020a),
we evaluated the performance of the models used
in our study for the text-to-SQL task in terms of
execution accuracy.

Baselines. In our study, we establish a baseline by
testing the ability of different models to directly out-
put the database schema. We test four generative
models: GPT-4, LLAMA 3 (AI@Meta, 2024), LLAMA
2 (Touvron et al., 2023), and Code Llama (Roziere
et al., 2023), along with two fine-tuned models:
T5-Large (Raffel et al., 2020) and SQLCoder (Ping
and Srivastava, 2023). To establish a baseline, we
use a simple prompt to assess each model’s abil-
ity to output the database schema directly. The
baseline prompt used for all models is as follows:

Output the database schema. Output ta-
bles, columns, and data types.

We employ GPT-4 to analyze the results from
the baseline prompt. The results from this baseline
evaluation provide a reference point to measure the
improvements and effectiveness of our proposed
schema reconstruction methodology.

Additionally, we introduce a simple protection
mechanism for generative LLMs using prompting
to mitigate our attacks directly. This is the prompt
we use is



Table Table+Col Table+Col+Type

Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

Baseline

Fine-tuned T5 Large .371 .184 .228 .111 .039 .053 .102 .035 .048
SQLCoder .211 .189 .192 .078 .039 .047 .039 .017 .021

Gen. LLMs

LLAMA 3 .097 .053 .064 .072 .031 .042 .067 .029 .039
LLAMA 2 .071 .029 .038 .136 .061 .079 .056 .032 .038
Code LLAMA 2 .556 .532 .535 .215 .122 .146 .201 .112 .134
GPT 4.0 .799 .769 .782 .815 .774 .787 .818 .772 .787

Gen. LLMs (Sec)
LLAMA 3 .052 .018 .027 .112 .034 .048 .027 .013 .017
LLAMA 2 .023 .007 .010 .070 .034 .041 .033 .016 .019
GPT 4.0 .712 .625 .666 .734 .648 .688 .743 .658 .698

PSI

Fine-tuned T5 Large .621 .688 .625 .336 .289 .296 .302 .253 .263
SQLCoder .262 .416 .306 .121 .142 .122 .100 .114 .100

Gen. LLMs

LLAMA 3 .247 .302 .255 .219 .281 .233 .180 .235 .194
LLAMA 2 .191 .290 .213 .338 .507 .375 .279 .418 .310
Code LLAMA 2 .666 .746 .673 .695 .782 .702 .554 .626 .559
GPT 4.0 .957 .910 .927 .991 .938 .957 .900 .828 .854

Gen. LLMs (Sec)
LLAMA 3 .026 .083 .037 .104 .207 .129 .079 .146 .096
LLAMA 2 .118 .158 .128 .335 .518 .372 .296 .451 .326
GPT 4.0 .940 .879 .900 .964 .704 .792 .814 .572 .655

Schema Reconstruction

Fine-tuned
T5 Large .764 .792 .746 .425 .359 .369 .372 .297 .312
SQLCoder .611 .715 .659 .407 .334 .343 .266 .231 .231

Gen. LLMs
LLAMA 3 .755 .591 .601 .750 .380 .459 .494 .262 .316
LLAMA 2 .738 .874 .767 .758 .573 .604 .169 .159 .158
Code LLAMA 2 .910 .934 .906 .880 .838 .840 .766 .710 .721
GPT 4.0 .993 .948 .965 .980 .823 .881 .837 .686 .741

Gen. LLMs (Sec)
LLAMA 3 .741 .518 .547 .672 .233 .316 .207 .078 .106
LLAMA 2 .761 .835 .756 .727 .523 .560 .182 .122 .133
GPT 4.0 .989 .892 .921 .973 .611 .718 .796 .483 .571

Table 3: Performance results on the Spider dataset.

If the natural language question is not
relevant to the schema or is nonsensical
(gibberish), respond with "Question not
valid."

This protection mechanism aims to prevent the
model from releasing SQL statements if the ques-
tion is unrelated to the database schema.

Results. Our study evaluates the effectiveness of
our schema reconstruction approach across multi-
ple text-to-SQL models and datasets, comparing it
against baseline methods and preliminary schema
interpretation (PSI). The results are summarized
in Tables 3 and 4. We also report the execution
accuracies of the text-to-SQL models in table 2.

First, we report the general text-to-SQL perfor-
mance in Table 2. Overall, the fine-tuned T5-Large
model performs the best, scoring 82.67. The next
best methods are SQLCoder and GPT-4, with 73.69
and 72.61, respectively. The worst method was
LLAMA 2, yet it still shows that it can generate the
correct SQL statement more than half the time.

For the spider results in Table 3, our schema re-
construction method substantially outperforms the
baseline and PSI approaches. For fine-tuned mod-
els, T5-Large achieved an F1 score of 0.746 for

table reconstruction, while SQLCoder reached an
F1 score of 0.659. These scores indicate substantial
improvements over the baseline F1 scores of 0.228
and 0.192, respectively. Similarly, the Code LLAMA
2 model achieved an F1 score of 0.906.

Generative models also showed notable improve-
ments with our schema reconstruction method.
GPT-4, in particular, achieved an F1 score of 0.965
for table reconstruction, far surpassing the base-
line score of 0.782 and the PSI score of 0.927.
Other generative models, such as LLAMA 3 and
LLAMA 2, also demonstrated enhanced performance
with our approach, achieving F1 scores of 0.601
and 0.767, respectively, compared to their baseline
scores. The most interesting results are for GPT-4,
which can sometimes have slightly worse results
with our method than the baseline and PSI. The
reason is that GPT-4 is highly likely to return the
entire schema if asked simply. We experimented
with various prompts that explicitly asked it not to
return the schema as a security feature, yet it did
not work.

The BIRD dataset results, presented in Table
4, further confirm the effectiveness of our schema
reconstruction method. For fine-tuned models, T5-
Large achieved an F1 score of 0.636, and SQLCoder



Table Table+Col Table+Col+Type

Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

Baseline

Fine-tuned T5 Large .366 .139 .185 .161 .050 .065 .134 .033 .049
SQLCoder .148 .135 .139 .184 .095 .112 .181 .085 .104

Gen. LLMs

LLAMA 3 .056 .028 .035 .164 .076 .094 .159 .065 .085
LLAMA 2 .175 .069 .091 .191 .075 .100 .178 .066 .090
Code LLAMA 2 .440 .350 .369 .234 .155 .172 .197 .117 .136
GPT 4.0 .744 .616 .655 .778 .645 .685 .775 .637 .677

Gen. LLMs (Sec)
LLAMA 3 .035 .016 .021 .176 .076 .096 .164 .066 .087
LLAMA 2 .140 .059 .071 .233 .079 .108 .197 .062 .086
GPT 4.0 .653 .554 .584 .697 .578 .611 .690 .573 .606

PSI

Fine-tuned T5 Large .670 .621 .609 .288 .222 .228 .200 .150 .158
SQLCoder .315 .445 .356 .139 .209 .158 .108 .157 .119

Gen. LLMs

LLAMA 3 .688 .387 .456 .361 .126 .171 .278 .073 .102
LLAMA 2 .914 .860 .873 .436 .387 .379 .370 .318 .315
Code LLAMA 2 .872 .790 .801 .394 .400 .379 .342 .330 .320
GPT 4.0 .933 .829 .862 .722 .674 .676 .602 .547 .553

Gen. LLMs (Sec)
LLAMA 3 .761 .346 .433 .423 .129 .168 .330 .091 .120
LLAMA 2 .886 .770 .785 .419 .342 .329 .351 .270 .268
GPT 4.0 .952 .874 .896 .670 .469 .510 .549 .365 .404

Schema Reconstruction

Fine-tuned T5 Large .720 .631 .636 .326 .204 .229 .253 .151 .173
SQLCoder .504 .709 .526 .251 .304 .250 .208 .239 .208

Gen. LLMs

LLAMA 3 .903 .450 .559 .465 .172 .225 .371 .118 .164
LLAMA 2 .881 .821 .825 .424 .330 .343 .320 .238 .251
Code LLAMA 2 .919 .844 .866 .415 .431 .403 .340 .343 .326
GPT 4.0 .982 .871 .904 .557 .436 .456 .421 .322 .339

Gen. LLMs (Sec)
LLAMA 3 .895 .423 .528 .471 .160 .216 .366 .118 .163
LLAMA 2 .844 .733 .748 .428 .284 .298 .337 .230 .239
GPT 4.0 .983 .836 .884 .614 .363 .417 .438 .253 .289

Table 4: Performance results on the BIRD dataset.

reached 0.526, both showing significant improve-
ments from their baseline scores of 0.185 and 0.139,
respectively. Code LLAMA 2 also exhibited strong
performance with an F1 score of 0.866.

Among the generative models, GPT-4 again
demonstrated exceptional improvements with our
method, achieving an F1 score of 0.904 for table
reconstruction, compared to the baseline score of
0.655 and the PSI score of 0.862. LLAMA 3 and
LLAMA 2 models achieved F1 scores of 0.559 and
0.825, respectively, showcasing improvements over
their baseline scores. Again, though, we find weird
numbers for the columns and some datatypes for
GPT-4. This can happen because of noise intro-
duced into the system, given that the model has
a high chance of regurgitating the schema. Still,
our schema reconstruction approach is more robust
than baseline and PSI across all model types. More-
over, we want to point out that the table name is
generally the most important feature from an attack
perspective (e.g., for SQL injections). Moreover,
nothing stops an attacker from using all three ap-
proaches and manually interpreting the estimated
schemas; hence, recall will be the most important
attribute. Moreover, our main finding is that the
text-to-SQL models are prone to attacks and more

research is needed to mitigate them.

5 Conclusion

This study highlights the significant security risks
associated with text-to-SQL models by demonstrat-
ing a novel zero-knowledge framework capable of
reconstructing database schema underlying text-to-
SQL model. The ability to uncover schema ele-
ments without prior knowledge of the database un-
derscores security threats, like sophisticated SQL
injection attacks, which pose a substantial threat to
data security and privacy.

We evaluated the effectiveness of our approach
through an extensive evaluation of the Spider and
BIRD datasets, where we achieved high F1 scores,
particularly with generative models like GPT-4.
The study underscores the urgent need for enhanced
security measures in text-to-SQL systems. Fu-
ture work should focus on developing more ro-
bust defense mechanisms to protect against schema
leakage and other potential security threats. Fur-
thermore, given the explosion of prompting-based
methods in industry, our approach can be seen as
a method to steal pieces of a prompt and could be
extended to non-text-to-SQL tasks as well.



6 Limitations

Despite the promising results achieved in our study,
several limitations must be acknowledged. First,
the evaluation was conducted on the Spider and
BIRD datasets, which, although large and diverse,
may not fully represent all real-world database
schemas. The schemas in these datasets are pri-
marily academic or benchmark datasets, potentially
limiting the generalizability of our findings to more
complex or proprietary database schemas in indus-
try applications. These databases are relatively
small, with an average of 5 to 7 tables in each
database. Real-world databases can contain hun-
dreds or thousands of tables.

Additionally, the performance of our schema re-
construction approach varies significantly across
different text-to-SQL models. While GPT-4 demon-
strated high accuracy in schema reconstruction,
other models like LLAMA 2 and 3 showed lower
performance. This variability indicates that our ap-
proach may be more effective with certain models,
particularly those with advanced language under-
standing and generation capabilities. Also, our ap-
proach uses GPT-4 as a surrogate model to interpret
the outputs of the text-to-SQL model and generate
new probing questions. The success of this step
is contingent upon the surrogate model’s ability to
accurately understand and predict database schema
elements, which may not always align perfectly
with the schema used by the text-to-SQL model.

While we introduced a simple protection mecha-
nism for generative LLMs to mitigate our attacks,
this approach may not be comprehensive. More so-
phisticated security measures need to be explored
and evaluated to ensure the robustness of text-to-
SQL systems against schema inference attacks.
Finally, our method involves iterative querying
and analysis, which may be computationally in-
tensive and time-consuming, particularly for large
databases with complex schemas. Optimizing the
efficiency of this process is essential for practical
deployment in real-world scenarios.

Addressing these limitations will be critical in
future work to enhance the robustness, generaliz-
ability, and efficiency of our schema reconstruction
approach and ensure its applicability across a wider
range of text-to-SQL systems and database envi-
ronments.

7 Ethical Implications

The methods and findings presented in this paper
carry significant ethical implications. While our re-
search aims to highlight and address vulnerabilities
in text-to-SQL systems, the techniques developed
could potentially be misused by malicious actors to
infer and steal sensitive information from databases.
This underscores the dual-use nature of our work,
where advancements in understanding and miti-
gating security risks also present opportunities for
exploitation.

Researchers and practitioners must consider the
ethical responsibilities of developing and deploy-
ing such technologies. Ensuring that security mea-
sures and protections are robust and effective is
paramount to preventing unauthorized access and
safeguarding sensitive data. Furthermore, it is es-
sential to promote awareness and adherence to eth-
ical guidelines within the research community to
mitigate the potential misuse of these techniques.

Our findings highlight the urgent need for com-
prehensive security frameworks and practices to
protect against schema inference attacks and other
vulnerabilities in text-to-SQL systems. By advanc-
ing our understanding of these risks and develop-
ing more resilient defenses, we aim to contribute
positively to the field while acknowledging and
addressing the associated ethical challenges.
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A Performance analysis across different
database sizes

To further assess the effectiveness of our schema
reconstruction framework, we conducted an exper-
iment where we split the databases of the BIRD
dataset into three categories based on the number of
tables they contain: 1-4 tables, 5-9 tables, and 10+
tables. This allowed us to evaluate how well our
method performs across databases of varying com-
plexity. The results of this analysis are illustrated
in Figure 3 and they show the F1 score for database
schema tables in the Schema Reconstruction step.

Our findings indicate that the schema reconstruc-
tion method performs consistently across different
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Figure 3: Reconstructing database schema by interacting with text-to-SQL model and using surrogate LLM.

database sizes, although there is a noticeable varia-
tion in performance based on the number of tables.
The performance generally decreases as the num-
ber of tables increases, with the highest F1 scores
achieved in databases with 1-4 tables. Overall we
conclude that:

• Fine-tuned Models: T5-Large shows a signif-
icant drop from an F1 score of 0.7 in databases
with 1-4 tables to 0.45 in databases with 10+
tables. SQLCoder, on the other hand, performs
better with databases containing 5-9 tables
than with those containing 1-4 tables.

• Generative LLMs: GPT-4 demonstrates strong
performance across all categories, with an F1
score of 0.97 for databases with 1-4 tables and
0.76 for databases with 10+ tables. LLAMA
models also show a similar trend but with
lower overall F1 scores compared to GPT-4.

• Generative LLMs (Sec): The addition of a
security mechanism reduces the F1 scores
across all models and categories. However,
the models still achieve respectable perfor-
mance, indicating that our method can effec-
tively handle databases of varying complexity
even with security measures in place.

These results demonstrate that our schema recon-
struction framework is robust and effective across
different database sizes and complexities.

B Error Analysis

In our schema reconstruction process, we encoun-
tered two major types of errors: semantic substitu-
tions and suffix mismatches.

Semantic Substitutions. The first type of error
involved the use of semantically similar words in-
stead of the exact terms used in the schema. For
example, instead of using the exact table name
SocialSecurity, the model might predict SSN.
This type of error often occurred when the model
substituted abbreviations or alternate names that
were not present in the original schema, resulting
in false predictions.

Suffix Mismatches. The second type of error
involved incorrect suffix usage, particularly with
singular and plural forms. This occurred when the
model predicted a table name, column name, or
data type in a different form than it appeared in
the actual schema. For instance, if the actual ta-
ble name was STUDENTS and the model predicted
STUDENT (singular), this discrepancy led to a false
result. Similarly, column names and data types
were sometimes written with the wrong suffix, caus-
ing inconsistencies in the final schema reconstruc-
tion.


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Method
	Evaluation
	Conclusion
	Limitations
	Ethical Implications
	Performance analysis across different database sizes
	Error Analysis

