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Abstract
The advent of large language models (LLMs) has unlocked great opportunities in complex data man-
agement tasks, particularly in question answering (QA) over complicated multi-table relational data.
Despite significant progress, systematically evaluating LLMs on multi-table QA remains a critical
challenge due to the inherent complexity of analyzing heterogeneous table structures and potential
large scale of serialized relational data. Existing benchmarks primarily focus on single-table QA, fail-
ing to capture the intricacies of reasoning across multiple relational tables, as required in real-world
domains such as finance, healthcare, and e-commerce. To address this gap, we present TQA-Bench,
a new multi-table QA benchmark designed to evaluate the capabilities of LLMs in tackling complex
QA tasks over relational data. Our benchmark incorporates diverse relational database instances
sourced from real-world public datasets and introduces a flexible sampling mechanism to create
tasks with varying multi-table context lengths, ranging from 8K to 64K tokens. To ensure robustness
and reliability, we integrate symbolic extensions into the evaluation framework, enabling the assess-
ment of LLM reasoning capabilities beyond simple data retrieval or probabilistic pattern matching.
We systematically evaluate a range of LLMs, both open-source and closed-source, spanning model
scales from 7 billion to 70 billion parameters. Our extensive experiments reveal critical insights
into the performance of LLMs in multi-table QA, highlighting both challenges and opportunities for
advancing their application in complex, data-driven environments. Our benchmark implementation
and results are available at https://github.com/Relaxed-System-Lab/TQA-Bench.

1 Introduction

The rise of large language models (LLMs) [1] has unlocked unprecedented opportunities for tackling com-
plex data management tasks [2, 3, 4, 5], particularly in question answering (QA) across intricate relational
data [6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. Despite these advancements, systematically evaluating LLMs on multi-table QA remains
a significant challenge due to the task’s inherent complexity — Multi-table QA requires LLMs to extract and
analyze information from multiple interconnected tables, often dealing with highly heterogeneous table struc-
tures and serialized lengths. As LLMs continue to demonstrate remarkable capabilities across various data
management applications [4, 5, 11, 12], we believe there is an urgent need for a comprehensive understanding
of LLM’s performance in tackling the complexities of Multi-Table QA.

Systematically evaluating and understanding the performance of LLMs on Multi-Table QA is a crucial step toward
unlocking their full potential for data management and business intelligence [6, 13, 14]. Structured relational
data is pervasive across domains such as finance [15], healthcare [16], and e-commerce [17]. Real-world tasks
often require processing, retrieving, and reasoning over multiple tables to support data-driven analysis and
decision-making. However, there is a significant gap between existing Table QA benchmarks [6, 13, 14] and the
practical demands of applications that operate on real-world tabular data. We believe that addressing this dispar-
ity is essential to bridging the divide and advancing the utility of LLMs in complex, data-centric environments.
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The challenge of constructing a practical table QA benchmark arises from three key aspects. First, most existing
Table QA benchmarks are designed based on single-table contexts [6, 13, 14], which fail to capture the complexi-
ties of reasoning across multiple interconnected tables—a common requirement in real-world scenarios. Second,
the tables included in these benchmarks are often limited to tables with very small data volumes, which do not
reflect the scale or heterogeneity of tables encountered in practical applications, such as those in enterprise data
lakes. Third, evaluating reasoning abilities over a fixed set of questions introduces concern about the reliability
of the benchmark results, as models may learn to optimize for specific probabilistic pattern-matching in the
dataset rather than demonstrating robust generalization to complex questions [18]. Addressing these challenges
is essential to creating a benchmark that accurately reflects the demands of multi-table QA in real-world settings.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel design for Multi-Table QA benchmarks. First, going beyond the
simplistic single-table setups commonly used in current benchmarks [6, 13, 14], we construct the benchmark
by collecting multi-table relational database instances from diverse public datasets, where these datasets are
carefully curated to represent real-world scenarios incorporating varied table structures, relationships, and
domains. Second, we introduce a novel sampling mechanism to create evaluation tasks with varying multi-table
context lengths, ranging from 8K to 64K tokens – This mechanism enables us to assess the scalability of LLM’s
context length1 when processing multiple relation tables of different sizes a critical requirement for real-world
applications where data volumes can vary significantly. Third, to prevent unreliable benchmark results, we
incorporate symbolic extensions [18] into the evaluation framework, where flexible augmentation is integrated
to evaluate the LLM inherited reasoning ability over multi-table relational data instead of probabilistic retrieving
or pattern matching.

Furthermore, we leverage such a design principle to construct TQA-Bench, a Multi-Table QA benchmark, to eval-
uate LLM’s performance over complicated real-world QA tasks over relational data. Our concrete contribution
can be summarized below:

• A comprehensive Multi-Table QA benchmark. We construct a new benchmark for Multi-Table QA that ad-
dresses the limitations of existing single-table benchmarks. Our benchmark incorporates varied relational data
contexts by employing a sampling mechanism to generate evaluation tasks with context lengths ranging from
8K to 64K tokens. To ensure the reliability of evaluation results, we integrate symbolic extensions into the ques-
tion templates, accessing the reasoning capabilities of LLMs beyond simple data retrieval or pattern matching.

• A wide range of LLM evaluation results. We systematically evaluate both open-source and closed-source
LLMs on our benchmark, where the open-source models span a range of scales, from 2 billion to 72 billion
parameters. We provide a comprehensive assessment of LLMs over real-world Multi-Table QA tasks.

• Key observations and insights. Based on our extensive evaluations, we summarize a set of insightful
observations about the performance of LLMs in Multi-Table QA. These findings highlight critical challenges
and opportunities, offering valuable guidance for the design and implementation of LLM-based applications
in complex data management tasks. We hope these observations will inspire future research and innovation
in this domain.

2 Benchmark Construction

The construction process of our Multi-Table QA benchmark is systematically divided into four key phases:
data collection, relational data sampling, evaluation task definition, and question generation with symbolic
extensions, where each phase can be summarized as:

• Collect Multi-Table data (§2.1). To ensure the diversity and representativeness of our benchmark, we collect
a wide variety of large-scale relational databases. These databases serve as the foundation for generating
multi-table QA tasks.
1Note that the state-of-the-art LLMs can support significantly longe context lengths — GPT-4O [19] and LLAMA 3.1 [20] can handle

up to 128K tokens, and YI [21] and CLAUDI3 [22] can process 200K tokens.
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• Relational data sampling (§2.2). We design a sampling methodology to create subsets of each table with
varying serialized lengths. This approach ensures that the sampled data maintains the structural integrity
and heterogeneity of the original datasets to evaluate LLM’s performance under different context lengths
ranging from small (8K tokens) to large (64K tokens).

• Define evaluation task categories (§2.3). We define three primary question categories, further divided into
seven subcategories, inspired by those commonly found in traditional Table QA datasets. These categories
are designed to capture a broad spectrum of question types, reflecting the diverse requirements of real-world
multi-table QA tasks.

• Generate evaluation question with symbolic extension (§2.4). For each question category, we develop
structured question templates that are augmented with symbolic extensions to assess reasoning capabilities
beyond simple retrieval. These templates are paired with Python-based answer generation, enabling the
automated creation of benchmark questions and ensuring scalability and reliability in task evaluation.

This structured and systematic process enables the creation of a scalable, diverse, and effective benchmark for
evaluating LLM performance on complex multi-table QA tasks.

2.1 Multi-Table Data Collection

Many existing Table QA datasets primarily collect their tables from Wikipedia [23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29], which
is a source known for its high quality. However, the inclusion of Wikipedia in the training datasets of many LLMs
introduces a potential bias and contamination in Table QA benchmarks, as these models are pre-acquainted
with the content. Additionally, these datasets often feature relatively short tables, typically consisting of only
tens of rows, which do not adequately challenge the models’ capabilities in handling more comprehensive Table
QA tasks. To address these shortcomings and enhance the robustness of our benchmarks, we consciously opted
to exclude Wikipedia-derived tables from our dataset collection, which ensures a more rigorous evaluation
by testing the models against unfamiliar and complex table structures. In our data collection procedure, we
consider the following data sources:

WorldBank. To address the limitations of Wikipedia-sourced data, we incorporated datasets from the World-
Bank [30], a well-established repository of real-world tabular data. WorldBank datasets are particularly
valuable for their extensive rows and columns, often exceeding the token processing limits of most LLMs.
Additionally, these datasets frequently include simple yet meaningful foreign key relationships, which are
crucial for generating actionable insights. Our analysis of WorldBank data revealed that real-world datasets
often feature long-context, multi-table structures, characteristics that are generally absent from existing Table
QA benchmarks. For our benchmark, we selected a dataset from WorldBank [31], ensuring its compatibility
with our experimental setup and its ability to challenge LLMs in realistic, complex scenarios.

DataGov. In addition to WorldBank, we also collect data from DataGov [32], another rich repository of
real-world tabular information. The datasets in DataGov often comprise large tables with numerous rows and
columns, providing a robust testbed for evaluating LLMs’ capabilities in handling extensive tabular contexts.
Many of these tables exhibit simple foreign key relationships, enabling multi-table reasoning and facilitating
deeper insights. For our benchmark, we selected two datasets from DataGov: the Water Quality Data [33]
and Food Facility Inspections [34]. These datasets were sampled and scaled to accommodate varying context
lengths, allowing us to evaluate model performance across a range of experimental setups.

BIRD. To complement the datasets from WorldBank and DataGov, we included seven databases from BIRD [35],
a benchmark designed for testing Text2SQL tasks. BIRD databases closely resemble real-world datasets, fea-
turing multiple tables and complex foreign key relationships. This makes them an excellent addition to our
benchmark, as they reflect the intricacies of working with realistic Multi-Table environments. However, due
to BIRD’s primary focus on Text2SQL tasks, many of its databases lack referential integrity, such as missing
or invalid foreign key relationships. Our sampling approach requires referential integrity and acyclic foreign
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Database Name Source Table Count Average Columns Average Rows Total Cells
airline BIRD 3 10.67 2.37×105 1.97×107
food inspection BIRD 3 8.33 2.21×104 3.77×105
movie BIRD 3 9.00 2.55×103 6.00×104
music tracker BIRD 2 5.00 1.19×105 1.01×106
restaurant BIRD 3 4.00 6.43×103 8.66×104
university BIRD 6 3.33 5.34×103 1.29×105
cookbook BIRD 4 9.75 2.59×103 7.97×104
food facility inspections DataGov 3 13.67 1.69×105 4.82×106
water quality DataGov 4 9.75 1.64×106 7.01×107
global biodiversity WorldBank 2 15.50 5.97×105 1.85×107
Overall Average - 3.3 8.36 2.83×105 1.15×107

Table 1: The information of the selected databases.

key relationship graphs to ensure meaningful queries and results. Consequently, we excluded approximately
half of the BIRD dataset, narrowing the selection to 20 valid databases. From these, we carefully chose seven
databases that strike a balance between semantic richness and manageable complexity, ensuring they align
with our benchmark’s objectives. The meta information on the selected databases is shown in Table 1.

2.2 Sampling to Variate Context-Length

A key observation from Table 1 is that the selected databases often contain tables with over 100,000 rows, which
significantly exceeds the token processing capabilities of mainstream LLMs. As a result, directly constructing
a Multi-Table QA dataset from such large-scale tables remains impractical due to context length constraints.

To address this challenge, we have developed a novel sampling method designed to generate databases of
varying context lengths, thus enabling scalable benchmarking across diverse experimental setups. This approach
allows us to adapt the benchmark to different computational constraints and evaluation needs. The process
of sampling from the ten databases, referred to as the original databases, is detailed in Table 2. This sampling
process involves two primary steps: first, determining the topological order of the tables based on their foreign
key relationships to ensure referential integrity is maintained during sampling; second, performing the row
sampling for each table to create smaller, manageable versions of the original databases. These steps ensure
that the structural and relational properties of the databases are preserved, even at a reduced scale, allowing
for effective benchmarking under various conditions.

Context Length Minimum Token Limit Maximum Token Limit
8K 4000 6000
16K 8000 12000
32K 16000 24000
64K 32000 48000

Table 2: The context length of the serialized sampled database should fall within the range defined by the
minimum and maximum token limits.

Topological Sort. The first step in our sampling process, as detailed in Algorithm 1, involves determining the
topological order of tables to maintain referential integrity throughout the sampling process. Formally, in a
database, if table Ti references table Tj , Ti must be sampled before Tj . This paradigm assumes that the reference
relationships among tables form a directed acyclic graph (DAG). While there are alternative methods to manage
cycles in the reference structure, they tend to complicate the control over the number of rows sampled from
each table. Managing the rows is crucial for generating databases with varying context lengths, as it directly
impacts the scalability and applicability of our benchmarks across different computational environments.
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Algorithm 1 Topological Sort

Require: D: Database instance with tables {T1,T2,...,Tn} and foreign key dependencies
Ensure: A topologically sorted list of tables or an indication of a cyclic dependency

Initialize an empty list L←∅
Create a map R, where R[Ti] is the count of incoming references (in-degree) for table Ti

Initialize a set S←{Ti |R[Ti]=0} containing all tables with zero in-degree
while S ̸=∅ do

/* Pick any table with zero in-degree */
Select and remove a table T ∈S
Append T to L
for each table U referenced by T (i.e., T→U) do
R[U ]←R[U ]−1
if R[U ]=0 then

Add U to S
end if

end for
end while
/* Check for remaining edges indicating a cycle */
if ∃Ti such that R[Ti]>0 then

return “Cycle detected“
end if
return L

Average Rows Per Table Average Token Per Database
Database Name 8K 16K 32K 64K 8K 16K 32K 64K
airline 28.60 48.30 80.07 134.17 5.07×103 9.45×103 1.78×104 3.42×104
food inspection 31.97 63.63 126.33 250.50 5.87×103 1.16×104 2.27×104 4.46×104
movie 23.83 47.17 92.60 180.40 5.62×103 1.1×104 2.11×104 4.09×104
music tracker 95.90 191.95 382.70 765.25 4.92×103 9.7×103 1.95×104 3.89×104
restaurant 79.50 149.40 284.07 718.93 5.16×103 9.82×103 1.89×104 4.85×104
university 47.28 83.07 145.32 353.55 5.33×103 9.6×103 1.74×104 4.49×104
cookbook 15.82 29.82 60.62 114.28 5.88×103 1.1×104 2.27×104 4.28×104
food facility inspections 24.00 47.97 95.80 190.70 5.45×103 1.06×104 2.1×104 4.13×104
water quality 17.80 35.67 70.50 137.93 5.31×103 1.04×104 2.02×104 3.92×104
global biodiversity 32.00 64.00 128.00 256.00 5.4×103 1.06×104 2.09×104 4.17×104
Overall 39.67 76.10 146.60 310.17 5.4×103 1.04×104 2.02×104 4.17×104

Table 3: The information on the 4 context length databases.

Row Sampling. The second step, detailed in Algorithm 2, involves sampling rows from the database while
preserving referential integrity. Given a parameter k to determine the sampled row number, the algorithm
handles tables differently based on their reference dependencies. For tables without incoming references, an
ordered sampling of k rows is performed directly. For tables referenced by others, sampling is guided by the
topological order. Rows are selected from the original table that matches the referenced column values in
the sampled tables, ensuring that all foreign key constraints are respected. To determine the token counts
for the sampled databases, we serialize the tables into Markdown format, include table names, and calculate
token sizes using a tokenizer. By adjusting the parameter k, databases with varying token sizes are generated,
approximating the desired context length through a binary search approach. For each target context length,
ten database instances were sampled for each original database. Details of the sampled databases with four
distinct context lengths are summarized in Table 3.
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Algorithm 2 Row Sampling with Referential Integrity

Require: D: Database instance
Require: k: Number of rows to sample from tables without incoming references
Ensure: Sampled subset of D maintaining referential integrity

Initialize an empty list L←∅
Compute a topological order O←TOPOLOGYSORT(D)
for each table U ∈O do

if U has no incoming references then
/* Sample k rows from U and preserve row order */
T←KEEPORDERSAMPLE(U,k)

else
Initialize an empty map M←∅
/* Column AR in R references column AU in U */
for each reference R.AR→U.AU do

/* Add referenced values of AR in M [AU ] */
M [AU ]←M [AU ]∪R[AR]

end for
Initialize an empty set T←∅
for each row r∈U do

if any attribute A of r satisfies r[A]∈M [A] then
T←T∪{r}

end if
end for

end if
L←L∪T

end for
return L

2.3 Evaluation Task Categories

The landscape of table QA benchmarks has significantly evolved over the years, with various benchmarks
emphasizing distinct tasks. Early benchmarks predominantly focused on straightforward tasks such as table
lookup and aggregation. These tasks required language models to extract values or compute simple summaries
directly from tabular data [23, 25]. As research in this area has progressed, however, the complexity of tasks in
datasets has increased. Recent benchmarks have begun to incorporate tasks that require numerical reasoning,
demanding computational abilities from language models. These tasks include performing arithmetic oper-
ations and understanding numerical relationships, which add a layer of complexity and sophistication to the
benchmarks [36, 37]. This evolution reflects the growing capabilities of language models and the increasing
sophistication of the queries they are expected to handle.

Despite notable advancements, most existing datasets are constructed around single short-context tables that
primarily aim to deepen the level of reasoning within a constrained context. For instance, these datasets
frequently encompass tasks that require performing multiple steps of arithmetic operations such as addition,
subtraction, multiplication, or division [36, 37]. However, they often do not reflect the complexities and
challenges associated with long-context, multi-table scenarios. To bridge this gap, our benchmark has been
strategically designed not merely to increase the depth of reasoning arbitrarily but to focus on three carefully
delineated categories that align with distinct levels of difficulty: lookup, aggregation, and complex calculation.
This structured approach allows us to assess the models’ capabilities more comprehensively, covering a broader
range of table QA complexities and scenarios. Each category encompasses specific subcategories, which are
systematically illustrated in Figure 1 and enumerated below:
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Code Description

ORD Chicago, IL: Chicago O'Hare International
FNT Flint, MI: Bishop International
VPS Valparaiso, FL: Eglin AFB Destin Fort Walton Beach
IAH Houston, TX: George Bush Intercontinental/Houston
…… ……

Code Description

20398 Envoy Air: MQ

20378 Mesa Airlines Inc.: YV

…… ……

FL_DATE OP_CARRIER
_AIRLINE_ID TAIL_NUM ORIGIN DEST DEP_DELAY ARR_DELAY

2018/8/1 20398 N663AR ORD FNT -9 -15

2018/8/1 20378 N86324 VPS IAH -6 11

…… …… …… …… …… …… ……

Airports

s

Database Question generation and solution

row = Air_Carriers.sample(1)

Code = row['Code'].iloc[0]

question = template.format(Code=Code)

answer = row['Description'].iloc[0]

Lookup

Aggregation

Complex calculation

Template question

Entity Lookup: 
What is the description of air carrier {Code}?
Top Selection: 
Which airport lands most flights start from {ORIGIN}?

Count: 
How many airlines land in {DEST}?
Average: 
What is the average flight delay (ARR_DELAY) that land in {DEST}?
Sum: 
What is the total flight delay (DEP_DELAY) that start from {ORIGIN}?

Composite Subtraction: 
What is the average total delay (ARR_DELAY-DEP_DELAY) of
 {description}?
Correlation: 
What is the correlation between department delay and arrive delay 
of airlines whose depart delay are greater or equal than {INT}?

Entity lookup
Air_carriers

Airlines

Figure 1: Symbolic extension formation in the “airline” database.

• Lookup tasks are foundational in table-based reasoning. They require the model to locate and extract specific
information from tables. We design two tasks in this category:

◦ Entity lookup: this task involves retrieving a specific value in the table based on given conditions. For
instance, in Figure 1, a question like “What is the description of air carrier 20398?” requires the LLM to
locate the relevant row in the “Air carriers” table and extract the corresponding “Description” value. In
Multi-Table scenarios, such queries often require cross-referencing rows across different tables, adding
complexity to the task.

◦ Top selection: This task focuses on identifying key elements or the “top” entities in a table based on a
specific criterion. For example, in Figure 1, a question like “Which airport lands the most flights starting
from Chicago, IL: Chicago O’Hare International?” requires the model to perform several steps: first,
identify the “Code” of the specified airport (“ORD”). Next, count the flights landing at various airports
originating from “ORD.” Finally, the model must determine the “Description” of the airport(s) with the
highest count. In cases of multi-tables, multiple elements may share the same “top” rank, requiring the
model to apply precise filtering and selection techniques.

• Aggregation tasks, though conceptually simpler, test an LLM’s ability to filter and compute integrated
information from the table or the join of multiple tables. We include three aggregation functions in categories:

◦ Count: this task requires the model to determine the total number of rows or elements satisfying a
specific condition. For instance, in Figure 1, a query like “How many airlines land in Flint, MI: Bishop
International?” involves identifying the “Code” of “Flint, MI: Bishop International” and counting all
rows where “DEST” equals this “Code.”

◦ Sum: this task requires the model to compute the total of a specific numerical attribute across rows
that meet certain criteria. For example, in Figure 1, a question like “What is the total flight delay
(DEP DELAY) for flights starting from Chicago, IL: Chicago O’Hare International?” requires summing
the values in the “DEP DELAY” column for rows where “ORIGIN” equals ”ORD.”

◦ Average: this task requires the model to calculate the mean of a numerical column for rows matching
a condition. For example, in Figure 1, a question like “What is the average flight delay (ARR DELAY)
for flights landing in Flint, MI: Bishop International?” involves calculating the average value in the
”ARR DELAY” column for rows where “DEST” equals “FNT.”

• Complex calculation tasks evaluate advanced reasoning capabilities, focusing on more intricate operations.
We categorize these into two subcategories:

7



◦ Composite subtraction: this task requires models to calculate the difference between two values, which
may either be directly available in the table or derived through intermediate calculations. For instance,
in Figure 1, a question like “What is the average total delay (ARR DELAY - DEP DELAY) for Envoy Air:
MQ?” involves several steps: retrieving the “Code” for Envoy Air (“20398”), calculating the average
values of “ARR DELAY” and “DEP DELAY” in the filtered table, and then performing subtraction to
compute the final result.

◦ Correlation: this task requires models to compute the statistical relationship between two filtered
columns. For example, in Figure 1, a query like “What is the correlation between departure delay
and arrival delay for airlines with departure delays greater than or equal to -9?” involves filtering the
table based on the condition and calculating the correlation coefficient between the “DEP DELAY” and
“ARR DELAY” columns.

Compared to existing Table QA benchmarks, our task definitions provide a clear categorization across multiple
tables, facilitating the creation of specific questions and enabling systematic evaluation of model performance
across different categories. By organizing tasks hierarchically, ranging from simple lookups to more complex
calculations, our benchmark can compare performances across a spectrum of task types. Additionally, our
benchmark emphasizes scalability and Multi-Table contexts, effectively addressing critical gaps in existing
datasets while ensuring the reasoning depths remain practical and reflective of real-world use cases. This struc-
tured approach not only enhances the robustness of the evaluation but also aids in advancing the development
of models capable of handling intricate data interactions.

2.4 Evaluation Question Generation with Symbolic Extension

Inspired by the GSM-Symbolic framework [18], we use the symbolic extension in our benchmark to increase
the number of evaluation questions while keeping their quality high. Symbolic extension works effectively with
sampling to create diverse and meaningful questions, making the benchmark more robust for evaluating LLMs.

Symbolic Question Generation. Our symbolic extension is divided into two principal components: template
question design, and the generation of questions and solutions, as depicted in Figure 1. Template questions are
crafted with placeholder variables instead of fixed values, enabling dynamic content generation. These variables
are subsequently instantiated, and the correct answers are computed using Python implementation. This
methodology facilitates the creation of multiple question instances from a single template, thereby enhancing
the benchmark’s versatility and scalability. To enable a more effective evaluation, we employ multiple-choice
questions (MCQs) rather than relying solely on traditional metrics such as exact match, BLEU, or F1 scores.
These conventional metrics can fall short of accurately assessing the reasoning capabilities of large language
models (LLMs). MCQs offer a more direct method to evaluate understanding and reasoning by providing dis-
crete, comparable options [38]. For each database, we manually design two template questions per subcategory,
each paired with a corresponding Python code solution. This approach yields a total of 140 template questions
across all databases and subcategories. To populate the benchmark with diverse instances, we leverage the
ten database instances created for each database and context length. Using the symbolic extension, we generate
ten question instances for each template question. An overview of the total number of benchmark instances
is provided in Table 4, illustrating the extensive scale and scope of our benchmark.

Context Length Database Instances Question Instances
8K 100 14000
16K 100 14000
32K 100 14000
64K 100 14000
Total 400 56000

Table 4: An overview of our benchmark instances.
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Error Choice Generation. To create incorrect options for the MCQs, we use a rule-based approach. For entity
lookup and top selection tasks, we randomly select different cells from the same column to generate error choices.
For the rest tasks, which require numerical answers, we produce three error options by multiplying the correct
answer by 0.25, 2.0, and 3.0. While this method is simple, our experiments show that these questions remain
challenging for LLMs, especially due to the design consideration that our tasks require reasoning over long
contexts and multiple tables.

3 Evaluation Setup

Our benchmark is created using database sampling and symbolic extension, making it challenging to test all
the generated instances. To address this, we design experiments across multiple dimensions to evaluate its
performance effectively.

3.1 LLM Benchmark Scope

To ensure a comprehensive evaluation of LLM’s performance on our benchmark, we select 22 LLMs from various
companies or research organizations. The selected models cover the most advanced proprietary LLMs available
such as GPT-4O [39], as well as other widely-recognized open-source models such as QWEN2.5 [40]. It is worth
mentioning that we also choose a state-of-the-art model from DeepSeek that employs mixture-of-experts (MoE)
architecture [41]. Moreover, we include two domain-specific LLMs, TABLELLAMA [42] and TABLEGPT2 [43],
which are specifically fine-tuned for analyzing tabular data and accomplishing various table-based tasks. Mean-
while, the parameter scales of the models we choose range from 2B to 72B, which may provide insights into
the relationship between model size and Multi-Table QA performance. Such diversity ensures the benchmark
evaluates models of varying architectures, specializations, and computational complexities, providing valuable
insights into the strengths and limitations of current LLMs in Table QA tasks. We enumerate the details of the
selected LLMs below:

• GPT-4O-MINI [44] and GPT-4O [39]: we evaluate GPT-4O-MINI and GPT-4O from OpenAI as the state-of-
the-art close-source model in this benchmark. Both of them are proprietary instruct models that are tailored
for conversational AI and reasoning tasks. All of them support long context up to 128K tokens.

• QWEN2.5 [40]: we select the 3B, 7B, 14B, 72B versions of QWEN2.5 Instruct model and a 7B Coder model
for evaluation. All of them support long context up to 128K tokens.

• LLAMA3.1 [45]: we select the 8B and 70B LLAMA3.1 Instruct model for evaluation. Both of them support
a context length up to 128K tokens.

• BAICHUAN2 [46]: we select BAICHUAN2 7B chat model and 13B chat model for evaluation. Both of them
support long context up to 192K tokens.

• GEMMA2 [47]: we select the 2B, 9B, and 27B versions of GEMMA2 Instruct model for evaluation. All of them
only support a context length up to 8K tokens.

• GLM-4 [48]: we evaluate GLM-4-9B-CHAT on the benchmark. The model is a chat model that supports a
context length of 128K tokens.

• MISTRAL [49]: we evaluate MISTRAL-NEMO-INSTRUCT and MISTRAL-7B-INSTRUCT on the benchmark. Both
of them are instruct models. MISTRAL-NEMO-INSTRUCT is trained with 12.2B parameters and supports up to
128K context window. MISTRAL-7B-INSTRUCT is trained with 7B parameters and supports up to 32k tokens.

• VICUNA [50]: we select VICUNA-7B-V1.5-16K and VICUNA-13B-V1.5-16K to evaluate. As the name sug-
gests, VICUNA-7B-V1.5-16K is a chat model trained with 7B parameters and supports up to 16k tokens.
VICUNA-13B-V1.5-16K is a chat model trained with 13B parameters and supports up to 16k tokens.

• DEEPSEEK-V2 [41]: we evaluate DEEPSEEK-V2-LITE-CHAT on the benchmark. Unlike dense architecture,
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this model adopts a MoE architecture. It is trained with 15.7B parameters, and it supports a context length
of 32K tokens.

• TABLELLAMA [42]: The TABLELLAMA model is fine-tuned on the TableInstruct dataset using LongLoRA so
that it is specialized in table-based tasks. The size of the model is 7B but it only supports a context length
up to 8k tokens.

• TABLEGPT2 [43]: The TABLEGPT2 is derived from the QWEN2.5 architecture and specialized in analyzing
tabular data. However, it is trained mostly on Chinese corpora and may not support other languages well.
The model size is 7B, and it supports up to 128K tokens as input.

3.2 Evaluation Design and Implementation

We designed our evaluation setup to be simple and consistent, ensuring it serves as a strong baseline. All
benchmark tests follow the same standardized template shown in Figure 2. This uniform approach avoids
unnecessary optimizations or tricks, making the results easy to compare across different experiments and models.

Please carefully analyze and answer the 
following single choice question step by step.

# {database name}

## {table name 0}

{table 0 in markdown/csv}

## {table name 1}

{table 1 in markdown/csv}

...

{question}

A) {choice A}
B) {choice B}
C) {choice C}
D) {choice D}

This question has only one correct answer. Please 
break down the question, evaluate each option, 
and explain why it is correct or incorrect. 
Conclude with your final choice on a new line 
formatted as `Answer: A/B/C/D`.

Figure 2: Evaluation prompt template.

Design of the Experiment. We have meticulously designed a series of concrete experiments to test the following
hypothesis: How the choice of serialization format, the scale of LLM, and the incorporation of symbolic extensions
influence the performance of LLMs in handling long-context, Multi-Table QA tasks? Concretely, each experiment
aims to evaluate different facets of this hypothesis as we enumerated below:

• Experiment 1. Serialization format evaluation: given the importance of serialization in managing long-
context, Multi-Table data, our first experiment compares two commonly used formats: Markdown and CSV.
These formats are selected for their standardization and efficiency in handling long tables, as opposed to
JSON. We conduct this comparison using a variety of models including GPT-4O, GPT-4O-MINI, QWEN2.5-7B-
INSTRUCT, QWEN2.5-CODER-7B-INSTRUCT, and LLAMA3.1-8B-INSTRUCT. The results from this experiment
will determine the serialization method to be used in subsequent experiments to ensure consistency across
all evaluations.

• Experiment 2. Comprehensive evaluations of LLMs: following the selection of the serialization method,
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we undertake a comprehensive evaluation of LLMs from various providers and of different scales. This
assessment includes open source LLMs including QWEN2.5, LLAMA3.1, BAICHUAN2, GLM-4, MISTRAL,
and TABLEGPT2, tested at context lengths of 8K, 16K, 32K, and 64K. Other open source LLMs, including
GEMMA2, DEEPSEEK-V2, TABLELLAMA, and VICUNA, are tested up to their respective context length limits.
For close-source models like GPT-4O and GPT-4O-MINI, we also employ the OpenAI API for evaluation. This
extensive testing framework allows us to observe performance trends and compare capabilities under uniform
conditions across different LLMs.

• Experiment 3. Influence of sampling and symbolic extension: the last experiment focuses on assessing
how well symbolic extensions contribute to enhancing the complexity of the benchmark while maintaining
its user-friendliness. This experiment is conducted on the “airline” database at an 8K context length, utilizing
all ten sampled database instances and 1400 generated questions. Models tested include GPT-4O-MINI,
QWEN2.5-7B-INSTRUCT, QWEN2.5-CODER-7B-INSTRUCT, and LLAMA3.1-8B-INSTRUCT. This targeted
evaluation helps us determine the effectiveness of symbolic extensions in enriching the benchmark’s capacity
to challenge and measure the reasoning abilities of LLMs.

This step-by-step evaluation ensures that our benchmark is rigorous, consistent, and provides meaningful
insights into the performance of different LLMs in table QA tasks.

Statics of the Benchmark Tasks. To manage computational costs, we limit the number of tests. In the first
two experiments, we test five database instances for each context length and database. For each database
instance, one question instance is selected for each of the 14 question templates across 7 subcategories. This
results in fifty database instances (each original ten database instances are sampled to 8K, 16K, 32K, and
64K context), and 700 questions for each context length. This strategy keeps the testing practical while still
providing representative results.

4 Results and Analysis

4.1 Serialization Format Evaluation Results

In this study, we conducted an initial comparison between two serialization formats—Markdown and CSV—to
evaluate their impact on LLM performance. The results, summarized in Table 5, reveal significant differences
in how LLMs process and perform with these formats.

8K 16K
Model Format EL TS CNT SUM AVG CS COR Average EL TS CNT SUM AVG CS COR Average

GPT-4o
MD 92.00 88.00 80.00 76.00 76.00 90.00 48.48 78.68 91.00 82.00 75.00 63.00 68.00 85.00 42.00 72.29
CSV 90.00 88.89 68.00 73.00 68.00 86.00 37.00 72.96 92.00 85.00 71.00 64.00 62.00 81.00 37.00 70.29

GPT-4o-mini
MD 82.00 66.00 55.00 51.00 60.00 72.00 40.00 60.86 82.00 71.00 49.00 47.00 57.00 68.00 24.00 56.86
CSV 82.00 69.00 59.00 62.00 54.00 80.00 35.00 63.00 76.00 71.00 43.00 45.00 41.00 71.00 29.00 53.71

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
MD 86.00 52.00 42.00 45.00 50.00 59.00 15.00 49.86 84.00 53.00 54.00 36.00 52.00 58.00 19.00 50.86
CSV 75.00 36.00 25.00 38.00 38.00 61.00 11.00 40.57 71.00 41.00 30.00 27.00 24.00 51.00 14.00 36.86

Qwen2.5-
Coder-7B-Instruct

MD 87.00 51.00 40.00 26.00 44.00 62.00 26.00 48.00 83.00 55.00 34.00 31.00 40.00 63.00 24.00 47.14
CSV 88.00 50.00 43.00 32.00 42.00 62.00 16.00 47.57 80.00 43.00 30.00 28.00 38.00 59.00 23.00 43.00

Llama3.1-8B-Instruct
MD 86.00 62.00 32.00 30.00 44.00 60.00 12.00 46.57 84.00 58.00 29.00 20.00 34.00 56.00 20.00 43.00
CSV 87.00 55.00 32.00 22.00 33.00 66.00 15.00 44.29 81.00 55.00 28.00 16.00 21.00 57.00 13.00 38.71

32K 64K

GPT-4o
MD 88.00 93.00 56.00 54.00 60.00 81.00 50.00 68.86 90.62 85.42 46.74 32.63 54.95 83.33 47.78 63.41
CSV 92.93 79.59 52.08 41.49 64.95 81.44 46.32 65.83 91.00 87.00 43.00 39.00 57.58 75.51 45.00 62.55

GPT-4o-mini
MD 82.00 68.00 44.00 38.00 59.00 63.00 38.00 56.00 74.00 73.00 31.00 34.00 47.00 58.00 36.73 50.57
CSV 82.00 72.00 43.00 39.00 46.00 61.00 41.00 54.86 71.00 78.00 35.00 35.00 50.00 58.59 38.14 52.30

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
MD 67.00 51.00 32.00 28.00 33.00 45.00 35.00 41.57 44.00 49.00 26.00 22.00 26.00 32.00 35.00 33.43
CSV 66.00 41.00 15.00 10.00 15.00 52.00 37.00 33.71 58.00 38.00 23.00 18.00 12.00 42.00 37.00 32.57

Qwen2.5-
Coder-7B-Instruct

MD 75.00 51.00 33.00 24.00 38.00 51.00 42.00 44.86 63.00 50.00 20.00 19.00 31.00 40.00 35.00 36.86
CSV 76.00 40.00 17.00 20.00 23.00 38.00 27.00 34.43 60.00 43.00 26.00 19.00 32.00 38.00 34.00 36.00

Llama3.1-8B-Instruct
MD 78.00 49.00 20.00 12.00 17.00 50.00 22.00 35.43 74.00 54.00 21.00 10.00 18.00 45.00 29.00 35.86
CSV 73.00 50.00 19.00 15.00 9.00 44.00 21.00 33.00 75.00 55.00 21.00 17.00 11.00 41.00 30.00 35.71

Table 5: Results of the serialization format comparison. Subcategory names are abbreviated for clarity: entity
lookup (EL), top selection (TS), count (CNT), sum (SUM), average (AVG), composite subtraction (CS) and
correlation (COR).
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Overall Results. The benchmark results indicate that Markdown consistently outperforms CSV across a majority
of LLMs. While GPT-4O-MINI showed slightly better average accuracy with CSV in specific context lengths, the
average accuracy for all other models was higher with Markdown. This suggests that even for long-context
tables, Markdown remains the preferred format for LLMs. A plausible explanation for this preference is that
Markdown tables are more common in the pre-training data corpus of LLMs, enabling better adaptation to this
format during inference.

Detailed Discussion. We further present some interesting observations. First, when analyzing results across
various subcategories, the trend favoring Markdown persisted. Although some models demonstrated improved
performance with CSV for certain subcategories and context lengths, the performance gap was generally small.
In contrast, Markdown consistently provided a more substantial boost in accuracy for most models, reinforcing
its advantage as a serialization format. Second, our analysis also uncovered that coder LLMs performed better with
CSV than their original counterparts. This improvement can likely be attributed to the specific fine-tuning (SFT)
processes for these models, which may include exposure to CSV tables as part of code-relevant tasks. However,
even the Coder model showed a stronger overall preference for Markdown, underscoring its versatility and
effectiveness across different use cases.

Conclusion. Given these results, we conclude that Markdown is the superior format for table serialization for
LLMs in Multi-Table QA tasks. As a result, our subsequent experiments will use Markdown, ensuring optimal
performance across a broad range of models and tasks.

4.2 Comprehensive LLM Evaluation Results

In this section, we present a broader evaluation results of LLMs using Markdown as the serialization format
for tables. Results are shown in Table 6. he overall performance is illustrated in Figure 3. We enumerate our
interesting observations below:
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Figure 3: The overall accuracy of all models.

Chat LLM Performance. We find that chat-oriented LLMs generally perform poorly on our benchmark due to lack
of instruction following ability. Chat Models except GLM4-9B-CHAT get lower than 25% overall accuracy. These
LLMs struggle to properly follow the instructions provided in the prompt in Figure 2, despite the explicit clarifica-
tion that there is only one correct choice and that the answer must adhere to a specific format. Instead, chat mod-
els often produce responses such as “I don’t know,” “None of the above,” or provide multiple answers in a format
that deviates from the expected structure. This behavior likely stems from their design, which prioritizes conver-
sational fluency over strict adherence to task-specific instructions. The GLM4-9B-CHAT performs slightly better
since it can follow the instructions better. Interestingly, we also find that the overall accuracy of chat models tends to
decline as their scale increases. A manual inspection using the “airline” database revealed distinct failure patterns
for different models. For instance, larger versions of BAICHUAN2 frequently exhibited repetitive output (e.g.,
“-338.166666666666. . . ” repeated many times), whereas smaller versions, while often failing to follow instruc-
tions, still managed to produce readable and structured responses. For VICUNA series, smaller models occasion-
ally generated multiple-choice answers (e.g., “Answer: C/D”), where our regular expression matched one option
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8K 16K
Model EL TS CNT SUM AVG CS COR Average EL TS CNT SUM AVG CS COR Average

Chat Models
GLM-4-9B-Chat 56.00 56.00 27.00 16.00 19.00 47.00 13.00 33.43 57.00 54.00 23.00 16.00 6.00 44.00 18.00 31.14
DeepSeek-V2-Lite-Chat 41.00 31.00 23.00 17.00 14.00 20.00 13.00 22.71 38.00 38.00 20.00 13.00 15.00 15.00 9.00 21.14
Baichuan2-7B-Chat 35.00 34.00 22.00 19.00 20.00 17.00 22.00 24.14 26.00 45.00 14.00 11.00 14.00 17.00 16.00 20.43
Baichuan2-13B-Chat 2.00 4.00 8.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 7.00 4.29 5.00 3.00 1.00 6.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 3.86
Vicuna-7B-V1.5-16K 29.00 22.00 40.00 20.00 23.00 30.00 27.00 27.29 11.00 23.00 19.00 11.00 13.00 13.00 8.00 14.00
Vicuna-13B-V1.5-16K 31.00 29.00 12.00 2.00 8.00 10.00 12.00 14.86 19.00 26.00 19.00 3.00 7.00 9.00 4.00 12.43

Instruct Models
Mistral-7B-Instruct 44.00 41.00 16.00 8.00 13.00 25.00 12.00 22.71 46.00 48.00 14.00 5.00 10.00 18.00 4.00 20.71
Mistral-Nemo-Instruct 83.00 59.00 38.00 32.00 40.00 57.00 33.00 48.86 42.00 43.00 21.00 13.00 17.00 34.00 18.00 26.86
Llama3.1-8B-Instruct 86.00 62.00 32.00 30.00 44.00 60.00 12.00 46.57 84.00 58.00 29.00 20.00 34.00 56.00 20.00 43.00
Llama3.1-70B-Instruct 93.00 82.00 57.00 51.00 54.00 83.00 20.00 62.86 94.00 81.00 39.00 39.00 46.00 80.00 20.00 57.00
Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct 62.00 31.00 23.00 24.00 23.00 46.00 8.00 31.00 59.00 36.00 25.00 15.00 25.00 36.00 12.00 29.71
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 86.00 52.00 42.00 45.00 50.00 59.00 15.00 49.86 84.00 53.00 54.00 36.00 52.00 58.00 19.00 50.86
Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-Instruct 87.00 51.00 40.00 26.00 44.00 62.00 26.00 48.00 83.00 55.00 34.00 31.00 40.00 63.00 24.00 47.14
Qwen2.5-14B-Instruct 89.00 72.00 60.00 47.00 59.00 80.00 9.00 59.43 86.00 75.00 48.00 35.00 43.00 72.00 13.00 53.14
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 91.00 72.00 55.00 59.00 51.00 78.00 3.00 58.43 86.00 61.00 34.00 34.00 38.00 73.00 1.00 46.71
Gemma2-2B-It 49.00 33.00 28.00 25.00 13.00 18.00 31.00 28.14 OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Gemma2-9B-It 76.00 41.00 42.42 28.72 27.96 46.32 2.11 38.17 OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Gemma2-27B-It 83.00 44.00 29.00 31.00 33.00 65.00 15.00 42.86 OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC

Table Specific Models
TableGPT2-7B 80.00 49.00 37.00 24.00 33.00 48.00 23.00 42.00 68.00 63.00 37.00 11.00 27.00 38.00 27.00 38.71
TableLlama NFI NFI NFI NFI NFI NFI NFI NFI OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC

Close-Source Models
GPT-4o-mini 82.00 66.00 55.00 51.00 60.00 72.00 40.00 60.86 82.00 71.00 49.00 47.00 57.00 68.00 24.00 56.86
GPT-4o 92.00 88.00 80.00 76.00 76.00 90.00 48.48 78.68 91.00 82.00 75.00 63.00 68.00 85.00 42.00 72.29

32K 64K
Chat Models

GLM-4-9B-Chat 63.00 47.00 16.00 8.00 5.00 34.00 19.00 27.43 46.00 42.00 16.00 13.00 4.00 30.00 22.00 24.71
DeepSeek-V2-Lite-Chat OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Baichuan2-7B-Chat 27.00 33.00 12.00 13.00 14.00 13.00 12.00 17.71 28.00 41.00 21.00 16.00 22.00 14.00 17.00 22.71
Baichuan2-13B-Chat 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 3.57
Vicuna-7B-V1.5-16K OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Vicuna-13B-V1.5-16K OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC

Instruct Models
Mistral-7B-Instruct 43.00 35.00 10.00 7.00 5.00 9.00 9.00 16.86 OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Mistral-Nemo-Instruct 19.00 22.00 6.00 11.00 11.00 15.00 14.00 14.00 6.00 12.00 6.00 1.00 7.00 5.00 6.00 6.14
Llama3.1-8B-Instruct 78.00 49.00 20.00 12.00 17.00 50.00 22.00 35.43 74.00 54.00 21.00 10.00 18.00 45.00 29.00 35.86
Llama3.1-70B-Instruct 93.00 73.00 29.00 24.00 33.00 76.00 27.00 50.71 88.00 83.00 26.00 25.00 27.00 57.00 29.00 47.86
Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct 46.00 28.00 19.00 11.00 21.00 22.00 15.00 23.14 39.00 33.00 11.00 10.00 19.00 24.00 19.00 22.14
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 67.00 51.00 32.00 28.00 33.00 45.00 35.00 41.57 44.00 49.00 26.00 22.00 26.00 32.00 35.00 33.43
Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-Instruct 75.00 51.00 33.00 24.00 38.00 51.00 42.00 44.86 63.00 50.00 20.00 19.00 31.00 40.00 35.00 36.86
Qwen2.5-14B-Instruct 83.00 67.00 27.00 24.00 21.00 59.00 8.00 41.29 50.00 56.00 25.00 15.00 14.00 28.00 23.00 30.14
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 85.00 57.00 16.00 26.00 18.00 66.00 4.00 38.86 69.00 51.00 14.00 13.00 13.13 54.00 4.00 31.19
Gemma2-2B-It OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Gemma2-9B-It OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC
Gemma2-27B-It OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC

Table Specific Models
TableGPT2-7B 67.00 52.00 32.00 19.00 31.00 36.00 40.00 39.57 43.00 46.00 24.00 19.00 31.00 19.00 38.00 31.43
TableLlama OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC OOC

Close-Source Models
GPT-4o-mini 82.00 68.00 44.00 38.00 59.00 63.00 38.00 56.00 74.00 73.00 31.00 34.00 47.00 58.00 36.73 50.57
GPT-4o 88.00 93.00 56.00 54.00 60.00 81.00 50.00 68.86 90.62 85.42 46.74 32.63 54.95 83.33 47.78 63.41

Table 6: Complete benchmark results. NFI indicates “not following instructions”, and OOC indicates “out of
context”.

(e.g., “C”), giving them a chance to answer correctly. In contrast, larger models often produced verbose analyses
or answers like “None of the above,” which made it impossible for our evaluation to match the correct answer.

Instruct LLM Performance. On the other hand, we find that instruct models demonstrated superior adherence
to instructions to generally perform better. In fact, most instruct LLMs achieve overall accuracies of 25% or
higher. As expected, larger instruct models generally performed better, showing a clear trend of improved
accuracy with scale. Notably, coder models within this category performed slightly better than their standard
instruction-following counterparts. However, the performance gap was minimal, suggesting that this obser-
vation may not generalize across all tasks or datasets. Notice that two models deviate from the aforementioned
conclusion — MISTRAL and QWEN2.5. For MISTRAL, our manual analysis reveals that, despite being an
instruction-tuned model, it frequently generates responses such as “None of the above.” We hypothesize that
its ability to follow instructions diminishes when dealing with long-context tables. As for QWEN2.5, the largest
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version demonstrates only average performance in overall accuracy. Our manual evaluation suggests this is
due to its tendency to produce overly detailed analyses, often repeating information already provided. This
verbosity causes it to frequently exceed the token limit, preventing it from delivering a final answer.

Domain-Specific Table LLMs. We find a surprising fact that LLM specialized fine-tuned for relational tasks,
such as TABLELLAMA and TABLEGPT2, did not perform as well as anticipated. TABLELLAMA, in particular, failed
to follow the required answer format entirely. TABLEGPT2, while capable of adhering to the format more
consistently, delivered only average performance. We suspect that the specialization of these models may
inadvertently narrow their focus and make them less adaptable to variations in question types or formats that
were not adequately represented in their continuous pre-training data. Furthermore, despite being tailored for
table-based tasks, these LLMs may not optimally balance between relational data generation and the flexibility
required for general QA tasks. This suggests a potential misalignment between model training objectives and
evaluation criteria introduced in our benchmarks.

Other Observations about Different LLMs. We list other relatively trivial observations here across different
LLMs. The MoE models also perform relatively poorly, achieving less than 25% overall accuracy. Since the
DEEPSEEK-V2-LITE-CHAT is also a chat model, this MoE model occasionally generated coherent but incorrect
responses, often including statements like “None of the above.” Despite their readability, these outputs failed
to identify the correct answers, indicating limitations in their task-specific reasoning capabilities. In addition
to our primary findings, we observed several noteworthy phenomena regarding context length support. While
MISTRAL-7B-INSTRUCT is officially stated to support a 32K context length, our experiments reveal that it can
generate coherent outputs even at a 64K context length. In contrast, although DEEPSEEK-V2-LITE-CHAT is
advertised to support a 32K context length, its tokenizer produces a warning indicating a limitation to 16K
context length. Moreover, this 16K token limit results in an out of memory (OOM) error when attempting to
process the 32K dataset, despite the GPU having sufficient memory available. Consequently, we report results
for MISTRAL-7B-INSTRUCT up to 32K context length and for DEEPSEEK-V2-LITE-CHAT up to 16K context length
to ensure consistency and compliance with the respective models’ effective constraints.

Influence of Context Length. We analyze how table context length affects the performance of instruct models.
Many chat models perform similarly regardless of context length, as they do not consistently follow instructions.
Therefore, we focus on instruct models and analyze their performance across different question subcategories
as the context length changes. Our experiments show that model performance generally decreases as the context
length increases. Some models show slight improvements with longer contexts, but these improvements are
small and can be considered normal fluctuations. This indicates that handling longer table contexts remains chal-
lenging for most models. We enumerate the effect of context length varies across question subcategories below:

• Lookup: performance of lookup tasks declines relatively slowly with increasing context length. Since these tasks
often require retrieving only a single or a few items from the table, they remain comparatively manageable
even with longer contexts.

• Aggregation: LLMs experience more pronounced performance drops in this aggregation tasks, as aggregation
tasks typically involve computations over multiple elements. Notably, models perform better in the average
subcategory than in the sum subcategory. This disparity likely arises because estimating a value close to
the average is more intuitive for models, whereas summing multiple elements accurately is computationally
more demanding.

• Complex calculation: In the complex calculation category, the impact of longer contexts depends on the
specific subcategory. The composite subtraction task reserves relatively good performance, as some question
instances only require retrieving values and performing simple subtraction. The correlation calculation tasks
encounter significant performance drop. since it requires both complex numerical computations and logical
reasoning, making it harder for models to handle, especially with larger tables.

In summary, as the context length increases, models struggle with all but the simplest questions. Figure 4
illustrates this phenomenon. Even in simpler subcategories, performance declines as the table context grows.
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These findings highlight the difficulties in handling complex reasoning tasks in longer context tables.
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Figure 4: The accuracy distribution of question subcategories in different context lengths.

4.3 Influence of Sampling and Symbolic Extension

To investigate the influence of symbolic extensions on model performance, we conducted a specific experiment us-
ing the “airline” database with a context length 8K. This experiment included all ten sampled database instances
and 1400 generated questions. Each batch consisted of 14 questions, each generated from a unique question tem-
plate. For each sampled database instance, we generated 10 such batches, allowing us to index each batch using a
combination of the database instance index and question instance batch index. To analyze the results, we created
a heatmap to illustrate the accuracy of each question instance batch for all models and a histogram to show the
accuracy distribution across batches for each model. We also compared the average accuracy between three sets
of batches: all batches from the “airline” database (all in airline), 5 batches previously used from “airline,” (5 in
airline) and 5 batches previously used across all databases (5 in all). These visualizations are shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: The accuracy distribution of question instances in context length 8K, airline database between four
models.

Detailed Result Analysis. We summarize our detailed analysis of the influence of the symbolic extension.
The heatmap results highlight that question difficulty varies across batches and models. For example, a batch in
the lower-left corner of the heatmap appears easier for the QWEN model, which achieves high accuracy, while
the same batch presents an average difficulty for other models, indicated by a consistent green color. This
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finding suggests that different models have distinct preferences or tendencies when handling certain question
instances. Therefore, incorporating symbolic extensions enhances the stability of question instances, providing
a more reliable assessment of model performance. Furthermore, the histogram shows a detailed distribution
of the accuracy, which indicates that if the quantity of the generated question is small, we might evaluate model
performance imprecisely. For instance, while GPT-4O-MINI performs well in most cases, it still struggles with
certain batches. Conversely, although GLM-4 underperforms in most cases, it achieves high accuracy in some
batches. These observations underscore the value of symbolic extensions in ensuring a more balanced and
thorough evaluation of models. Lastly, we examined comparative lines across different test sets. All models,
except GPT-4O-MINI, showed similar results between broad tests and sensitive tests in the “airline” database,
indicating that using 5 batches in earlier studies was generally sufficient to represent the performance across all
batches. Additionally, the comparison between all databases and the “airline” database revealed that the question
templates in “airline” are generally more complex, posing greater challenges for models to handle effectively.

Conclusion. We believe that these experimental results suggest that the sampling mechanism combined with
symbolic extension will generate reliable benchmark results. Notice that when the number of sampled database
instances increases, it will lead to different symbolic extension executions in generating different questions. The
alignment of the accuracy distribution illustrates the stable benchmark results when equipped with both our
sampling mechanism and symbolic extensions. This further validates the significance of symbolic extensions
in capturing diverse difficulty levels in model evaluations.

5 Related Work

Table QA. The task of question answering (QA) over relational databases has been a focal point in the fields
of natural language processing and data management [1]. Given a user query, table QA aims to provide precise
answers through table understanding and reasoning [8, 9, 10]. The technique to tackle table QA problems can
be categorized into two classes based on whether the question in terms of natural language is transformed into
a structured query (i.e., SQL). The first class leverages the technique of Text2SQL, which translates natural
language queries into executable SQL statements, enabling users to interact with relational databases without
manually programming [51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 9, 56]. The second approach uses an end-to-end machine learning
model to process the question and serialized relational table to generate the answer [29, 37, 28, 27, 26]. For
example, TABLE-BERT [6] utilizes a rule-based methodology to transform tabular data into coherent natural
language sentences, thereby enabling the understanding of structured data in a format more amenable to
human interpretation and further natural language processing tasks; TAPAS [57] enhances the original BERT
architecture by incorporating a mechanism to encode tables as part of its input, allowing the model to directly
interpret tabular data alongside textual queries, thereby improving its performance on table-based question
answering tasks; PASTA [7] introduces a novel pre-training strategy involving six types of sentence-table cloze
tasks, utilizing a synthesized corpus derived from 1.2 million entries in WikiTables to enhance the model’s ability
to integrate and reason with tabular data. MULTITABQA [8] employs a multi-table TQA approach, leveraging
the single table TQA model tapex-base as its foundational model, which allows for the extension of table parsing
capabilities to scenarios involving multiple related tables; recently, AutoTQA [10] uses multi-agent LLMs,
involving five distinct roles: user, planner, engineer, executor, and critic to collaborate respond to user inquiries
through conversations. Note that our proposed benchmark targets comprehensively evaluating the techniques
falling into the second category with reliable results.

Assessment of LLM over data management tasks. LLMs have demonstrated remarkable capabilities, offering
an opportunity to build a new wave of innovative AI applications [58]. In the data management community,
LLM has also reshaped the paradigm of design and implementation of many data management tasks [2, 3, 4, 5]
including data integration [59, 60], database system tuning [61], query optimization [62], table summariza-
tion [63], table formatting [64] etc. Various domain-specific LLMs for tabular data have also been released. For
example, TABLELLAMA [65] is fine-tuned on the TableInstruct dataset, which comprises 2.6 million table-based
tasks to process 8 in-domain table-related tasks. TABLEGPT [66, 43] aims to unify tables, natural language,
and commands into a single LLM to enable seamless interaction with tables, supporting functionalities such
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as question answering, data manipulation, visualization, and analysis report generation. To evaluate the perfor-
mance of LLM over data management tasks, different benchmarks have been released, including benchmarks
for Text2SQL [67, 68, 69], relational structural understanding capabilities [70], and table QA [6, 13, 14]. Our
benchmark is designed as a new benchmark for multi-table QA with varied relational data contexts and symbolic
extensions to access the reasoning capabilities of LLMs for reliable results.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced TQA-Bench, a new Multi-Table QA benchmark specifically designed to rigorously
evaluate the capabilities of LLMs in processing complex, relational data across multiple tables. Our benchmark
applies diverse relational database instances drawn from real-world public datasets, a flexible sampling mecha-
nism that allows for the creation of tasks with varying context lengths from 8K to 64K tokens, and the integration
of symbolic extensions to test higher-order reasoning capabilities. These features ensure that TQA-Bench not
only challenges the LLMs beyond simple data retrieval tasks but also provides a robust framework for assessing
their ability to handle complex reasoning across multiple tables. Through systematic evaluations involving both
open-source and closed-source LLMs, with scales ranging from 7 billion to 70 billion parameters, our findings
highlight the variable performance of these models under complex Multi-Table QA scenarios. We expect that
TQA-Bench can serve as a pivotal step toward realizing the full potential of LLMs in enhancing data-driven
decision-making across various sectors.
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