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Abstract. We study a new problem setting of question answering (QA),
referred to as DocTabQA. Within this setting, given a long document,
the goal is to respond to questions by organizing the answers into struc-
tured tables derived directly from the document’s content. Unlike tra-
ditional QA approaches which predominantly rely on unstructured text
to formulate responses, DocTabQA aims to leverage structured tables
as answers to convey information clearly and systematically, thereby
enhancing user comprehension and highlighting relationships between
data points. To the best of our knowledge, this problem has not been
previously explored. In this paper, we introduce the QTabA dataset,
encompassing 300 financial documents, accompanied by manually an-
notated 1.5k question-table pairs. Initially, we leverage Large Language
Models (LLMs) such as GPT-4 to establish a baseline. However, it is
widely acknowledged that LLMs encounter difficulties when tasked with
generating intricate, structured outputs from long input sequences. To
overcome these challenges, we present a two-stage framework, called
DocTabTalk, which initially retrieves relevant sentences from extensive
documents and subsequently generates hierarchical tables based on these
identified sentences. DocTabTalk incorporates two key technological in-
novations: AlignLLaMA and TabTalk, which are specifically tailored
to assist GPT-4 in tackling DocTabQA, enabling it to generate well-
structured, hierarchical tables with improved organization and clarity.
Comprehensive experimental evaluations conducted on both QTabA and
RotoWire datasets demonstrate that our DocTabTalk significantly en-
hances the performances of the GPT-4 in our proposed DocTabQA task
and the table generation task. The code and dataset are available at
https://github.com/SmileWHC/DocTabQA for further research.

Keywords: Question Answering · Table Generation · Large Language
Model · Retrieval Augmented Generation · Dataset

1 Introduction

The task of question answering (QA) has long been a cornerstone in the field of
information retrieval [15] and natural language processing (NLP), serving as a
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fundamental way for machines to demonstrate their understanding of human lan-
guage. At its core, QA systems aim to automatically answer questions posed by
humans, typically by locating and presenting the relevant information extracted
from a given text. Over the years, QA has evolved from simple factoid-based
questions [11] to more complex, context-dependent questions [4] that require
deep understanding and reasoning over extensive documents. Despite the sig-
nificant advancements in language models and information retrieval techniques,
effectively extracting and presenting answers from lengthy and dense documents
remains a challenging endeavor. As we enter an era where data is increasingly
vast and complex, there is a pressing need for QA systems to not only under-
stand the content of documents but also to structure the retrieved information
in a way that is both accessible and informative for end-users. In this context, we
introduce a new problem setting of QA, referred to as DocTabQA, which revo-
lutionizes the output format of QA tasks by transforming textual responses into
structured tables, thereby enhancing the clarity and usability of the extracted
information for decision-making processes.

While QA systems have greatly diversified in terms of content input, rang-
ing from short-text snippets [33,6,17] to long documents [14], and from purely
textual data to mixed media such as images (VQA [2], ChartQA [1], TextVQA
[36]), document images (DocVQA [24]) and videos (VideoQA [51]), the format
of their outputs has remained predominantly unchanged. Traditional QA mod-
els have consistently produced answers in the form of plain text, irrespective of
the complexity or the nature of the content being queried. This approach, how-
ever, often neglects the inherent structure and the relationships between pieces
of information, which can be essential for users to thoroughly comprehend the
context and make well-informed decisions. Structured tables, on the other hand,
offer an attractive option by providing a clear and organized visual representa-
tion of data, making complex information more digestible and actionable. The
advantages of table-based outputs are manifold; they can efficiently summarize
key information, highlight relationships between data points, and facilitate com-
parisons across different dimensions. Fig. 1 illustrates the transformation from a
traditional text-based response to a structured table, showcasing how this format
can encapsulate and convey intricate details more effectively.

Building upon the foundational concept of DocTabQA, we introduce a new
dataset, QTabA, to facilitate the exploration of this novel QA paradigm. This
dataset is comprised of 300 financial documents, accompanied by manually an-
notated 1.5k question-table pairs. Unlike the datasets used in the text-to-table
[47] task, which typically focuses on extracting key-value pairs from short input
texts to construct flat tables, QTabA presents a more complex challenge. Our
dataset aims to generate contextually relevant tables based on varying questions,
where both the content and structure of the generated tables are dynamically
controllable. Moreover, the input in our dataset is long documents that are rich
in content and may describe numerous tables. The task demands not just the
extraction of pertinent details but also the assembly of these details into hierar-
chical tables.
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Fig. 1. An illustrative example of DocTabQA. Input documents: 2023 Q1 and Q2
quarterly reports from Microsoft and Google. Input question: “Could you compare the
revenue and net income of Microsoft and Google for Q1 and Q2 of 2023, and provide
the Quarter-over-Quarter growth in both dollar amounts and percentages?”.

In this paper, we commence our exploration by utilizing Large Language
Models (LLMs) such as GPT-4 [27] to establish a baseline for our task. Our
initial approach involves designing a task-specific prompt, to which we feed a
(document, question, table) triple, serving as an example for in-context learning.
Following this, we input the target document and question, prompting GPT-4
to generate the corresponding table as an answer. However, we observe that
LLMs, including GPT-4, encounter significant challenges when tasked with gen-
erating intricate, structured outputs from lengthy input sequences. They often
struggle to consistently present data in a structured format that adheres to the
requirements when dealing with lengthy financial documents.

Inspired by the retrieval augmented generation (RAG) paradigm [7], we
present a two-stage framework, called DocTabTalk, which initially retrieves rel-
evant sentences from extensive documents and subsequently generates hierar-
chical tables based on these identified sentences. DocTabTalk incorporates two
key technological innovations: AlignLLaMA and TabTalk, which are specifically
tailored to assist GPT-4 in tackling DocTabQA, enabling it to generate well-
structured, hierarchical tables with improved organization and clarity. Drawing
on the query rewriting techniques [23] employed in RAG, our AlignLLaMA fine-
tunes a LLaMA model to rewrite input questions and document sentences to
achieve semantic alignment between them. Subsequently, these rewritten ques-
tions and document sentences are leveraged to retrieve relevant text sequences.
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Following this, our TabTalk provides a chain-of-table generation prompt guid-
ing the LLM through the creation of row headers, column headers, and table
body cells in a sequential manner. Contrary to previous prompts that required
the LLM to generate tables in one go, our TabTalk first creates the hierarchical
structure of the table, including hierarchical row headers and column headers,
and then fills in the content of each table body cell sequentially. Extensive ex-
periments conducted on both QTabA and RotoWire datasets demonstrate that
our DocTabTalk significantly enhances the performance of the GPT-4 in our
proposed DocTabQA task and the table generation task.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

– We are the first to present the DocTabQA task, designed to answer questions
derived from long documents using tables.

– To support research in this emerging question-answering paradigm, we intro-
duce a new dataset, called QTabA, which consists of 300 financial documents,
accompanied by manually annotated 1.5k question-table pairs.

– To address this challenge, we introduce a novel two-stage framework, named
DocTabTalk. DocTabTalk marries two critical technological advancements:
AlignLLaMA and TabTalk, which improve the capabilities of the GPT-4 in
executing our proposed DocTabQA task and the table generation task.

2 Related Work

2.1 Question Answering

In the realm of Natural Language Processing (NLP), question answering (QA)
stands as one of the most pivotal research areas and has been extensively studied
for many years. This domain focuses on developing systems capable of providing
precise answers to questions posed by users, drawing from a variety of under-
lying content sources. Traditionally, QA tasks have been categorized based on
the nature of their content inputs, encompassing several distinct forms such
as short-document QA [33,6,17], long-document QA [14], Knowledge Graph
QA (KGQA) [10], TableQA [54], Visual QA (VQA) [2], Document Visual QA
(DocVQA) [24], and Video QA [51]. These diverse QA tasks, each addressing
a unique set of challenges and complexities, have given rise to a rich body of
literature [28,48,12,55,38]. However, despite the extensive exploration of these
areas, previous methodologies have consistently yielded answers in plain text
format, regardless of the complexity or nature of the content in question. This
conventional approach often falls short in structuring the retrieved information
in an accessible and informative manner for end-users. To bridge this gap, we
propose DocTabQA, a novel paradigm that transcends the limitations of text-
based responses by utilizing structured tables to answer questions derived from
long documents.

2.2 Table Generation

Generating structured tables from textual data has garnered considerable at-
tention in the field of information extraction [47,20,29]. This research direction
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involves extracting information from unstructured text and presenting it in tabu-
lar form, thereby facilitating more accessible data interpretation and utilization.
Wu et al. [47] approached the text-to-table conversion as a seq2seq problem, con-
ceptualizing it as the reverse of the table-to-text generation task [22]. Subsequent
research has built upon this foundation, with studies [8,35,45,29] employing pre-
trained language models, including BART [18] and T5 [32], for the generation
of tables from the text. Recent studies [26,39] have explored the effectiveness
of LLMs in generating structured outputs. Ni et al. [26] demonstrated the use
of LLMs for information extraction, specifically in the generation of key-value
pairs within a structured context. Tang et al. [39] provided a comparative analy-
sis of various LLMs regarding their ability to generate complex structured data.
Despite the significant progress made by previous text-to-table methodologies,
these approaches are predominantly data-driven, extracting information to gen-
erate tables in an uncontrollable manner, which can impede their applicability
in downstream tasks. Furthermore, prior methods have typically focused on in-
puts consisting of just a few sentences rather than entire documents, and the
output tables are often simple, lacking the complexity of hierarchical structures
that can represent multi-layered relationships within the data. To address these
limitations, we introduce the DocTabQA task, which requires the generation of
complex tables to answer user queries based on the input of long documents.
The novelty of DocTabQA lies in its ability to produce tables that are not only
more controllable but also inherently more usable for end users.

2.3 Retrieval Augmented Generation

RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation), introduced by Lewis et al. [19], has
emerged as a novel paradigm within the domain of Large Language Models
(LLMs), significantly enhancing generative tasks. RAG specifically includes an
initial retrieval step where LLMs query an external dataset to obtain pertinent
information before commencing question-answering or text generation. The re-
trieval phase involves various research directions, such as enhancing semantic
representations of chunks [21,5]; aligning queries and documents [23,41] and
aligning retriever and LLMs [49]. Inspired by the query rewriting techniques [23],
which aim to align the semantics between a query and its corresponding docu-
ment, we introduce AlignLLaMA, which fine-tunes a LLaMA model to rewrite
input questions and document sentences to achieve semantic alignment, thereby
enhancing the precision of the retrieval process.

2.4 Prompt Engineering

A prompt is a textual instruction that delineates the task an AI is expected to ex-
ecute [31]. The landscape of prompting strategies is diverse, encompassing meth-
ods such as chain-of-thought [44], least-to-most [53], and decomposed prompt-
ing [13]. The chain-of-thought technique enables LLMs to navigate through a
sequence of intermediate steps, thereby constructing a pathway to the final an-
swer. Diverging from this, the least-to-most approach incrementally addresses
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MortalityIncidence
Cancer statistics in 2018

Females MalesFemalesMales

Skin

25,88134,831137,025150,698Melanoma of skin

26,81038,345404,323637,733Non-melanoma skin cancer

Urinary tract

61,276113,822148,755254,507Kidney and renal pelvis

51,652148,270125,311424,082Bladder

Root Top root

Left root Column Header

Row Header Table Body

Stub Header

Fig. 2. An example of a hierarchical table using bi-dimensional tree coordinates.

problems, starting from the simplest to the most complex, culminating in the
resolution of the entire question. Decomposed prompting, distinct from the afore-
mentioned strategies, does not confine the decomposition of tasks to a linear
difficulty gradient; instead, it iteratively generates subsequent steps that various
systems can implement. While much of the existing research concentrates on
reasoning to address QA challenges, our focus deviates to the domain of table
generation. Our TabTalk prompting strategy utilizes a chain-of-table generation
prompt that first constructs the structure of the table, and then extracts rele-
vant information to populate into the table body cells, significantly enhancing
the accuracy of the generated tabular representations.

3 DocTabQA

3.1 Problem Definition

As shown in Fig. 1, given a long document as the input content for QA, the goal
of DocTabQA is to answer users’ specific questions by employing structured
tables, thereby enhancing the clarity and usability of the extracted information.

Formally, the input comprises a question, represented as Q, and a long doc-
ument, denoted as D = {s1, s2, . . . , s|D|}, where each si represents a sentence
within the document D. The desired output is a single table, represented as T .
Unlike previous text-to-table tasks [47], which focused solely on generating flat
tables, our DocTabQA necessitates the creation of hierarchical tables that are
tailored to represent the intricate hierarchical relationships among the data. Fol-
lowing [43], we use the bi-dimensional coordinate tree to structure and systemat-
ically define cell location in generally structured tables considering both spatial
and hierarchical information. As shown in Fig. 2, each hierarchical table consists
of a stub header, a hierarchical row header, a hierarchical column header, and a
table body. The hierarchical row header forms the left coordinate tree of the bi-
dimensional coordinate system, while the hierarchical column header constitutes
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the top coordinate tree. Each cell within the table body can precisely pinpoint its
location using a unique set of bi-dimensional tree coordinates. For example, the
bi-dimensional tree coordinates for the cell “61,276” is (⟨2, 0⟩, ⟨2, 1⟩), where ⟨2, 0⟩
is the left tree coordinate and ⟨2, 1⟩ is the top tree coordinate. Therefore, each cell
within Table T is defined by a triplet: (⟨left tree coord⟩, ⟨top tree coord⟩, text).
The goal of DocTabQA is to generate such a hierarchical table T as an answer,
given an input document D and a question Q.

3.2 QTabA Dataset

We introduce a new dataset, QTabA, to facilitate the research of our proposed
DocTabQA. This section delineates the procedures for document collection and
the annotation pipeline employed in the construction of the dataset.

Document Collection. To construct the QTabA dataset, we download approx-
imately 300 financial reports issued over the past two years from the Securities
and Exchange Commission (SEC)4 in PDF format. Subsequently, we utilize the
Adobe PDF Services API5 to extract both text and table contents from the
reports for further processing within our annotation pipeline.

Annotation Pipeline. As shown in Fig. 3, given the downloaded text contents
and the corresponding tables, we manually annotate the (document, question,
table) triples utilizing the following pipeline:

– Relevant Text Annotation: The preliminary step in our annotation pipeline
for each table involves the identification of document sentences that are per-
tinent to the table’s description. This task is initiated by deploying regular
expressions to accurately locate sentences that contain text matching the
content in the cells of the table. However, it is possible for multiple sentences
to match the content within a specific cell. In these cases, a meticulous man-
ual review of these sentences is conducted to ascertain their relevance to the
table in question.

– Table Filtering: Nevertheless, certain cells within a table may not have
corresponding descriptive sentences in the document. In scenarios where 30%
or more of a table’s cells are devoid of associated descriptive statements, we
exclude the table from our dataset. This measure is taken to ensure the high
quality and integrity of the data.

– Question Generation: Finally, we employ GPT-4 to generate an initial set
of questions based on the input table. Detailed prompting instructions are
provided in Appendix A.1. Subsequently, these questions undergo a manual
refinement process to ensure their direct alignment with the table’s content.

4https://www.sec.gov/
5https://developer.adobe.com/document-services/apis/pdf-services/
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2023
(In billions)

Q2Q1
57.450.1Revenue
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1. Microsoft Revenue in 2023 Q1 is 50.1.
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Table Filtering

Relevant Text Annotation

Manually identify the relevant 
sentences corresponding to each cell
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Meta
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Relevant Text Annotation

Filter out tables if more than 30% 
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Fig. 3. QTabA dataset annotation pipeline.

Dataset Statistics. Detailed statistical comparisons between our QTabA dataset
and existing text-to-table datasets are provided in Table. 1. As indicated in Ta-
ble. 1, the input text sequences in our QTabA consist of long documents, which
are substantially lengthier than those found in previous datasets. In addition,
the tables generated by our QTabA are significantly more complex than those
in prior text-to-table datasets. Previous datasets typically generated tables with
only two columns, primarily consisting of key-value pair tables where each row
corresponds to an individual key-value pair. Although the RotoWire dataset is
much larger, it contains only flat tables. In contrast, tables from QTabA feature
numerous hierarchical structures.

4 Methodology

In this paper, we introduce a novel two-stage framework, dubbed DocTabTalk,
designed to tackle the DocTabQA task. As depicted in Fig. 4, the architecture of
DocTabTalk comprises two core components: (1) An AlignLLaMA module aligns
the input questions and document sentences to efficiently retrieve relevant infor-
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Table 1. Detailed statistical comparisons among QTabA dataset and existing text-to-
table datasets.

Dataset Train Val Test
Input

Tokens
Output Tables

Rows & Columns Flat Hierarchical

E2E [25] 42.1k 4.7k 4.7k 24.9 4.6 & 2.0 49.8k 0
WikiTableText [3] 10.0k 1.3k 2.0k 20.0 4.3 & 2.0 12.0k 0
WikiBio [16] 582.7k 72.8k 72.7k 122.3 4.2 & 2.0 655.4k 0
RotoWire [46] 3.4k 727 728 373.7 7.3 & 8.8 4.8k 0
QTabA 1.4k - 160 19.4k 8.4 & 4.1 1k 532

Query-Split

Retriever

Can you tell me
Apple's revenues for 
2018 and 2019?

Query

…  One year later, 
Apple's revenue 
increased significantly
from $2,397 to $4,396 
compared to 2018. …

Document
Sentences

Input

Relevant Sentences:

1. Sentence 1

2. Sentence 2 ...

Query

Relevant Sentences: [1, 2, ..]

Sub-Query 1

Relevant Sentences: [2, 4, ..]

Sub-Query 2

Relevant Sentences: [3, 5, ..]

Output

Revenue

Apple(In millions)

20192018

4,3962,396Revenue

1. Column Header:

2. Row Header:

3. Table Dimension:

Col num: 3, Row num: 3

4. Output Table:

Retrieval Table Generation

Apple(In millions)

20192018

TabTalk Prompt

Stage 1: Structure Generate

- Query by Query think

- Column and Row Header

- Table Dimension

Stage 2: Content Filling

1. Cell By Cell Generate:

- Query by Query

- Sentence by Sentence

- Number by Number 

2. Review Table

Customize-Rewrite

$2,396 is Apple’s revenue for 2018

Num-Sentences

$4,396 is Apple’s revenue for 2019

Num-Sentences

Tell me Apple’s revenues in 2019

Sub-Query

Tell me Apple’s revenues in 2018

Sub-Query

AlignLLaMA

Fig. 4. Overview of DocTabTalk.

mation from extensive texts based on the queries; (2) A new prompting strategy,
termed TabTalk, crafted to generate accurate and hierarchically structured ta-
bles from the extracted relevant sentences. In the following sections, we provide
an in-depth exploration of both the AlignLLaMA and TabTalk components.

4.1 AlignLLaMA

Inspired by the query rewriting techniques [23] employed in RAG, we fine-tune
a LLaMA model, which we named AlignLLaMA, to rewrite input questions and
document sentences for semantic alignment. Specifically, AlignLLaMA initially
decomposes each input question into a set of sub-questions. These sub-questions
are then leveraged to perform multiple parallel retrievers to retrieve relevant
document sentences. This strategy proves advantageous when addressing com-
plex questions comprising multiple sub-problems. Additionally, we utilize Align-
LLaMA to rewrite document sentences so that all sentences are structured with
specific data as the subject, which makes them more akin to answers to the ques-
tion, thereby enhancing the accuracy and recall of the retrieval process. Finally,
we utilize a Sentence-BERT model [34] as our retrieval mechanism, calculat-
ing the cosine similarity between each rewritten sub-question and the rewritten
document sentences. We then extract the top-K sentences with the highest sim-
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All Sentences:

1.Total revenue during the three months ended March 31, 2023 was $628,425 , compared to the

three months ended March 31, 2022 that generated sales of $1,770,075 

2.Total cost of revenue decreased to $405,312 during the three months ended March 31, 2023, 

compared to the three months ended March 31, 2022 that had a cost of revenue of $1,358,438

Main_Query: What were the values for sales, cost of sales on Three months ended March 31, 

2022 and 2023?

Related sentences: [ 1 ,  2 ]

Sub_query: I want to know the Sales on Three months ended March 31, 2022 and 2023

Related sentences: [ 1 ]

Sub_query: I want to know the Cost of sales on Three months ended March 31, 2022 and 2023

Related sentences: [ 2 ]

Column Header:
<thead>
<tr><th></th><th colspan=2>Three Months ended March 31</th></tr>
<tr><th></th><th>2023</th><th>2022</th></tr>
</thead>

Row Header:
<tr><th>Sales</th></tr>
<tr><th>Cost of sales</th></tr>

Table Dimensions:
Col num: 3, Row num: 4

Output Table:
<table><thead>
<tr><th></th><th colspan=2>Three Months ended March 31</th></tr>
<tr><th></th><th>2023</th><th>2022</th></tr></thead>
<tbody><tr><th>Sales</th><td>628,425</td><td>1,770,075</td></tr>
<tr><th>Cost of sales</th><td>405,312</td><td>1,358,438</td></tr>
</tbody></table>

>>>>> Task:
Generate a HTML table based on the query and sub-queries with the relevant 
sentences.
Input: Main query, sub-queries, and relevant sentences.
Returns the table as HTML. 

>>>>>  Process TWO stages:
Stage 1: Generate Table Structure, Think Step By Step:
1. Analyze Query By Query, determine the specific information to be 
included in the table.
2. Design Table:

- Headers and Row Names: Craft headers and row names based on the 
temporal aspects or hierarchical structure of the information. Output the
Column Header and Row Header.

- Table Dimensions: Output the number of rows and columns.

Stage 2: Table Content Filling, Think Step By Step:
1. Cell By Cell, Generate table content cell by cell, For each cell:

- Query By Query, Identify which query (main or sub) aligns with the 
information required for each cell, based on its row and column.

- Sentence By Sentence, For each relevant sentence, discern the 
information pertinent to the cell. Ignore non-contributing sentences.

- Number By Number, Focus on extracting and inputting numerical data 
or specific details from the sentences into the cells.
2. Review The Table:

- Uniformity Check: Ensure each row contains the correct number of 
cells.

- Accuracy Check: Check the Unit Conversion for the cells.
3. Finalize and Output the table.

OUTPUT

INPUTTabTalk Prompt

Fig. 5. A schematic view of the proposed TabTalk prompt.

ilarity measures, identifying them as the most relevant sentences and feeding
them into our table generation stage.

4.2 TabTalk

During the table generation phase, we introduce a novel prompting mechanism
dubbed TabTalk. This approach is designed to accurately synthesize hierarchi-
cally structured tables by interpreting input questions and extracted relevant
sentences. As illustrated in Fig. 5, TabTalk systematically deconstructs the in-
tricate process of table generation into a two-stage operation. In the initial stage,
TabTalk focuses on the hierarchical architecture of the table, establishing both
the hierarchical row and column headers, thereby setting up a bi-dimensional
tree coordinates for the table. In the subsequent stage, TabTalk fills the table
body with data, aligning the cell contents with the information presented in the
sentences to finalize the construction of the table. This strategy not only facil-
itates the model’s thought process and the accumulation of information in an
orderly progression from simple to complex but also encourages self-reflection at
each step of output. This ensures that the resulting table structure is complete
and the content is accurate.

Table Structure Generation. During the table structure generation stage,
we employ a chain-of-thought [44] approach to progressively delve into the pro-
cess. This strategy, which progresses from sub-queries to the main query, deter-
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mines the information that the table should include in a part-to-whole sequence,
thereby accurately establishing the content for row headers and column headers.
Subsequently, we instruct the model to sequentially produce the row headers,
column headers, and dimensions for the constructed table structure. This process
not only facilitates self-reflection within the model but also markedly enhances
the structural precision of the table.

Table Content Filling. During the table content filling stage, we continue
to employ the chain-of-thought method, guiding the model to meticulously fill
each cell in the table body. This process includes formulating precise queries,
searching for relevant sentences, and verifying specific information within each
sentence, such as numerical data. These steps significantly enhance the accuracy
of the generated content. Before finalizing and outputting the complete table, we
conduct a thorough verification to ensure the table’s format is correct and that
any content involving unit conversions within the table body cells is accurately
executed.

5 Experiments

5.1 Datasets

We perform evaluations using a publicly accessible text-to-table dataset, Ro-
toWire [46], and our newly introduced dataset, QTabA, which is specifically
curated for the DocTabQA task, to ascertain the efficacy of our DocTabTalk
framework.

RotoWire is a dataset designed for the text-to-table conversion, comprising
textual descriptions of basketball matches along with comprehensive statistical
tables. For each description, two tables can be generated: one representing the
team scores and the other representing individual player scores. We focus on
generating the player table due to its higher complexity. This dataset has been
randomly divided into training, validation, and test subsets, containing 3398,
727, and 728 text-table pairs, respectively.

QTabA is our proposed dataset, tailored for the DocTabQA problem. It
encompasses 300 financial reports from the past two years and is randomly par-
titioned into training and test subsets, with 240 and 60 documents each. For the
training and test subsets, we manually annotate 1.4K and 160 question-table
pairs, respectively.

5.2 Evaluation Metrics

Our DocTabTalk framework operates in a two-stage manner, utilizing specific
metrics for each stage to assess the performance of our proposed technologies.

During the retrieval stage, we utilize the top-K recall metric to evaluate the
capability of various models to retrieve and rank relevant sentences effectively.
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In the table generation stage, in line with [39], we decompose the simi-
larity assessment between the two tables into structural and content compo-
nents. Given that a table’s structure can be represented as a bi-dimensional
tree, as illustrated in Fig. 2, we propose to use the tree edit distance similarity
(TEDS) as the metric for evaluating structural similarity. For assessing table
content similarity, our approach diverges from previous text-to-table method-
ologies, such as those outlined in [47], which typically assess similarity at the
individual cell level within a table. Instead, we utilize the bi-dimensional tree co-
ordinates to transform each cell in the table body into a distinct key-value pair.
Take the cell containing “61, 276” as an example. This cell is converted into
a key-value pair represented as (⟨“Urinary tract”, “Kidney and renal pelvis”⟩,
⟨“Mortality”, “Females”⟩, “61, 276”). We then measure the content similarity
by comparing these key-value pairs, which are derived from the generated tables,
against the key-value pairs from the ground-truth tables. To evaluate table con-
tent similarity, we employ a suite of classical metrics that are well-established for
assessing textual similarity, including character n-gram F-score (Chrf) [30] and
BERTScore [50]. Following [39], we additionally engage GPT-4 to evaluate the
generated tables, tasking it with scoring the similarity of both content and struc-
ture. These evaluations are referred to as the GPT-Score. Detailed information
can be found in [39].

5.3 Implementation Details

Our AlignLLaMA utilizes the conventional instruction tuning method to fine-
tune LLaMA2-7B [40] with LoRA [9]. This instruction tuning empowers LLaMA2
to rewrite input questions and document sentences, achieving better alignment
between them. For the fine-tuning process of the LLaMA-7B model, we employ
a dataset comprising 1.4k tables and 10k sentences, all of which feature signifi-
cant numeric information extracted from the documents of the training set. The
ground truth of rewritten questions and documents in this fine-tuning dataset is
generated by GPT-4. Detailed prompting instructions are provided in Appendix
A.2. The fine-tuning is carried out on a workstation equipped with 2 NVIDIA
Tesla A800 GPUs (80 GB of memory). In the retrieval phase, we prioritize the
top-30 relevant document sentences, which are then fed into the subsequent ta-
ble generation stage. During the table generation phase, our approach diverges
from previous text-to-table methods that produce tables in Markdown format,
which lack the capability to represent hierarchical structures. Instead, we opt to
generate tables in HTML format, enabling the depiction of complex, hierarchical
table structures.

5.4 Comparisons with Prior Arts

In our DocTabTalk framework, there are two key technological innovations:
AlignLLaMA and TabTalk. We conduct comparisons of these two modules against
state-of-the-art methods respectively.
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Table 2. Performance comparison of retrieval stage on QTabA. (R@K denotes the
recall rate for the top-K retrieved results, in %)

Model R@10 R@20 R@30 R@40 R@50 R@60

MiniLM [42] 62.47 73.87 79.51 81.55 84.19 85.82
MPNet [37] 58.89 72.22 76.72 81.85 85.3 88.01
GPT-4 [27] 60.28 72.80 76.57 77.84 78.61 78.84

AlignLLaMA 69.64 80.37 85.22 88.41 92.01 94.05

Table 3. Performance comparison of table generation stage on QTabA. Metrics include
BERT-Score (BERT, %), GPT-Score (GPT, on a scale of 0-10), and Tree Edit Distance
Similarity (TEDS, %). (R&C Header represents row header and column header)

# Model
Content Similarity Structure Similarity

Table Body R&C Header
TEDS GPT

BERT GPT BERT GPT

1 GPT-4 62.59 4.16 63.20 4.43 92.15 4.29
2 + Two Stage 67.14 4.26 64.31 4.66 92.97 4.36
3 + AlignLLaMA 70.08 4.32 64.70 4.92 94.15 4.47
4 + TabTalk 74.76 5.90 66.36 5.44 96.33 6.59

Retrieval Stage. During the retrieval phase, we implement several baseline
methodologies, including MiniLM [42], MPNet [37], and GPT-4 [27], to fetch
document sentences pertinent to the posed questions. MiniLM and MPNet ac-
complish this by computing the semantic similarity between the queries and
document sentences, thus retrieving sentences of relevance. In contrast, GPT-
4 adopts in-context learning, utilizing examples to infer the relevance between
the input document sentences and the query, subsequently generating a simi-
larity score for these entities. Detailed prompting instructions are provided in
Appendix A.3. Our AlignLLaMA initially rewrites both questions and document
sentences before employing Sentence-BERT to assess the similarity among these
modified sentences. This approach markedly enhances the top-K recall. As evi-
denced in Table. 2, AlignLLaMA achieves an impressive recall rate of 85.22% at
top-30, significantly surpassing other methods.

Table Generation Stage. After retrieving relevant sentences, the goal of our
table generation stage is to generate a hierarchically structured table from these
sentences as an answer to the input question. We validate the effectiveness of
our TabTalk on two datasets, QTabA and RotoWire.

QTabA. In our initial experiment, we establish a straightforward baseline
by using a simple prompting strategy to assess the one-shot in-context learn-
ing capabilities of GPT-4. This involves employing a single illustrative example
and a prompt that clearly outlines the task. The prompt includes a (document,
question, table) triplet to guide GPT-4 toward generating tabular results af-
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Table 4. Performance comparison of text-to-table on RotoWise. Metrics include char-
acter n-gram F-score (Chrf, %), BERT-Score (BERT, %), and Tree Edit Distance
Similarity (TEDS, %). (R Header and C Header represent row header and column
header, respectively. ICL represents in-context learning.)

# Model
Content Similarity Structure

Table Body R Header C Header
TEDS

Chrf BERT Chrf BERT Chrf BERT

Supervised
Sent-level RE [52] 83.42 85.35 93.00 90.98 89.38 93.07 -
Seq2Seq-c [47] 84.74 88.97 94.0 93.71 91.26 94.41 -
Seq2Seq&set [20] 85.75 90.93 94.48 96.43 91.60 95.08 -

ICL
GPT-4 82.48 82.40 96.06 97.46 67.62 77.20 100.0

+ TabTalk 85.75 84.92 97.53 98.68 71.30 80.97 100.0

ter processing the entire document text and the corresponding query. Detailed
prompting instructions are provided in Appendix A.4.

As shown in row #1 of Table 3, the baseline approach does not perform op-
timally, primarily due to GPT-4’s challenges with processing lengthy documents
and maintaining context across extended texts. We then apply a two-stage frame-
work as indicated in row #2 of Table 3, which involves an initial retrieval phase
using GPT-4 to extract relevant sentences, followed by a generation phase. The
results demonstrate a significant improvement over the baseline method, under-
scoring the effectiveness of the two-stage strategy.

Further enhancements are observed when we introduce our AlignLLaMA
module as the retrieval mechanism, as depicted in row #3 of Table 3. The per-
formance is notably better, especially when our TabTalk prompting strategy
is implemented. This strategy leads to marked improvements in the generated
table structures, with a 2.18% increase in the TEDS metric, indicating that
our method is more effective at generating complex hierarchical tables. Overall,
the comparative analysis shows that our DocTabTalk framework, with the inte-
gration of AlignLLaMA and TabTalk prompts, significantly enhances GPT-4’s
ability to structure and present information in tabular form for complex QA
tasks involving long documents.

RotoWire. We apply our TabTalk to the text-to-table task, and as shown
in Table. 4, our method significantly improves GPT-4’s ability to generate struc-
tured tables. Our method achieves comparable results with supervised methods
in the table body and even better on row headers with only a few examples
for in-context learning. On column headers, our approach improves GPT-4 but
still falls short compared to supervised methods, which is due to the limited
examples provided by the in-context learning. Additionally, since the tables in
this dataset are all simple, flat tables, the similarity in table structure for the
generated tables is always 100%.
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6 Limitations

Despite our QTabA bringing new challenges (DocTabQA) to the Document-
based Question Answering (DocQA) domain and our DocTabTalk showing promis-
ing results, there are still several limitations in both our dataset and approach
that need to be addressed. For the dataset, its exclusive focus on English sources
and single-document input restricts the breadth of our study and its potential
cross-linguistic application. Expanding the dataset to accommodate multilingual
content and multi-document inputs would greatly enhance the versatility and
depth of the DocQA framework. Regarding our method, the initial retrieval stage
is relatively simplistic, primarily assessing the relevance of document content to
the question without deeply engaging the model’s inferential capabilities. This
superficial process may overlook complex relationships that require advanced
reasoning. Therefore, improving our method’s capacity for inference is crucial,
ensuring that it can more accurately discern and utilize relevant information for
question answering in future research.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we make a significant contribution to the field of Document-
based Question Answering by introducing DocTabQA, a novel problem set-
ting that transforms answers from textual responses into structured tables.
Through the development and evaluation of the QTabA dataset, we propose a
two-stage framework, called DocTabTalk, to improve the performance of GPT-4.
DocTabTalk incorporates two key technological innovations: AlignLLaMA and
TabTalk, which are specifically tailored to assist GPT-4 in tackling DocTabQA,
enabling it to generate well-structured, hierarchical tables with improved orga-
nization and clarity. The experimental results on the QTabA and the RotoWire
dataset convincingly demonstrate the effectiveness of our method. Our approach
marks a substantial step forward in presenting information succinctly and sys-
tematically.

In the future, we will aim to address the limitations highlighted in our study.
We plan to expand the dataset to include multilingual documents and multi-
document inputs, which will challenge and potentially improve the robustness of
DocQA systems. Moreover, we will focus on enhancing the inferential capabilities
of our method, enabling it to grasp the subtleties and complexities of document
content beyond the superficial level. We will also work on improving the model’s
reasoning abilities, which are essential for accurately determining the relevance of
information in response to user queries. By tackling these challenges, we expect
to advance the generation of structured summaries and the overall effectiveness
of question answering systems for complex, long-form documents.
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