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Abstract

While Large Language Models have significantly advanced
Text2SQL generation, a critical semantic gap persists where
syntactically valid queries often misinterpret user intent. To
mitigate this challenge, we propose GBV-SQL, a novel multi-
agent framework that introduces Guided Generation with
SQL2Text Back-translation Validation. This mechanism uses
a specialized agent to translate the generated SQL back into
natural language, which verifies its logical alignment with the
original question. Critically, our investigation reveals that cur-
rent evaluation is undermined by a systemic issue: the poor
quality of the benchmarks themselves. We introduce a for-
mal typology for “Gold Errors”, which are pervasive flaws in
the ground-truth data, and demonstrate how they obscure true
model performance. On the challenging BIRD benchmark,
GBV-SQL achieves 63.23% execution accuracy, a 5.8% ab-
solute improvement. After removing flawed examples, GB V-
SQL achieves 96.5% (dev) and 97.6% (test) execution accu-
racy on the Spider benchmark. Our work offers both a robust
framework for semantic validation and a critical perspective
on benchmark integrity, highlighting the need for more rigor-
ous dataset curation.

1 Introduction

Text2SQL is a challenging task that involves automatically
converting a Natural Language Question (NLQ) into Struc-
tured Query Language (SQL) that can be executed on a re-
lational database (Zelle and Mooney 1996; Qin et al. 2022).
The primary goal is to enable non-technical users to inter-
act with complex databases using only natural language,
removing the barrier of learning SQL syntax. As a long-
standing objective in both natural language processing and
database research (Nguyen et al. 2023; Zhu et al. 2023), this
field has been profoundly reshaped by recent advancements
in Large Language Models (LLMs). These models, particu-
larly through the paradigm of in-context learning (ICL), now
represent the state-of-the-art, often achieving performance
that surpasses traditional fine-tuned approaches (Pourreza
and Rafiei 2023; Li et al. 2023a; Liu et al. 2024).
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SELECT T2.CharterNum FROM satscores AS T1 JOIN
schools AS T2 ON Tl.cds = T2.CDSCode WHERE
T1.AvgScrWrite IS NOT NULL AND T2.CharterNum IS
NOT NULL GROUP BY T2.CharterNum HAVING
AVG(T1.AvgScrWrite) = 499;
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SELECT T1.CharterNum FROM schools AS T1 INNER
JOIN satscores AS T2 ON T1.CDSCode = T2.cds
WHERE T2.AvgScrWrite = 499
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Figure 1: A BIRD dev example where syntactically valid
Pred SQL semantically misinterprets the query: it unneces-
sarily aggregates “average score” by charter groups, while
the user explicitly seeks a single school with a score of 499.

Despite this significant progress, a critical challenge per-
sists: ensuring the generated SQL query is not only syntacti-
cally correct but also semantically faithful to the user’s orig-
inal intent. This challenge stems from the inherent seman-
tic gap between an unstructured Natural Language Question
(NLQ) and the formal structure of SQL, which remains a
primary source of failure. A syntactically valid query can
still misinterpret the user’s goal, producing plausible but er-
roneous results that are difficult to detect. For instance, as
illustrated in Figure 1, when asked for a school whose “av-
erage score” column has a value of 499, a model might in-
stead generate a query that performs an unnecessary aggre-
gation, calculating the average of the “average score” col-
umn across a group of schools and checking if that new re-
sult is 499. This error, transforming a direct filtering condi-
tion (“WHERE’) into a flawed aggregation condition (‘HAV-
ING’), highlights the inadequacy of syntax-only verifica-
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Figure 2: The workflow of GBV-SQL framework, including four agents: (1)Planner (2)SQLGenerator (3)SQL2TextValidator

(4)SQOLChecker.

tion. While existing state-of-the-art methods employ tech-
niques like query decomposition (Gao et al. 2024a; Xie, Wu,
and Zhou 2024) and multi-agent collaboration (Wang et al.
2025) to ensure that LLMs generate reasonable SQL, they
often lack a dedicated mechanism to robustly validate the
final query’s logic against the NLQ’s semantics.

To bridge this semantic gap, we propose GBV-SQL, a
multi-agent framework integrating Guided Generation with
SQL2Text Back-translation Validation. The workflow is or-
chestrated by four specialized agents (Figure 2). The process
starts with a Planner that prunes the database schema and
decomposes the NLQ into simpler sub-problems. An SQL-
Generator then constructs the query using a novel Human-
like Chain-of-Thought process. Critically, to ensure seman-
tic fidelity, a dedicated SQL2TextValidator performs back-
translation, correcting the query to produce an improved ver-
sion if a logical mismatch with the user’s intent is found.
Finally, an SQLChecker conducts final checks, initiating an
iterative repair cycle to resolve any syntactic or execution er-
rors until the query is valid. This entire process is designed
to systematically target and minimize inaccuracies.

Our rigorous evaluation on the Spider benchmark (Yu
et al. 2018) yields a second, equally critical finding: a sub-
stantial portion of our model’s apparent failures stems not
from our method, but from inherent errors in the bench-
mark’s ground-truth data. We term these issues “Gold Er-
rors” and propose a formal typology for their systematic
classification. This discovery fundamentally challenges the
reliability of current evaluation practices and highlights a
systemic issue in the field.

Our main contributions are threefold:

* We propose GBV-SQL, a novel multi-agent framework
that introduces a SQL2Text back-translation validation
mechanism to explicitly bridge the semantic gap in
Text2SQL, ensuring the generated query’s logic is faith-
ful to the user’s original intent.

* We conduct a systematic analysis of errors in the widely-
used Spider benchmark, introducing a novel typology for
“Gold Errors”, which are flaws inherent in the ground-
truth data itself.

* GBV-SQL achieves 63.23% execution accuracy on the
challenging BIRD benchmark, a 5.8 % absolute improve-
ment. On a “clean” version of Spider, corrected for iden-
tified “Gold Errors”, our model’s execution accuracy
reaches 96.5% (dev) and 97.6% (test), revealing its true
capabilities and the critical impact of benchmark quality.

2 Related Work

ICL-based Methods for Text2SQL In-context learn-
ing (ICL) with Large Language Models (LLMs) is the
current state-of-the-art paradigm for Text2SQL. A domi-
nant strategy for tackling complex queries is decomposi-
tion, where methods break a difficult question into sim-
pler sub-problems. For example, DIN-SQL (Pourreza and
Rafiei 2023) first applied CoT prompting for decomposi-
tion. DAIL-SQL (Gao et al. 2024a) then explored advanced
prompt designs in this framework. Tai et al. evaluated multi-
ple prompt strategies and introduced QDecomp to incremen-
tally add schema details to sub-questions (Tai et al. 2023).



To improve overall robustness, other research has focused
on two primary avenues. The first is enhancing the quality
of the model’s input via more accurate schema linking (Cao
et al. 2024; Wang and Liu 2025; Li et al. 2024b). The second
is refining the model’s output through post-hoc correction of
generated SQL (Dong et al. 2023; Ren et al. 2024) or by
selecting the optimal query from multiple candidates (Lee
et al. 2025; Pourreza et al. 2024). While these diverse strate-
gies have advanced the field, they predominantly operate in a
unidirectional workflow. They lack an explicit mechanism to
verify if the final, syntactically correct SQL is truly seman-
tically aligned with the user’s original intent. Our work di-
rectly targets this semantic gap with a novel validation step.

Multi-Agent Systems for Text2SQL To orchestrate the
multi-step reasoning process, recent work has turned to
multi-agent systems. MAC-SQL (Wang et al. 2025) and
MAG-SQL (Xie, Wu, and Zhou 2024) pioneered this ap-
proach by employing several LLM-based agents to col-
laboratively manage decomposition, SQL generation, and
refinement. These frameworks demonstrated that a divi-
sion of labor can effectively handle complex queries. How-
ever, existing agents only collaborate to generate SQL;
none perform an explicit semantic verification of the final
query. Other agent-based systems, like SQLFixAgent (Cen
et al. 2025), focus specifically on correcting errors from
fine-tuned models, which is a different task context. Our
GBV-SQL framework introduces a new agent archetype:
the SQL2TextValidator. This agent acts as a skeptical ver-
ifier whose sole purpose is to perform SQL-to-Text back-
translation. By challenging the semantic fidelity of the gen-
erated query from an inverse perspective, it provides a criti-
cal feedback loop absent in prior collaborative models.

Benchmark Quality and Gold Errors The reliability of
Text2SQL evaluation is intrinsically tied to the quality of
benchmark datasets. The presence of flaws in the ground-
truth labels, termed “Gold Errors”, has been noted in the
error analyses of prior work (Wang et al. 2025; Lee et al.
2025). Further research has delved into specific quality is-
sues, such as analyzing label accuracy (Renggli, Ilyas, and
Rekatsinas 2025), classifying question ambiguity (Dong
et al. 2024), or automatically detecting incorrect SQL-NLQ
mappings (Yang et al. 2025). These efforts highlight a grow-
ing awareness of data quality challenges. Our work builds
upon this foundation by proposing a formal, structured ty-
pology for Gold Errors. Unlike previous post-hoc analyses,
our classification system is more comprehensive, catego-
rizing errors originating from the SQL, the NLQ, and the
database itself. This systematic framework not only allows
for a more precise and fair re-evaluation of GBV-SQL’s true
capabilities but also offers a valuable tool for the future cu-
ration and maintenance of Text2SQL benchmarks.

3 Methodology
3.1 Overview

In this section, we introduce GBV-SQL, a novel multi-
agent framework for Text2SQL leveraging large language
models. As shown in Figure 2, our framework comprises

Database ID: car_1

# Table: continents

(ContId, cont id [PRIMARY KEY]. Value examples:column type is
INTEGER, [1, 2, 3, 41.),

(Continent, continent. Value examples:column type is TEXT,
['europe', 'australia', 'asia', 'america'l.)

# Table: countries

(CountryId, country id [PRIMARY KEY]. Value examples:column type is
INTEGER, [1, 2, 3, 4]1.),

(CountryName, country name. Value examples:column type is TEXT,
['usa', 'uk', 'sweden', 'russia'l.),

(Continent, continent [FOREIGN KEY — continents.ContId]. Value
examples:column type is INTEGER, [2, 1, 5, 41.)

69 Foreign keys

countries. ‘Continent’ = continents.'ContId"

s )

Figure 3: The prompt template for Schema Representation.

four agents: Planner, SQLGenerator, SQL2TextValidator
and SQLChecker. The Planner initiates the process by in-
voking an LLM to prune the database schema to its most
relevant elements and then decomposes the NLQ into sub-
questions. Mimicking human thought processes, the SQL-
Generator generates SQL for each sub-question before syn-
thesizing them into the final query. The SQL2TextValidator
ensures semantic integrity by prompting an LLM to translate
the complete SQL back into natural language for compari-
son with the original NLQ, yielding a refined query. Finally,
the SQLChecker conducts format and syntax checks, cor-
recting any errors to guarantee an executable final SQL.

3.2 Planner

Schema Representation Prior work (Bogin, Berant, and
Gardner 2019; Guo et al. 2019; Lei et al. 2020; Gao et al.
2024b) has shown that a well-organized representation of
the database schema can improve the accuracy of SQL gen-
eration by LLMs. In this paper, we organize our schema
description based on the approach in MAC-SQL, but with
augmentations. We incorporate the data types of database
columns and provide more intuitive foreign key descrip-
tions. Furthermore, we are the first to include descriptions
for primary keys within the schema representation. The spe-
cific prompt design is illustrated in Figure 3.

Schema Pruning Overly long schemas can cause an LLM
to focus on information irrelevant to the NLQ and incur high
token costs. Therefore, we perform an initial pruning of the
full database schema by prompting the LLM. We prompt the
LLM to analyze the NLQ (Q) and the full database schema
(D), retaining only the most relevant information.

Sinitial = PTUHG(Q, D) , (D

where Sinitial represents the pruned schema relevant to the
question.

NLQ Decomposition As demonstrated in prior surveys
(Pourreza and Rafiei 2023, 2024), decomposing a ques-
tion into sub-questions is an effective strategy. We employ
a decomposition strategy based on the divide-and-conquer
paradigm, wherein question decomposition and SQL gen-
eration are separate processes. Specifically, we adopt the
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Figure 4: Human-like Chain-of-Thought Workflow for
Drafting SQL Queries.

Targets-Conditions method proposed in MAG-SQL (Xie,
Wu, and Zhou 2024) to decompose the NLQ based on its
distinct conditional clauses and query targets, as shown in
Figure 2.

3.3 SQLGenerator

Human-like CoT To emulate the human thought process
for drafting SQL queries (Yuan et al. 2025), we have de-
signed a novel CoT method, illustrated in Figure 4. This ap-
proach first analyzes the intent of the NLQ. It then identi-
fies the relevant tables and columns based on the database
schema and determines the specific information to be re-
turned. Subsequently, it systematically analyzes how to con-
struct essential SQL clauses, considering the specific logic
for joins, the columns for grouping and ordering, and the
potential need for deduplication with DISTINCT. Finally, it
emphasizes adherence to proper SQL syntax throughout the
generation process.

Sub-SQL Generation and Merging Our framework em-
ploys a two-stage process to generate the SQL. First, for
each sub-question decomposed by the Planner, we gen-
erate a corresponding sub-SQL. Subsequently, we merge
the contextual information from these sub-SQLs to synthe-
size the final answer. This process begins by applying our
Human-like CoT method to generate a sub-SQL for each
sub-question (g;) using the initially pruned schema, Sipitial-
A crucial step follows where we perform a “back-linking”
operation on each generated sub-SQL (SQL;). This opera-
tion is an LLM inference step, where the model is prompted
to extract the precise set of table-column pairs (5;) that were
essential for the sub-query’s creation.

SQL; = HumanCoT (Sinitial, ¢:) 2

S; = BackLink(SQLi) 3)

These extracted schema subsets are then merged to create
a more refined and highly relevant schema, S¢ope. This new
schema is more accurate than Si,;i;.1 because it is derived
directly from the SQL logic required to answer each sub-
question. The merging operation is defined as the union of

all table-column pairs from the individual schema subsets:
n
Score = @ Sz “4)
i=1

where the operator is defined for any table ¢; in the schema

as:
(@s) e -Usiw o
i=1 i=1
Finally, this consolidated schema S.,., along with the com-
plete set of sub-question and sub-SQL pairs, provides a rich
and focused context for the LLM to generate the final com-
prehensive query, referred to as Initial SQL in Figure 2.

3.4 SQL2TextValidator

As one of the core modules in GBV-SQL, the
SQL2TextValidator performs semantic validation by
prompting the LLM to translate the initial SQL query
from the SQLGenerator into a detailed natural language
explanation. This explanation describes the query’s overall
function and the specific mechanics of its components, with
a particular focus on the query’s execution process. The
LLM is then tasked with comparing this explanation against
the original NLQ to identify any semantic discrepancies. If
the logic is consistent, the query is accepted; otherwise, the
LLM is prompted to correct the SQL to align with the user’s
intent, yielding a validated improved SQL. To maximize
the validation’s efficacy, we incorporate a binary selector
inspired by RSL-SQL (Cao et al. 2024). This selector uses
the LLM to evaluate the semantic consistency of both the
initial and the validated SQL versions against the original
NLQ, taking their execution results into account to select
the Final SQL.

3.5 SQLChecker

Due to the hallucinatory nature of large models, the gener-
ated SQL can often contain formatting errors (Shen et al.
2025). Therefore, this module introduces an SQL format
trimmer. This component optimizes the query according to
two key principles: a minimization principle, which elim-
inates superfluous fields and redundant operations, and a
minimal usability principle, which avoids intrusive format-
ting (e.g., rounding decimals) that could alter the result’s
meaning unless explicitly required. Subsequently, we em-
ploy a multi-round iterative checking process to analyze the
query’s executability. If the SQL execution yields an empty
result, a value of 0, or contains NULL values, the query is
repaired. This repair cycle continues until the query exe-
cutes successfully or the maximum number of iterations is
exceeded. For the repair process, we retrieve the top-k most
relevant values from the database based on the SQL and
combine them with the partial execution results as context
for prompting the LLM to make corrections. Algorithm 1
details this process.

4 Experiments
4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets We evaluate GBV-SQL on two widely-used
Text2SQL benchmarks: Spider (Yu et al. 2018), to assess



EX
Methods Simple Moderate Challenging Total VES
GPT-4 (zero-shot) - - - 46.35 51.75
Deepseek-v3 (zero-shot) 49.84 34.70 25.52 42.96 53.25
DIN-SQL + GPT-4 - - - 50.72 58.79
MAG-SQL + GPT-4 - - - 61.08 -
DAIL-SQL + GPT-4 63.02 45.59 43.05 54.76 -
CogSQL + GPT-4 - - - 59.58 64.30
CogSQL + Deepseek-v2 64.11 46.67 39.58 56.52 -
MAC-SQL + GPT-4 65.73 52.96 40.28 59.39 66.24
MAC-SQL + Deepseek-v3 62.92 50.75 43.75 57.43 68.40
GBV-SQL + Deepseek-v3 (ours) | 69.51 54.62 50.69 63.23 (15.8%) | 69.87
Table 1: The EX and VES results on BIRD’s dev set.
Algorithm 1: The SQLChecker Algorithm Methods Dev Test
Input: Question g, database db, schema S’, initial SQL GPT-4 (zero-shot) 74.6 _
Sqlpre DIN-SQL + GPT-4 82.8 85.3
Output: final SQL sql DAIL-SQL + GPT-4 84.4 86.6
1: sql < ReduceFormat(q, sqlpre, S’) CogSQL + GPT4 85.4 86.4
2 count + 0 SuperSQL + GPT4 87.0 -
3: while count < maxTryTime do MAG-SQL + GPT-4 853 856
MAC-SQL + GPT-4 86.8 82.8
4:  (pass, err, res) < execTool(sql, db)
5. if pass then MAC-SQL + Deepseek-v3 80.1 77.6
6: break GBV-SQL + Deepseek-v3 (ours) 79.6  82.8(15.2%)
7. else GBV-SQL + GPT-40 (ours) 79.7 83.9
3 vals valueRetrieve(q, sql, S, db) GBV-SQL + No Gold Errors 96.5 97.6
9: sql « Refiner(q, sql, S, err, res, vals) .
100 endif Table 2: The EX results on the Spider dev and test sets. Im-
11:  count « count + 1 provements relative to MAC-SQL+Deepseek-v3 are shown
12: end while in parentheses. The “No Gold Errors” designation indi-
13: cates evaluation on a cleaned subset of the benchmark, from
14: return sql which entries with quality issues have been removed.

cross-domain generalization across its over 200 databases
(e.g., f1ight_2), and the more challenging BIRD (Li et al.
2023b), to test performance against real-world complexity
involving noisy data and external knowledge. While Spi-
der 2.0 (Lei et al. 2024) is an important industry-oriented
evolution, its complexity in long-context understanding and
multi-tool usage currently hinders a clear evaluation of our
semantic validation mechanism. We plan to adapt GBV-SQL
for such enterprise scenarios in future work.

Baseline In our experiments, we compare our proposed
method GBV-SQL against a wide range of ICL-based meth-
ods, including DIN-SQL (Pourreza and Rafiei 2023), DAIL-
SQL (Gao et al. 2024a), MAC-SQL (Wang et al. 2025),
MAG-SQL (Xie, Wu, and Zhou 2024), SuperSQL (Li et al.
2024a), and CogSQL (Yuan et al. 2025).

Evaluation Metrics We evaluate our framework using
two metrics: execution accuracy and valid efficiency score.
Execution accuracy (EX) is defined as the proportion
of predicted SQL queries whose execution results exactly
match those of the ground-truth SQL. The valid efficiency
score (VES), introduced by the BIRD dataset, jointly con-

siders the correctness and execution efficiency of generated
SQL. The efficiency score (related to execution time) is cal-
culated only if the predicted and real SQL results match;
otherwise, the score is 0.

Implementation Details Our experiments primarily use
Deepseek-v3 as the backbone large language model, ac-
cessed through the Deepseek API. For supplementary val-
idation, we also employ GPT-40 via the OpenAl API. The
temperature for both models is set to 0. In our SQLChecker
module, the maximum number of repair iterations is set to 3.
Our multi-agent architecture draws inspiration from MAC-
SQL. Our method is capable of handling moderately com-
plex queries, covering scenarios that involve both single and
multiple tables.

4.2 Main Result

BIRD Result The results in Table 1 show that our method
significantly enhances the performance of the Deepseek
baseline. Using the Deepseek-v3 model, GBV-SQL achieves
an EX of 63.23% on the BIRD dev dataset, which is a 5.8%
improvement over MAC-SQL that also uses the Deepseek
model, and even surpasses numerous methods that use



GPT-4. This highlights the effectiveness of GBV-SQL in
Text2SQL tasks.

Spider Result Table 2 shows the performance of our
framework and baseline methods on the Spider dataset.
GBV-SQL achieves execution accuracies of 79.6% and
82.8% on the Spider dev and test sets, respectively. On the
test set, our method outperforms the MAC-SQL baseline by
a notable 5.2% when using the same Deepseek-v3 model,
achieving performance comparable to methods that rely on
GPT-4. However, the performance on the dev set is unex-
pectedly lower than anticipated. This discrepancy motivates
a deeper investigation into the nature of the execution fail-
ures, which reveals that the issue stems not from our model’s
capabilities but from what we identify as “Gold Errors”: per-
vasive quality issues within the benchmark’s ground-truth
data itself, as detailed in the following section.

4.3 Error Analysis

A rigorous manual review of all items that failed execution
on the Spider benchmark reveals the overwhelming majority
of failures are not caused by our model but by inherent qual-
ity issues in the dataset. Consequently, we develop a novel
framework for classifying these gold-standard errors.

Gold Error Identification To ensure an objective and re-
producible analysis, we establish a rigorous protocol to au-
dit the quality of each data item. The process is conducted
by three SQL-proficient graduate students. Initially, two stu-
dents independently inspect and classify potential quality is-
sues in every data item according to our proposed typology
(Figure 5), achieving a substantial inter-annotator agreement
(Cohen’s Kappa = 0.86). A third student then adjudicates all
disagreements to make the final classification, ensuring the
reliability of our findings.

A New Typology of Gold Errors While prior research has
acknowledged the existence of data quality problems, a clear
and systematic classification has been absent. We address
this gap by introducing a new standard that categorizes Gold
Errors into three distinct types based on a comprehensive
analysis of recurring issues:

* Type A (SQL-Side Errors): Covers all errors originat-
ing from the gold SQL itself, assuming the NLQ is valid.
This includes semantic errors where the query fails to
correctly or optimally represent the user’s intent, as well
as syntactic errors that prevent the query from executing.

e Type B (NLQ-Side Errors): Includes all cases where
the NLQ itself is the source of the problem. This covers
questions that are ambiguous, underspecified, logically
flawed, or unanswerable with the given database.

* Type C (Database Errors): Signifies errors found within
the database itself, such as flawed schema design or in-
consistent and “dirty” data values.

As detailed in Figure 5, each primary category is further par-
titioned into a granular hierarchy of subcategories.

Model Simple Mod. Chall. Total

GBV-SQL + Deepseek-v3  69.51 54.62 50.69  63.23
w/o Planner 68.76 5398 45.83 62.13())
w/o SQLGenerator 67.78 53.76 48.61 61.73 ()

w/o Human-like CoT 66.70 5290 51.39 61.08({)
w/o SQL2TextValidator 68.54 52.69 47.92 61.80(])
w/o SQLChecker 66.49 49.89 4722 59.65()

Table 3: Ablation of GBV-SQL on the BIRD’s dev set. Mod.
and Chall. stand for Moderate and Challenging, respectively.

Analysis of Gold Errors in Spider Our analysis of the
Spider dev set uncovers a significant number of “Gold Er-
rors” (i.e., errors in the ground-truth labels), with 183 in-
stances found in samples our model failed (EX=0) and 62
in those it passed (EX=1). Figure 6 provides a quantitative
breakdown of the various Gold Error categories within these
failed samples. A prominent example is the data contamina-
tion within the £1ight_2 database, which is illustrated in
Figure 7; here, extraneous spaces in TEXT attributes cause
many official Gold SQL queries to fail, whereas our method
correctly handles such “dirty data”. After manually correct-
ing for these dataset flaws, we find that only 37 were genuine
model failures. Consequently, re-evaluating on a “clean”
subset improves our model’s execution accuracy to 96.5%
on the dev set and 97.6% on the test set (Table 2, “No Gold
Errors” row). This finding highlights how benchmark quality
issues can mask true model performance, a problem that ap-
pears widespread, as a preliminary analysis on a 10% strat-
ified sample of the BIRD dev set indicates over 30% of its
items contain similar Gold Errors, corroborating recent stud-
ies (Shen et al. 2025; Yang et al. 2025). Further details of our
Spider test set analysis are available in the supplementary
material due to space limitations.

4.4 Ablation Study

Table 3 presents our ablation study on the BIRD dev set.
“w/o Planner/SQLGenerator” indicates replacement with
MAC-SQL’s modules, while other variants remove the spec-
ified component. “w/o Human-like CoT” indicates replac-
ing the chain-of-thought prompting with a standard zero-
shot prompt. The results confirm that each component of
the GBV-SQL framework is integral, as removing any one
of them degrades overall performance. Notably, ablating the
SQLChecker, which handles final formatting and executabil-
ity analysis, causes the most significant performance drop.
This underscores the profound impact of query executability
and proper formatting on the current execution based (EX)
evaluation paradigm.

4.5 Discussion

The standard Text2SQL evaluation compares the execution
results of predicted queries against gold queries, a process
highly susceptible to dataset quality. For instance, an am-
biguous natural language question can render a single gold
SQL query insufficient for reliable judgment. Likewise, a
correct question paired with a flawed gold SQL will still



Al: Suboptimal SQL Representation

A. SQL Semantic
Mismatch Errors

A2: Incorrect Semantic & Logical
Implementation

A3: Syntactic & Execution Errors

New Gold Error
Classification

The SQL captures the basic intent of
the NLQ but is not the optimal or most
standard representation.

A2.1: Incorrect Table/Column Selection

A2.2: Incorrect JOIN Logic
A2.3: Improper Query Conditions

A2.4: Incorrect Aggregation/Grouping
Logic

A2.5: Incorrect Value Usage

A2.6: Nuanced Implementation Errors
A2.7: Incorrect Sorting Logic

A2.8: Deduplication Errors

A3.1: Syntax Errors

A3.2: Schema Mismatch

B1.1: Lexical/Semantic Ambiguity
B1.2: Syntactic Ambiguity

B1.3: Schema-Induced Ambiguity

B2.1: Implicit Assumptions

B2.2: Ambiguous JOIN Decisions

The ion is logically

B1: Ambiguity

B. Flawed Natural

Language Questit B2: L & Implicit
Assumptions
B3: or Self-Ci ictory
Questions

C1: Dirty Data
C. Database Errors
C2: Deficient Schema Design

or requests information unavailable in
the database.

The database contains erroneous or
inconsistent data.

The database's schema has structural
or design flaws.

The SQL uses incorrect tables/columns or omits necessary ones.
The SQL's join types or conditions are incorrect.

The SQL's "WHERE’ or "HAVING' filtering logic is incorrect, redundant,
or missing.

The SQL's aggregate functions or 'GROUP BY" clauses are used
incorrectly.

The SQL hardcodes incorrect literal values in its conditions.
A2.6.1: Improper handling of NULL values

A2.6.2: Issues from implicit data type conversions

The SQL's sorting column or direction ("ASC’/°DESC’) is incorrect.

The "DISTINCT" keyword is either missing when required or used
unnecessarily.

The SQL query itself contains syntax errors and cannot be parsed.

The SQL references tables or columns that do not exist in the
database schema.

A word or phrase in the question has multiple valid meanings.

The grammatical structure of the question allows for multiple parse
trees.

A term in the question can map to multiple elements in the database
schema.

The question lacks necessary details, forcing the annotator to make a
subjective assumption.

The question does not clearly specify how tables should be joined.

Figure 5: The new Gold Error Classification.
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Figure 6: The distribution of Gold Error types in the Spider’s
dev set with EX=0.

yield an inaccurate EX score. More critically, database-level
errors can cause substantial deviations in evaluation. There-
fore, we strongly urge the community to place greater em-
phasis on the integrity of Text2SQL benchmarks, adopting
a more rigorous approach to their creation and maintenance.
Benchmarks should not be treated as static, infallible stan-
dards, but as dynamic entities that require continuous vali-
dation, correction, and versioning.

INTEGER  FlightNo PK r===3 TEXT AirportCode PK
==

INTEGER  Airline PK | : TEXT AirportName
|

TEXT SourceAirport  FK ——J: TEXT City
i

TEXT DestAirport TEXT Country

| e | -

CountryAbbrew

TEXT Airline ‘APG’ ‘Aberdeen’  ‘Phillips AAF’
TEXT Abbreviation ‘ABR’ ‘Aberdeen’  ‘Municipal’
TEXT Country
‘APG’ L S S ]
| Empty Result!
“asy APG fR=AUAL St

SELECT AirportCode, AirportName FROM AIRPORTS WHERE city = "Anthony" *

SELECT City, Country FROM AIRPORTS WHERE AirportName = "Alton" *

SELECT T1.City FROM AIRPORTS AS T1 JOIN FLIGHTS AS T2 ON T1.AirportCode
= T2.DestAirport GROUP BY T1.City ORDER BY count(*) DESC LIMIT 1
A 4

Figure 7: An example of (Cl:Dirty Data) from database
flight_2 in Spider’s dev set.

5 Conclusion

This paper investigates the problem of semantic inconsis-
tency in Text2SQL, proposing GBV-SQL, a novel multi-
agent framework using Guided Generation and SQL2Text
Back-translation Validation. The method achieves a 5.8%
accuracy improvement on the BIRD benchmark. To bet-
ter assess our model’s capabilities, we analyze the Spider
dataset using our proposed “Gold Error” typology. This
analysis reveals that most prediction failures stem from



benchmark flaws rather than model deficiencies. This re-
evaluation on valid subsets elevates GBV-SQL’s effective
accuracy to 96.5% and 97.6% on the Spider dev and test sets,
respectively. Our work, therefore, offers a promising frame-
work for semantic fidelity and a methodology for benchmark
curation, suggesting future research directions in automated
dataset validation and the extension of this validation mech-
anism to other complex reasoning tasks.
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