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Abstract

Curriculum learning has been used to improve
the quality of text generation systems by order-
ing the training samples according to a particu-
lar schedule in various tasks. In the context of
data-to-text generation (DTG), previous stud-
ies used various difficulty criteria to order the
training samples for monolingual DTG. These
criteria, however, do not generalize to the cross-
lingual variant of the problem and do not ac-
count for noisy data. We explore multiple cri-
teria that can be used for improving the per-
formance of cross-lingual DTG systems with
noisy data using two curriculum schedules. Us-
ing the alignment score criterion for ordering
samples and an annealing schedule to train the
model, we show increase in BLEU score by up
to 4 points, and improvements in faithfulness
and coverage of generations by 5-15% on av-
erage across 11 Indian languages and English
in 2 separate datasets. We make code and data
publicly available1.

1 Introduction

Data-to-text generation (DTG) is the task of trans-
forming structured data, such as fact triples and ta-
bles into natural language (Reiter and Dale, 2000).
Cross-lingual DTG (XDTG) is a variant of the
problem where the input data and the generated
natural text are in different languages (Abhishek
et al., 2022). This is of particular relevance for
low-resource languages as it allows input data
from high resource languages such as English to
be leveraged to generate text in low-resource lan-
guages (Cripwell et al., 2023; Singh et al., 2023;
Sagare et al., 2023). Abhishek et al. (2022) cre-
ated the XALIGN dataset using automatic meth-
ods for XDTG from English to various Indian lan-
guages, the first such dataset for this task whereas
the WEBNLG 2023 Challenge (Cripwell et al.,
2023) focused on four under-resourced European

1https://tinyurl.com/yy5w8zu5

Figure 1: Examples of noisy data in the XALIGN
dataset (Abhishek et al., 2022). The input facts are
represented as RDF triples with head, relation and tail
tags (<H>, <R> and <T>). Highlighted text in the refer-
ence cannot be inferred from the input facts.

languages. These datasets tend to be automatically
curated, utilizing methods like machine translation.

However, Dhingra et al. (2019) observed that
automatically curated datasets are prone to being
noisy. A particular problem observed was that of
divergent references where the reference texts de-
viate from the input data. This can manifest as
either including information that cannot be inferred
from the input data or omitting information that is
present in the input data. Two examples of such
noisy samples are shown in Fig. 1.

In this work, we use curriculum learning, where
training samples are presented to the model in a
specific simple-to-difficult order based on certain
criteria, to improve performance of neural methods
for XDTG. The approach has been shown to im-
prove performance of monolingual DTG systems
(Chang et al., 2021) using various difficulty criteria.
The applicability of these approaches to XDTG
however has not been studied as the cross-lingual
setting presents unique challenges. Previous work
has shown that criteria that jointly model both the
input and the target perform better than criteria
based on only one. However, such criteria, defined
for monolingual DTG, cannot be easily adapted
to the cross-lingual setting. Moreover, existing
works only study schedules based on the notion of
increasing difficulty which does not account for po-
tential noise in the data. Curriculum learning with
“annealing” data, that progressively removes ex-
amples of lower quality, has previously been used
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for learning from noisy data in other tasks (Wang
et al., 2018; Hirsch and Tal, 2024), and its utility
for the XDTG task bears further investigation, and
is therefore the focus of our work. To demonstrate
the potential of our method, we use the existing
XALIGN dataset, and also introduce a new cross-
lingual noisy dataset based on the ToTTo dataset
(Parikh et al., 2020) called XTOTTO.

Overall, we make the following contributions in
this paper. (1) We propose the usage of curriculum
learning for the XDTG problem with noisy input
data. (2) We empirically study the behaviour of
two curriculum learning schedules (expanding and
annealing) with various ordering criteria on two
XDTG datasets. (3) We propose a new quality
based cross-lingual criterion (alignment score) and
show that with an annealing approach, it results
in the best performance, evaluating performance
with a combination of automatic metrics including
LLM-based evaluation and human evaluation. (4)
We make code and data publicly available1.

2 Related Work

Various neural approaches have been investigated
for XDTG. Abhishek et al. (2022) put forward
the XALIGN dataset and established baselines us-
ing seq2seq models. Sagare et al. (2023) investi-
gated multilingual pretraining and fact-aware em-
beddings, while Singh et al. (2023) focus on DTG
for long text. Moussallem et al. (2020) used a graph
attention network based encoder and a transformer
decoder to verbalize RDF triples in English, Ger-
man and Russian using the enriched version of the
WEBNLG dataset (Castro Ferreira et al., 2018).

Bengio et al. (2009) showed empirically that
curriculum learning has an effect on both the con-
vergence speed and, in some cases, the quality of
local minima obtained. For text based tasks, n-
gram frequency, token rarity and sentence length
are some criteria used which are based only on the
input or output text (Kocmi and Bojar, 2017; Pla-
tanios et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2020; Chang et al.,
2021). Kocmi and Bojar (2017) also use linguistic
features such as number of coordinating conjunc-
tions. Criteria such as data uncertainty (Zhou et al.,
2020), and edit distances have been used to jointly
consider both the input and output (Chang et al.,
2021). Some methods have also been designed for
generating faithful text from noisy data, such as
loss truncation (Kang and Hashimoto, 2020) and
controlled hallucinations (Filippova, 2020).
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Figure 2: Two curriculum schedules: (a) Expanding
schedule introduces new shards, (b) annealing schedule
removes shards as the training progresses. Each row
represents a training phase.

3 Curriculum Learning Strategy

Annealing vs Expanding Approach. We use a
probabilistic curriculum learning strategy similar
to the one used by Zhang et al. (2018) for ma-
chine translation. The training samples are first
distributed into distinct shards based on the value
of the chosen criterion. The training process is
segmented into different phases, with samples se-
lected from only a subset of shards in a phase. We
experiment with two approaches for selecting the
shards, as shown in Fig. 2. The first is to begin the
training with the shard with the lowest scores, with
shards added in the subsequent phases in ascend-
ing order. We term this the expanding approach.
The annealing approach is based on studies related
to learning from noisy data for other NLG tasks.
Here, the training begins with every shard available
in the first phase and shards with the lowest scores
are removed in subsequent phases. The shards are
shuffled within a specific phase. We choose this
strategy over other curriculum learning strategies
due to its flexible nature, requiring only a modifica-
tion to the sampling strategy.
Curriculum Criteria. We consider two criteria
used by Chang et al. (2021) for monolingual DTG:
sequence length and word rarity. Their soft edit
distance criterion cannot be used for cross-lingual
learning as it relies on exact sequence matching
between the input and reference text. Hence, we
introduce a new cross-lingual criterion to jointly
consider the input and target text: alignment.
(1) Length: Generating longer sentences is more
challenging, as errors made early in the decoding
process propagate further. For a sequence s =
{w1, w2 . . . wN}, dlength(s) = N .
(2) Rarity: This is the sequence probability us-
ing a unigram model. Based on the intuition that
rarer words are harder to generate, rarity implic-
itly encodes information about the frequency of
the words in the sequence, as well as the sequence
length. drarity(s) = −

∑N
k=1 log p(wk) where the

unigram probability of wi is given as p(wi).
(3) Alignment: Singh et al. (2023) and Filippova



Lang
BLEU chrf++

Base LT Length Rarity Alignment Base LT Length Rarity Alignment
E A E A E A E A E A E A

X
A

L
IG

N
as 12.60 8.14 10.26 8.22 8.19 7.20 7.59 11.53 34.81 26.54 31.99 28.33 29.04 29.50 29.17 33.43
bn 48.03 44.33 43.13 68.05 38.65 67.76 42.78 64.78 74.30 67.99 68.40 42.87 82.10 81.89 67.47 83.86
en 46.39 41.33 45.42 42.20 46.06 43.45 39.59 48.63 64.37 59.29 59.54 55.84 60.80 56.93 55.91 64.41
gu 21.70 10.45 18.11 21.43 19.11 22.23 19.13 22.83 49.24 37.29 45.46 45.99 45.57 47.23 43.56 51.17
hi 41.75 36.29 41.82 42.80 38.88 47.43 39.90 46.41 66.46 60.70 64.76 63.66 62.96 65.96 63.68 67.17
kn 9.14 3.95 7.37 10.66 7.69 12.14 7.82 12.70 45.09 32.24 39.32 40.28 39.10 41.54 38.51 46.58
ml 25.71 22.14 25.38 24.91 25.08 26.21 24.57 28.50 56.26 49.24 53.97 52.20 52.09 52.75 50.32 56.94
mr 24.81 15.09 25.31 27.23 23.62 27.98 25.42 28.90 56.66 46.34 52.06 50.89 50.56 52.11 49.88 58.35
or 44.09 31.68 32.15 26.90 36.23 32.00 35.30 42.93 68.19 53.11 57.80 49.28 58.71 53.70 58.61 64.61
pa 25.71 13.92 19.29 27.70 21.46 27.44 23.65 29.25 50.61 38.51 44.38 46.06 44.68 46.57 44.55 52.16
ta 18.92 8.97 16.83 19.66 13.02 18.93 21.25 22.22 54.12 43.46 52.16 51.81 46.42 54.22 53.36 59.12
te 13.34 6.64 10.70 13.27 11.21 14.37 10.45 15.56 50.03 38.90 44.90 44.64 43.69 46.33 42.95 50.99
Avg 27.06 20.05 24.61 28.60 23.56 29.65 24.59 31.18 55.77 46.45 51.52 51.95 50.19 53.29 50.05 57.77

X
T

O
T

T
O

as 19.11 10.26 16.77 20.03 17.38 19.76 15.68 20.24 46.11 32.36 44.85 41.44 44.75 43.55 43.16 47.82
bn 19.03 11.60 17.69 19.65 18.16 19.89 16.70 20.70 49.10 35.80 47.80 44.38 47.86 46.29 46.74 50.16
en 27.33 16.61 27.46 29.43 28.86 29.51 26.28 32.43 50.01 30.35 49.58 46.75 51.14 48.61 47.85 51.94
gu 21.86 13.44 21.56 24.05 22.00 24.14 18.77 25.14 47.78 32.85 46.29 43.15 46.54 44.63 44.21 48.13
hi 23.32 13.08 21.70 24.35 23.14 25.35 19.88 25.87 47.66 32.61 46.59 43.42 47.15 45.24 44.63 48.62
kn 20.05 9.17 18.45 19.37 19.73 20.71 16.84 20.97 50.24 34.84 48.50 45.49 48.88 47.48 47.11 51.36
ml 18.00 7.53 15.84 18.31 16.73 19.19 14.78 19.82 45.98 28.36 43.40 41.38 44.20 42.87 42.13 46.57
mr 18.65 9.75 18.02 20.32 17.96 21.44 16.69 21.23 45.84 30.58 44.01 40.94 44.35 42.80 43.43 46.31
or 15.99 9.59 15.59 17.54 14.35 17.62 13.78 17.23 44.88 31.94 43.22 41.22 42.88 41.94 42.15 45.60
ta 21.04 10.82 18.56 22.53 19.99 21.72 16.58 22.90 49.10 34.40 47.01 45.59 47.86 46.60 45.48 50.31
te 18.90 8.61 17.09 19.45 17.43 19.75 15.13 20.75 49.30 32.29 46.93 44.67 47.08 46.19 45.16 49.88
Avg 20.30 10.95 18.98 21.37 19.61 21.73 17.37 22.48 47.82 32.40 46.20 43.49 46.61 45.11 44.73 48.79

Table 1: BLEU and chrf++ scores for XALIGN and XTOTTO datasets using models trained without curriculum
learning - baseline method (base) and loss truncation (LT), and trained using curriculum learning with sequence
length, word rarity and alignment criteria with expanding (E) and annealing (A) schedules.

(2020) showed that quantifying the alignment be-
tween input facts and reference texts can be used to
improve the quality of generation in XDTG when
the reference text is partially aligned. They train a
binary classifier to classify fact-text pairs as having
complete or partial alignment using a small, man-
ually annotated dataset. Labels are then assigned
to each example based on confidence scores of this
classifier.. We propose using this confidence score
as the criterion for ordering the samples. We call
this criterion the alignment score. For XALIGN,
we train a MURIL model (Khanuja et al., 2021)
using data and code from Singh et al. (2023)2. For
XTOTTO, we use GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023) to anno-
tate samples for partial and complete alignment.

4 Experimental Setup

We perform experiments on two datasets: XALIGN

and XTOTTO. XALIGN has 0.45M cross-lingual
fact-text pairs in 13 languages: English (en), and
12 Indian languages: Assamese (as), Bangla (bn),
Gujarati (gu), Hindi (hi), Kannada (kn), Malayalam
(ml), Marathi (mr), Odia (or), Punjabi (pa), Tamil
(ta), Telugu (te). XALIGN was automatically gen-
erated by aligning facts represented as RDF triples
from Wikidata to sentences from Wikipedia using
transfer learning. This results in partially aligned
data containing noisy samples. Test set has 5042
manually annotated samples.

2https://github.com/bhavyajeet/XFLT

We also construct a new XDTG dataset based
on the ToTTo dataset called XTOTTO. We use the
round-trip translation strategy used by Zhu et al.
(2019). Given a data-text pair (D,T ), we first trans-
late T into the target language L, and then back to
English to obtain T̂ . Then, cross-lingual pairs with
ROUGE1(T, T̂ ) > R1 and ROUGE2(T, T̂ ) > R2

are selected. We use the 3.3B NLLB model (NLLB
Team et al., 2022) to translate the texts in the
XALIGN languages except Punjabi, which NLLB
does not support. Since XTOTTO is based on the
noisy annotations in the ToTTo dataset, XTOTTO

also inherits the noise. We report scores on the
validation set as the test set is hidden. XTOTTO

has ∼817K train and ∼90K validation samples.
For every curriculum criterion, we performed ex-

periments with both expanding as well as annealing
schedule. We train baseline models without a cur-
riculum learning strategy, and also compare the per-
formance of our proposed approach with loss trun-
cation (Kang and Hashimoto, 2020). This method
involves dropping examples that have losses above
a certain quantile estimate during gradient descent.

We train mT5 (Xue et al., 2021)-small models
with 300M parameters. Appendix B provides de-
tailed hyper-parameter settings.

5 Results and Analysis

Standard Generation Metrics. Table 1 shows that
for both datasets, an annealing schedule with align-
ment criterion (ALG-ANN) results in the model

https://github.com/bhavyajeet/XFLT


XALIGN XTOTTO
Loss Truncation Baseline Alignment (ALG-ANN) Loss Truncation Baseline Alignment (ALG-ANN)

Fl. Fa. Cov. Fl. Fa. Cov. Fl. Fa. Cov. Fl. Fa. Cov. Fl. Fa. Cov. Fl. Fa. Cov.
as 0.60 0.25 1.44 0.86 0.28 1.64 0.83 0.38 1.84 0.70 0.16 2.34 0.93 0.39 2.56 0.95 0.40 2.52
bn 0.86 0.41 1.46 0.95 0.51 1.43 0.90 0.67 1.60 0.63 0.16 2.46 0.92 0.35 2.60 0.94 0.38 2.58
en 0.76 0.23 2.41 0.89 0.45 2.50 0.87 0.55 2.72 0.54 0.24 2.33 0.94 0.38 2.53 0.93 0.43 2.53
gu 0.81 0.37 1.83 0.81 0.45 1.95 0.87 0.66 2.23 0.78 0.22 2.48 0.94 0.34 2.58 0.96 0.38 2.59
hi 0.88 0.53 1.96 0.95 0.52 2.01 0.94 0.63 2.03 0.68 0.17 2.19 0.93 0.31 2.56 0.95 0.34 2.55
kn 0.72 0.33 1.76 0.78 0.39 1.82 0.77 0.54 2.30 0.68 0.13 2.39 0.92 0.36 2.57 0.96 0.38 2.59
ml 0.82 0.52 1.58 0.94 0.47 1.72 0.98 0.70 1.87 0.58 0.14 2.25 0.89 0.32 2.53 0.92 0.34 2.55
mr 0.70 0.38 1.85 0.88 0.41 1.98 0.89 0.55 2.13 0.69 0.20 2.34 0.93 0.33 2.56 0.95 0.37 2.55
or 0.70 0.38 2.19 0.94 0.30 2.26 0.97 0.52 2.53 0.67 0.21 2.48 0.90 0.43 2.54 0.93 0.47 2.56
pa 0.75 0.34 1.96 0.77 0.40 2.07 0.74 0.55 2.40 —– —– XTOTTO does not have Punjabi (pa) samples.—– —–
ta 0.78 0.40 1.65 0.87 0.49 1.75 0.85 0.66 1.80 0.52 0.12 2.32 0.90 0.28 2.52 0.92 0.30 2.50
te 0.74 0.36 1.83 0.83 0.36 1.88 0.87 0.54 2.17 0.63 0.18 2.19 0.90 0.32 2.55 0.93 0.35 2.55
Avg 0.76 0.38 1.79 0.87 0.43 1.88 0.87 0.58 2.08 0.65 0.18 2.34 0.92 0.34 2.55 0.94 0.38 2.55

Table 2: Fluency, faithfulness and coverage using GPT4-based evaluation. See Appendix D for example outputs.

with the highest BLEU and chrf++ scores. How-
ever, using length and rarity for ordering samples
results in worse performance than the baseline
method without curriculum learning. Perhaps, this
is due to the inability of these criteria to deal with
noisy data. Loss truncation leads to lowest scores,
indicating its inefficacy in dealing with multilin-
gual data. For both datasets and all ordering crite-
ria, annealing schedule results in better scores than
expanding schedule. While curriculum learning
typically relies on the assumption that the perfor-
mance of the model increases if “difficult” data is
slowly added during training, the trend suggests
that with noisy data it is important to refine training
with highest quality data as the training progresses.
LLM Evaluation. Traditional automatic metrics
are inadequate to measure nuanced aspects which
are important for XDTG evaluation. Recent works
have shown that LLM-based evaluation is consis-
tent with expert human evaluation (Chiang and Lee,
2023). Hence, we use GPT-4 to evaluate our pro-
posed method across three parameters: Fluency
(Fl.), Faithfulness (Fa.) and Coverage (Cov.). Fl.
and Fa. are on a scale of 0-1. Cov measures
number of covered facts. Detailed prompts are
in Appendix C. Table 2 compares best curriculum
learning model (ALG-ANN) with baseline and loss
truncation methods. Both baseline and ALG-ANN

result in fluent text. However, ALG-ANN results
in higher faithfulness and coverage. In XALIGN,
it results in 15% absolute increase in Fa. and 0.4
higher Cov. The difference in less pronounced in
XTOTTO, with 4% absolute increase in Fa. but
similar Cov. While XALIGN was annotated by hu-
mans for alignment, GPT-4 was used to annotate
XTOTTO which could be responsible for the nar-
rower improvement. Further, XTOTTO requires
greater reasoning over cells, making the task more
challenging than XALIGN.
Human Evaluation. 100 sample generations of

Baseline ALG-ANN
Fl. Fa. Cov. Fl. Fa. Cov.

XALIGN
en 0.84 0.51 2.55 0.86 0.64 2.61
hi 0.82 0.55 1.92 0.81 0.70 1.93
te 0.78 0.53 1.42 0.80 0.68 1.57

XTOTTO
en 0.87 0.53 2.50 0.88 0.60 2.52
hi 0.76 0.42 2.21 0.78 0.47 2.24
te 0.72 0.36 2.13 0.77 0.42 2.33

Table 3: Human evaluation results.

our ALG-ANN method and the baseline are anno-
tated by 3 annotators for en, hi and te due to avail-
ability constraints for expert annotators for other
langs. Table 3 shows that ALG-ANN outperforms
baseline in all three metrics. In XALIGN, the av-
erage faithfulness of generated texts increases by
14%, while in XTOTTO it increases by 6%. Human
evaluation results also reveal that LLM-based eval-
uation overestimates the coverage of the generated
texts, while underestimating their faithfulness. The
higher coverage can be explained by the inability
of GPT-4 to accurately extract the facts from the
text, especially for multilingual data, while also
often counting incorrectly verbalized data. Further,
GPT-4 is stricter than human evaluators at marking
examples as containing unsupported information.
See Appendix D for example outputs.

6 Conclusion

We show that using curriculum learning with noisy
data in a cross-lingual setting results in promising
improvements in quality of XDTG. We show that
standard difficulty based criteria are not suited for
this task. Instead, our novel quality based crite-
rion (alignment) when combined with an annealing
schedule where as the training progresses the model
is exposed to only the highest quality data results
in the best performing model. An increase in au-
tomatic metrics (BLEU and chrf++) is observed,
along with improvement in quality attributes as
measured by both LLMs and human evaluation.
The generated text is more fluent, is more faithful,
and covers a greater amount of the input facts.



7 Limitations

The proposed alignment criterion requires annotat-
ing data-text pairs for alignment. While we demon-
strate its potential when obtained using an LLM,
the improvement in performance is smaller than
that obtained using human annotations.

Further, while we investigate the problem of
data-to-text generation, several other tasks such
as headline generation, abstractive summarization
etc. require text-grounded generation. These could
also benefit from the method, and would establish
its generalizability to other tasks.

8 Ethical Considerations

While our method considers the noisy nature of the
data, the risk of generating hallucinatory text exists
as with any other neural NLG system. Applying
ideas from works focusing on reducing hallucina-
tions could benefit the system.

The XALIGN V2 dataset is released under the
MIT license on GitHub3. The dataset contains 12
languages, which are shown in Appendix Table 4.
The TOTTO dataset is released under the Creative
Commons Share-Alike 3.0 license on Github4.

mT5-small model5 is also publicly released un-
der Apache License 2.0.
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A Language Codes

The language codes are shown in Table 4.
Language Code Language
as Assamese
bn Bangla
en English
gu Gujarati
hi Hindi
kn Kannada
ml Malayalam
mr Marathi
or Odia
pa Punjabi
ta Tamil
te Telugu

Table 4: Language codes of the languages included in
the XALIGN and XTOTTO datasets

B Hyper-parameters for Reproducibility

We train mT5 (Xue et al., 2021)-small models with
300M parameters. We use Adafactor optimizer
with an initial learning rate of 0.001, with a linear
decaying schedule. For curriculum learning, the
data was divided into 8 shards for all languages.
For all experiments, the model with the lowest val-
idation loss was picked. Also, we used ROUGE
thresholds R1 = 0.70 and R2 = 0.35.

C LLM Prompts

C.1 Alignment annotation prompt

*** OBJECTIVE ***
You are provided with data and the corresponding
verbalization of the data. The data is from NAME

dataset which is a data-to-text dataset. The texts are
in #lang# and the data in English. Your task is deter-
mine if the alignment between the data and the text
is PARTIAL or COMPLETE. PARTIAL alignment
means that the text is not faithful to the input text
and it contains extra information that is not present
in the data. COMPLETE alignment means that the
table is sufficient to infer the text, and the text con-
tains no extra information. Focus on the meaning
of the text rather than exact phrasing or verbiage;
the task may require reasoning over the data, so not
everything needs to be explicitly verbalized.

C.2 LLM-evaluation prompt

*** OBJECTIVE ***
You are an expert for evaluating the quality of out-
puts generated by an NLG system for data-to-text
generation. In this task, you will be given a pair
of input data and the corresponding output for this.
The data is from the ToTTo dataset, and in the form
of a subtable, with the contents of the cell and its

column header provided as well the title of the page
and the section it belongs to on Wikipedia. You are
required to evaluate the response on the following
three parameters -

1. FLUENCY The fluency is a the measure of
how natural and grammatically correct the text is.
Choose one of three options - "fluent", "mostly
fluent", "not fluent"

2. FAITHFULNESS This is a measure of how
the level of hallucination in the text with respect
to the table. The text should express only infor-
mation supported by the table or by non-expert
background knowledge. - "faithful" - if the text
has NO hallucinations or unsupported information
and requires no expert background knowledge, -
"mostly faithful" - if the text contains NO hallu-
cinations or unsupported information but requires
some background knowledge - "not faithful" - if the
text contains ANY hallucinations or unsupported
information Further, produce the list of phrases that
are hallucinations/unsupported.

3. COVERAGE This is a measure of how much
of the provided data is expressed in the input text.
For this, count the cells that the generated text
covers. Note that the text does not need to explicitly
verbalize the information, and may be in the form
of reasoning over the cells.

D Examples



Lang Source Reference Base Alg-Ann

as <H> k. r. narayanan <R> educated_at <T> university of kerala

ĺতেনৈকেয় কɳ আৰ ুদিৰƲতাৰ মাজত িশǘালাভ কিৰ নাৰায়ণেন ĺকৰালা 
িব˞িবদƟালয়ৰ পৰা Ƶথম ʆানসহ ʇাতেকাȑৰ উȑীণŪ Ļহিছল । ĺতওঁ ĺকৰালা িব˞িবদƟালয়ৰ পৰা ʇাতেকাȑৰ িডƣী লাভ কেৰ ।

ĺতওঁ ĺকৰালা িব˞িবদƟালয়ৰ পৰা ʇাতক িডƣী লাভ 
কিৰিছল ।

bn
<H> wheeler dryden <R> date_of_death <T> 30 september 1957 
<R> place_of_death <T> los angeles Ƭাইেডন ১৯৫৭ সােলর ৩০ĺশ ĺসেȹ˘র লস অƟােǻেলেস মতুৃƟবরণ কেরন ।

৩০ ĺসেȹ˘র, ১৯৫৭ তািরেখ ৬১ বছর বয়েস লস অƟােǻেলেস 
˱ইলার Ƭাইেডেনর ĺদহাবসান ঘেট ।

৩০ ĺসেȹ˘র, ১৯৫৭ তািরেখ লস অƟােǻেলেস তার 
ĺদহাবসান ঘেট ।

en
<H> ehsan adil <R> country_of_citizenship <T> pakistan <R> 
date_of_birth <T> 15 march 1993 <R> occupation <T> cricketer

Ehsan Adil ( born 15 March 1993 ) is a Pakistani international 
cricketer.

Ehsan Adil ( born 15 March 1993 ) is a Pakistani 
cricketer who plays for Peshawar Zalmi.

Ehsan Adil ( born 15 March 1993 ) is a 
Pakistani cricketer.

gu
<H> mukesh <R> ethnic_group <T> kayastha <R> place_of_birth 
<T> new delhi <R> religion <T> hinduism Ⱥકુ°શનો જƛમ �દƣહ� ખાતે �હ�ȳુ કાયƨથ પ�રવારમા ંથયો હતો.

Ⱥકુ°શનો જƛમ ભારતીય �હ�ȳુ ȢુȬંુબમા ંનડ�આદ �જƣલાના 
નડ�આદમા ંઆવેલા કાયƨથ ȢુȬંુબમા ંથયો હતો. Ⱥકુ°શનો જƛમ નવી �દƣહ�મા ંકાયƨથ ȢુȬંુબમા ંથયો હતો.

hi
<H> edward law, 1st earl of ellenborough <R> position_held <T> 
governor-general of india लॉड[ ऐलनबरो भारत के गवन[र जनरल रहे थे ।

उÛहɅ भारत के पहले गवन[र - जनरल याǓन महाराÏयपाल के पद 

पर ǓनयुÈत ͩकया गया था । वे भारत के गवन[र जनरल थे ।

kn
<H> vijay shankar <R> member_of_sports_team <T> india 
national cricket team <R> occupation <T> cricketer ಅವರು §ಾರĦೕಯ ªಾĽĄೕಯ ĔÎ�ೆō ತಂಡ�ಾ´Ė ಆಡು�ಾÃªೆ. ಅವರು §ಾರĦೕಯ ĔÎ�ೆō ತಂಡದ £ಾಯಕªಾĖ¡ಾÅªೆ. §ಾರĦೕಯ ĔÎ�ೆō ತಂಡ�ೆ´ ಆಡು�ಾÃªೆ.

ml <H> unni mary <R> date_of_birth <T> 12 march 1962 1962 മാർ�് 12 - ന് ജനി�á.
1962 മാർ�് 12 ന് േകരള³ിെല ഒരു ഇട³രം 
കുടുംബ³ിലാണ് ഉ­ി േമരി ജനി�ത്. 1962 മാർ�് 12 നാണ് ഉ­ി േമരി ജനി�ത്.

mr

<H> tarja halonen <R> date_of_birth <T> 24 december 1943 
<R> place_of_birth <T> helsinki <R> position_held <T> president 
of finland

ताया[ हेलोनेन ( ; जÛमः २४ ͫडसɅबर १९४३, हेलͧसकंȧ ) हȣ ͩफनलंड 

देशाची माजी राçĚाÚय¢ आहे.
Ǒटराना हॉलोन ( २४ ͫडसɅबर, इ. स. १९४३ःहेलͧसकंȧ, ͩफनलंड - ) हȣ 
ͩफनलंडची ४४वा राçĚाÚय¢ आहे.

ǐरझा हालोन ( २४ ͫडसɅबर, इ. स. १९४३ःहंगेरȣ, ͩफÛãयांड 

- ) हȣ ͩफÛãयांडची राçĚाÚय¢ आहे.

or
<H> jnanee debasish mishra <R> award_received <T> yuva 
puraskar <QR> point_in_time <QT> 2016

େସ ୨୦୧୬ମସିହାେର " େକନ୍ଦ୍ର ସାହିତ୍ଯ଼ ଏକାେଡମୀ " ଯୁବ ପୁରସ୍କାର ପାଇଁ 
େଯାଗ୍ଯ଼ ବିେବଚିତ େହାଇଛନ୍ତି ।

୨୦୧୬ ମସିହାେର େସ େକନ୍ଦ୍ର ସାହିତ୍ଯ଼ ଏକାେଡମୀ ଯୁବ ପୁରସ୍କାର ଲାଭ 
କରିଥିେଲ ।

୨୦୧୬ ମସିହାେର ତାଙ୍କୁ ଯୁବ ପୁରସ୍କାରେର ସମ୍ମାନିତ 
କରାଯାଇଥିଲା ।

pa
<H> bindu a. bambah <R> educated_at <T> university of chicago 
<QR> point_in_time <QT> 1983

ਉਸਨĂ  1983 ਿਵੱਚ ਿ©ਕਾਗੋ ਯੂਨੀਵਰਿਸਟੀ ਤ� ਪੀਐ{ਚਡੀ ਦੀ ਿਡਗਰੀ ਹਾਿਸਲ 

ਕੀਤੀ ।
ਉਸਨĂ  ਿ©ਕਾਗੋ ਯੂਨੀਵਰਿਸਟੀ ਤ� 1983 ਿਵੱਚ ਮਾਸਟਰ ਦੀ ਿਡਗਰੀ ਪ�ਾਪਤ 

ਕੀਤੀ ।
ਉਸਨĂ  1983 ਿਵੱਚ ਿ©ਕਾਗੋ ਯੂਨੀਵਰਿਸਟੀ ਤ� ਗ�ੈਜੂ. ©ਨ ਕੀਤੀ 
।

ta <H> stephanie luzie <R> date_of_birth <T> 06 april 1974

இவƫ 1974ஆ� ஆz� ஏ~ர� திuக� 6ஆ� ேததி 

ப�ற|தாƫ.
�ெடஃபன� µசி ( ப�ற~©ஃ ஏ~ர� 6,1974 ) ஒ¯ 
அெமƬtக நாy� ந�ைக ஆவாƫ.

இவƫ 1974 ஆ� ஆz� ஏ~ர� மாத� 6 
ஆ� நா� ப�ற|தாƫ.

te
<H> rajendra keshavlal shah <R> date_of_death <T> 02 january 
2010 <R> place_of_death <T> mumbai

అతను 2010 జనవĸ� 2 న మ�ంబ·ౖలĐ మరణ�ంĨ�డ¦. ĸాజÃందƔ ĥÃశĺాų Ƚ ȍా 2 జనవĸ� 2010 న మ�ంబ·ౖలĐ మరణ�ంĨ�డ¦.

ĸాజÃందƔ ĥÃశĺాų Ƚ ȍా 2 జనవĸ� 2010 న మ�ంబ·ౖలĐ 

మరణ�ంĨ�డ¦.

Table 5: Some examples of generation from XALIGN using the best performing model compared to baseline model

Lang Source Reference Base Alg-Ann

as

<page_title> List of waterfalls of Scotland </page_title> 
<section_title> A </section_title> <table> <cell> Avich Falls 
<col_header> Waterfall name </col_header> </cell> </table> এিভচ জলƵপাত, ɾটেলȉৰ এটা জলƵপাত। এই জলƵপাত Ļহেছ ɾটেলȉৰ সবŪবহৃৎ জলƵপাত । এিভচ ফ'লছ ɾটেলȉৰ এখন জলƵপাত ।

bn

<page_title> Laurent Robinson </page_title> <section_title> 
2007 NFL Draft </section_title> <table> <cell> 4.41 s 
<col_header> 40-yard dash </col_header> </cell> </table> লেরȥ রিবনসন ৪.৪১ ĺসেকেȨ ৪০ গজ ĺদৗেড়িছেলন।

রিবনসন ৪০ গজ ĺদৗেড় ৪. ৪১ ĺসেকেȨর সময় িনেয় িʸতীয় ʆােন 
রেয়েছন । লেরȥ রিবনসন ৪.৪১ ĺসেকেȨ ৪০ গজ ĺদৗেড়িছেলন।

en

<page_title> Dev Patel </page_title> <section_title> Television 
</section_title> <table> <cell> 2012–2014 <col_header> Year 
</col_header> </cell> <cell> The Newsroom <col_header> Title 
</col_header> </cell> <cell> Neal Sampat <col_header> Role 
</col_header> </cell> </table>

Dev Patel appeared as Neal Sampat in The Newsroom (2012–
2014).

He is known for his role as Neal Sampat on the ABC 
soap opera The Newsroom ( 2012-2014 ).

He is known for his role as Neal Sampat on 
The Newsroom ( 2012-2014 ).

gu

<page_title> Mercia Deane-Johns </page_title> <section_title> 
Filmography </section_title> <table> <cell> Unfinished Sky 
</cell> <cell> 2007 </cell> <cell> Barbara </cell> </table>

2007 મા,ં મસ�યા ડ�ન-જહોƛસે અન�ફિનƦડ ƨકાયમા ંબાબ½રાની ȹિૂમકા 
ભજવી હતી. 2007 મા,ં તેણીએ બાબ½રાની ȹિૂમકા ભજવી હતી.

2007 મા,ં ડ�ન - Ԏહોƛસ બાબ½રા તર�ક° અન�ફિનƦડ 

ƨકાઈમા ંદ°ખાયા હતા.

hi

<page_title> List of best-selling singles </page_title> 
<section_title> 7–7.99 million copies </section_title> <table> 
<cell> "Ai Se Eu Te Pego" <col_header> Single </col_header> 
</cell> <cell> 7.2 <col_header> Sales (in millions) 
</col_header> </cell> </table> ऐ से यू त ेपेगो कȧ 7.2 ͧमͧलयन ĤǓतयां ǒबकȧं।

यह 7.2 ͧमͧलयन से अͬधक ĤǓतयां ǒबकȧ हɇ, िजससे यह दǓुनया 
भर मɅ सबसे Ïयादा ǒबकने वालȣ एकल बन गई । 

यह संयुÈत राÏय अमेǐरका मɅ 7.2 ͧमͧलयन ĤǓतयां 
बेचती हɇ ।

kn

<page_title> Donnie Jones </page_title> <section_title> 
Professional statistics </section_title> <table> <cell> 45.4 
<col_header> Y/P </col_header> </cell> </table> �ೋŖÕ 45.4 ©ಾಡ¶�­�ೆಂĨ�ೆ ಪಂō ಸªಾಸĸ ¡ಾಖ¬ೆಯನುÇ ±ಾÄīľದರು.

�ೋŖÕ ತನÇ ವೃĦÃĝೕವನವನುÇ 45.4 ªೊಂĨ�ೆ ಮುĖľದರು, ಇದು 

ಎŖಎŘಎಲÇĹÐ ಎರಡ£ೇ ±ಾÄನದĹÐ¡ೆ ಮತುÃ ಎŖಎŘಎಲÇĹÐ 

ಎರಡ£ೇ ±ಾÄನದĹÐ¡ೆ.

ಅವರು ಪÎĦ ಪಂದÍ�ೆ´ ಸªಾಸĸ 45.4 ©ಾಡ¶�ಳನುÇ 

²ೊಂĨದÅರು.

ml

<page_title> 2004–05 Arsenal F.C. season </page_title> <section_title> 
Matches </section_title> <table> <cell> Norwich City </cell> <cell> 1–4 
</cell> <cell> Arsenal </cell> </table> ಆ±ೆ�ನş 4-1ĸಂದ £ಾĻ�ň ľġಯನುÇ ±ೋĹľತು.

േനാർവി�് സിËിെയ പരാജയെ¿ടു³ിയ 
ആഴ്സണലിെ¼ ര®ാമെ³ ലീഗ് 
മ²രമായിരുºു.

ആഴ്സണൽ േനാർവി�് സിËിെയ 1 - 4ന് 
േതാൽ¿ി�á.

mr

<page_title> Akshaye Khanna </page_title> <section_title> 
Filmography </section_title> <table> <cell> 2007 </cell> <cell> 
Gandhi, My Father </cell> <cell> Harilal Gandhi </cell> </table>

२००७ सालȣ आलेãया गांधी, माय फादर या ͬचğपटात खÛना यांनी हǐरलाल 

गांधी यांची भूͧमका साकारलȣ होती.
२००७ मÚये, ×यांनी हǐरलाल गांधी यांÍया'गांधी, माय फादर'या 
ͬचğपटात अͧभनय ¢ेğात पदाप[ण केले.

२००७ मÚये ×यांनी गांधी, माय फादर या ͬचğपटात 

हǐरलाल गांधीची भूͧमका साकारलȣ.

or

<page_title> Amyntas IV of Macedon </page_title> 
<section_title> References </section_title> <table> <cell> King 
of Macedon 359 BC </cell> </table> ଖ୍ରୀ.ପୂର୍ବ ୩୫୯େର ଅମିନତାସ ଚତୁର୍ଥ ମାେକେଡାନିଆର ରାଜା େହାଇଥିେଲ । େସ ୩୫୯ ଖ୍ରୀଷ୍ଟପୂର୍ବେର ମୃତ୍ଯ଼ୁବରଣ କରିଥିେଲ । େସ ୩୫୯ ଖ୍ରୀଷ୍ଟପୂର୍ବେର ମାେକେଡାନିଆର ରାଜା ଥିେଲ ।

ta

<page_title> 2012–13 Watford F.C. season </page_title> 
<section_title> Pre Season </section_title> <table> <cell> 8–0 
</cell> <cell> Barnet </cell> </table>

2012-13 வாyேபாƫy எஃ~.சி. ப¯வ{தி} அண�t� 
«}னƫ ப¯வ{தி} «த� ெவ�றி, பாƫெனy�t� 
எதிரான ேபாy�ய�� 8-0 எ}ற ெவ�றியா��.

ப¯வ{தி} இ²தி~ ேபாy�ய��, வாyேபாƫy 
பாƫெனyைட 8 0 எ}ற கணtகி� 
ேதா�க�{த¢.

2012 - 13 ப¯வ{தி�, வாyேபாƫy 
பாƫெனyைட 8 - 0 எ}ற கணtகி� 
ேதா�க�{த¢.

te

<page_title> Akmolinsk Oblast (Russian Empire) </page_title> 
<section_title> Ethnic groups in 1897 </section_title> <table> 
<cell> 682,608 <row_header> TOTAL </row_header> </cell> 
</table> 1897 Ĳ�ట�ĥ�, 682,608 మంİ� అĥąũȃȴŸơ ఒబ�ų ɂś  ǵĺాĽిత§ల¡. 1897 జĲ�ĵ� ల»కŐల పƔĥారం, 682,608 మంİ� రషŪనుų  ఉĲ�Ťర .

1897లĐ ఈ ǷƔా ంతంలĐ 682,608 మంİ� ǵĺాĽిత§ల¡ 

ఉĲ�Ťర .

Table 6: Some examples of generation from XTOTTO using the best performing model compared to baseline model
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