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Abstract

Transformer-based models like BERT achieve high
accuracy on Natural Language Inference (NLI) but
require hundreds of millions of parameters and ex-
tensive pretraining. We investigate whether explicit
dependency tree structures can improve parameter
efficiency by providing syntactic inductive bias that
transformers must learn from scratch.

We adapt Graph Matching Networks to operate
on dependency parse trees, creating Tree Match-
ing Networks (TMN), and compare against BERT-
based baselines with matched parameters on SNLI
and SemEval tasks. TMN substantially outper-
forms BERT at small scales with reduced memory
and training requirements, validating that depen-
dency structure provides measurable benefits.

However, we identify a scaling plateau: increas-
ing TMN parameters 600 x yields minimal improve-
ment, indicating that simple aggregation methods
create an architectural bottleneck. These findings
motivate hybrid approaches that preserve struc-
tural benefits while addressing scalability limita-
tions, such as using graph neural networks to pre-
encode dependency trees before transformer-based
aggregation with tree-aware positional encodings.

Introduction

Natural language understanding requires captur-
ing both semantic content and syntactic structure.
Modern transformer-based models like BERT [5]
achieve impressive results on natural language in-
ference (NLI) tasks but require hundreds of mil-
lions of parameters and extensive pretraining. We

investigate whether explicit structural representa-
tions can improve parameter efficiency while main-
taining competitive performance.

Dependency parse trees explicitly encode syntac-
tic relationships as graph edges, potentially pro-
viding inductive biases that reduce learning com-
plexity. Consider the sentence “A dog runs in the
park.” A dependency parser identifies “dog” as the
nominal subject (nsubj) of “runs,” “in” as a prepo-
sitional modifier, and “park” as the object of the
preposition. These relationships are encoded as la-
beled edges in the dependency tree. In contrast,
transformer models must learn these relationships
implicitly from token co-occurrence patterns across
massive corpora.

Research Question

Can graph neural networks operating
on dependency parse trees provide more
parameter-efficient sentence embeddings
than transformer-based models for natural
language inference?

Specifically, we investigate whether Tree Match-
ing Networks (TMN), our adaptation of Graph
Matching Networks [11] to dependency trees, can
outperform BERT at equivalent parameter counts
on natural language inference.

Our Approach

We adapt Graph Matching Networks (GMN) [11]
to operate on linguistic dependency trees with
rich node and edge features. We compare two
architectural paradigms: matching models that
use cross-graph attention between sentence pairs
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(TreeMatchingNet vs BertMatchingNet), and em-
bedding models that process inputs independently
with comparison only at the embedding level
(TreeEmbeddingNet vs BertEmbeddingNet). Both
TMN and BERT models use similar parameter
counts (~36M for TMN, ~41M for BERT) and un-
dergo identical three-phase training: (1) contrastive
pretraining on WikiQS and AmazonQA, (2) task-
specific multi-objective InfoNCE training, and (3)
direct classification fine-tuning.

Key Findings

TreeMatchingNet achieves 60.70% SNLI test ac-
curacy compared to BertMatchingNet’s 35.38%,
demonstrating 1.7x superior performance with
comparable parameter counts. This translates
to improved parameter efficiency: TMN achieves
1.96x better efficiency (1.69% vs 0.86% accuracy
per million parameters). However, we observe a
scaling plateau: increasing TMN parameters from
60K to 36M (600x) yields minimal improvement,
revealing an architectural bottleneck in the aggre-
gation mechanism. Meanwhile, BertMatchingNet
exhibits a failure mode where it predicts every
test example as entailment, suggesting incompat-
ibility between the cross-attention architecture and
BERT’s design.

Contributions

We present an adaptation of Graph Matching Net-
works to linguistic dependency trees with rich fea-
tures combining BERT embeddings, POS tags, and
morphological annotations for natural language in-
ference. Our evaluation compares tree-based GNN
and BERT architectures at matched parameter
counts (~36M) with identical training protocols,
enabling controlled analysis of structural inductive
bias. We identify a scaling plateau where 600x pa-
rameter increases yield minimal improvement, sug-
gesting the aggregation mechanism as an archi-
tectural bottleneck. Through systematic compar-
ison of matching versus embedding architectures,
we isolate the contribution of cross-graph attention
and observe compatibility differences between tree-
based and transformer-based approaches.

Related Work

Natural Language Inference

The Stanford Natural Language Inference (SNLI)
corpus [I] contains 570K sentence pairs labeled as
entailment, contradiction, or neutral. This dataset
has become a standard benchmark for evaluating
semantic understanding in NLP systems. State-of-
the-art models like EFL with RoBERTa-large [21]
achieve approximately 90% accuracy but require
355M parameters. Our goal is to achieve compet-
itive accuracy with substantially fewer parameters
(10x reduction) by leveraging structural inductive
biases rather than relying solely on model scale and
extensive pretraining.

Graph Neural Networks and Graph

Matching

Graph neural networks (GNNs) have emerged as
effective models for learning on structured data
[16]. Modern GNN architectures [12, [9, 20] com-
pute node representations through iterative mes-
sage passing along graph edges, aggregating infor-
mation from local neighborhoods. These models are
permutation-invariant by design and have been suc-
cessfully applied to molecular property prediction,
knowledge graph reasoning, and program analysis.

Graph Matching Networks [11] introduced
a cross-graph attention mechanism for computing
similarity between pairs of graphs. The GMN archi-
tecture consists of three key components: (1) graph
propagation layers that update node representa-
tions via message passing, (2) cross-graph atten-
tion that computes attention-weighted matchings
between nodes in different graphs, and (3) aggrega-
tion that produces graph-level embeddings. GMNs
have been applied to graph edit distance learning,
molecular similarity search, and binary function
similarity analysis.

Our extension: We adapt GMN princi-
ples to linguistic dependency trees, incorporating
domain-specific features (BERT embeddings, POS
tags, morphology) and developing a multi-objective
training protocol for multi-class NLI.

Dependency Parsing for NLU

Dependency trees have been used in NLP for se-
mantic role labeling [7], relation extraction [3], and
machine translation [6]. Early neural approaches



combined dependency structures with neural mod-
els: Recursive neural networks [I7] and Tree-
LSTMs [I9] process parse trees in a bottom-up
fashion, demonstrating that syntactic structure im-
proves semantic representations. However, these
approaches struggled with sequential processing
bottlenecks and limited scalability.

Hybrid
proaches

Ap-

Structure-Transformer

Recent work explores combining dependency struc-
tures with transformers to preserve syntactic in-
ductive bias while achieving scalability. Syntax-
BERT [14] proposes late fusion (applying graph
neural networks to transformer outputs) and joint
fusion (interleaving GNN layers within transformer
blocks). Dependency Transformer Grammars [23]
modify transformer attention masks to simulate
dependency transition systems, encoding syntactic
constraints directly in attention patterns. Stack At-
tention [§] incorporates implicit syntactic structure
through stack operations in attention mechanisms,
learning syntax without explicit parse trees.

These approaches differ from our work in ar-
chitectural positioning: they modify transformer
attention mechanisms or post-process transformer
outputs, while our proposed approach uses graph
neural networks as a preprocessing step to create
structurally-enriched node embeddings that serve
as input to standard transformer aggregation. The
current paper validates that dependency tree struc-
ture provides measurable benefits worth preserving
in such hybrid architectures.

Parameter-Efficient NLP

Growing interest in parameter-efficient NLP has led
to various approaches: knowledge distillation [15]
transfers knowledge from large models to smaller
ones, pruning [I3] removes unnecessary parame-
ters, and efficient architectures like ALBERT [10]
reduce parameters through factorization and shar-
ing. Our approach is complementary: we explore
whether structural inductive biases can reduce pa-
rameter requirements from the ground up, rather
than compressing existing large models.

Distance Metric Learning

Metric learning aims to learn distance functions
that group similar examples together and sepa-
rate dissimilar ones. Siamese networks [2] apply
the same network to two inputs independently and
compute similarity from the resulting embeddings.
These architectures have achieved success in face
verification [4, [I§] and image matching [22].

Our graph matching models differ from standard
Siamese networks: rather than processing inputs in-
dependently and comparing only at the output, we
employ cross-graph attention throughout the prop-
agation process. This enables early information fu-
sion and allows the model to adjust representations
based on what they are being compared to.

Tree-Based Similarity Learning for
Natural Language Inference

Problem Formulation

Natural Language Inference (NLI) involves deter-
mining the relationship between a premise sen-
tence P and hypothesis sentence H, with labels
in {Entailment (+1), Neutral (0), Contradiction
(—=1)}. We use the Stanford Natural Language In-
ference (SNLI) corpus [I] as our primary evaluation
benchmark. SNLI is a standard dataset for evalu-
ating semantic understanding in NLP systems, con-
taining sentence pairs derived from image captions
with crowd-sourced annotations. Performance on
SNLI demonstrates a model’s ability to understand
entailment relationships, which requires capturing
both semantic content and logical reasoning.

For generalization evaluation, we also use the
SemEval Semantic Textual Similarity benchmark,
which frames the task as a 2-class similarity prob-
lem (similar vs dissimilar). This tests whether
structural benefits transfer beyond entailment to
broader semantic similarity judgments.

Data Preparation. Raw text datasets were con-
verted to dependency tree representations using
TMN_DataGen (Section 3.1.1). For large-scale con-
trastive pretraining (WikiQS + AmazonQA), com-
putational constraints limited full-dataset conver-
sion and training: we converted 2.52M training
pairs and randomly sample 600 batches per epoch
(153,600 pairs, batch size 256) without replacement
within each epoch. This sampling strategy pro-
cesses ~6% of the contrastive corpus per epoch.



Table 1: Dataset statistics: original corpus sizes, converted tree counts, and training usage. Contrastive
pretraining uses sampled batches (600/epoch) from the full corpus; primary and fine-tuning stages use

complete datasets.

Original Corpus

Converted to Trees

Dataset Task Training Usage
Train Dev/Test Train Dev/Test

Contrastive Pretraining (Large-Scale Corpus)

WikiQS Question Sim.  ~28.8M - 1,850,142 261,292 / 575,121 600 batches/epoch

AmazonQA Q&A Pairs ~923K — 669,943 83,138 / 85,089 (153,600 samples)

Combined Contrastive Train: 2,520,085

Primary Training and Fine-Tuning (Task-Specific)

SNLI Entailment 550,152 10K / 10K 540,803 9,969 / 9,960 Complete dataset

SemEval Similarity 3,000 750 / 6,750 2,967 750 / 6,638 P

Each epoch uses a different random sample from
the full pool. For task-specific datasets (SNLI, Se-
mEval), we use complete converted datasets with-
out sampling.

Data Processing Pipeline

We developed a custom data processing pipeline
(TMN_DataGen) that transforms raw text into de-
pendency trees with rich linguistic features.

Preprocessing

Text normalization includes Unicode handling, case
preservation, and word boundary detection. We
employ configurable strictness levels (0-3) to handle
varying amounts of noise in different datasets.

Dependency Parsing

We use a multi-parser approach to combine the
strengths of different parsing systems. DiaParser
(based on Electra-base) provides accurate depen-
dency tree structures and dependency relation la-
bels, which form the graph edges in our model.
SpaCy provides complementary linguistic annota-
tions including part-of-speech tags, lemmas, and
morphological features. This multi-parser strategy
leverages DiaParser’s superior accuracy for syntac-
tic structure while benefiting from SpaCy’s compre-
hensive linguistic feature extraction.

Feature Extraction

Each dependency tree node is represented by an
804-dimensional feature vector combining seman-
tic and syntactic information. BERT-base-uncased

provides 768-dimensional contextual word embed-
dings that capture semantic content. Part-of-
speech tags contribute 17 dimensions (one-hot en-
coded categories including NOUN, VERB, ADJ,
ADV, etc.) extracted from SpaCy. Morphological
features contribute 19 dimensions (one-hot encoded
attributes such as Number, Tense, Person, Mood,
etc.) also from SpaCy. Dependency edges are repre-
sented by 70-dimensional one-hot vectors encoding
the dependency relation type (nsubj, dobj, amod,
etc.) provided by DiaParser.

This combination provides both semantic repre-
sentations (BERT embeddings) and explicit syn-
tactic annotations (POS tags, morphology, depen-
dency relations), allowing the model to leverage
both learned distributional semantics and linguis-
tic structure.

Model Architectures

We compare two architectural paradigms - match-
ing (with cross-graph attention) and embedding
(independent processing) - for both tree-based and
transformer-based models.

Tree Matching Network (TreeMatchingNet)

The Tree Matching Network adapts Graph Match-
ing Networks to dependency trees. The architecture
consists of four main components:

1. TreeEncoder: Maps input features to initial
node and edge representations:

WY = MLPpoqe(as), VieV (1)
eij = MLPedge(2i5), V(i,j) € E (2)



The node encoder MLP,yqe transforms input
node features to hidden node states. The edge en-
coder MLPqqe transforms edge features to hidden
edge states.

2. Graph Propagation: We employ 1" propa-
gation layers. Following the GMN architecture [I1],
we use shared propagation parameters across all T’
layers (contrast with unshared variants where each
layer has independent parameters). Each layer per-
forms message passing along tree edges followed by
cross-graph attention:

_— )
_]*)’L

, €i5) (3)
[7 from other graph]

(4)

t
= fmessage(hz(' )a hg
Mj—i = fmatch(hz('t)a hgt))

1
hz(H_ ) — fnode hl(t),zmj%ivz:uj’—n' (5)
J J’
Here, fmessage is an MLP that concatenates

source node, target node, and edge features. The
function fiaten implements cross-graph attention
(detailed below). The function fhoge is a GRU
cell that updates node states based on both within-
graph messages and cross-graph matching signals.

3. Cross-Graph Attention: The cross-graph
attention mechanism computes how well each node
in one graph matches nodes in the other graph:

exp(sim(h{”, n")
S exp(sm(hgt )
Hj—i = aj—n’ : ( hgt ) (7)

Z Hj—i = Z a]_” n (8)
J

Aj—i =

This formulation has a useful property: when
two graphs match perfectly and attention weights
concentrate on the correct matches, Zj Wi —
0, causing the cross-graph communication to van-
ish. Conversely, differences between graphs are
captured in the matching vectors and amplified
through propagation.

4. Graph Aggregation: After propagation, we
aggregate node representations to produce graph-
level embeddings:

Algorithm 1 Tree Matching Network Forward
Pass
Require: Trees T4 and T with node and edge
features
Ensure: Graph embeddings e4,ep € R? where d
is graph representation dimension
Ny, E4 < TreeEncoder(Ty)
Np, Ep < TreeEncoder(Tp)
for layer I =1 to T do
N4, E4 < Propagation;(N, F4) >
Within-graph messages
Np, Ep < Propagation;(Np, Ep)
N4, Np < CrossAttention;(N4, Ng) >
Cross-graph matching
7: end for
8: eq « Aggregator(Ny4)
9: ep < Aggregator(Np)
10: return e4,ep

@

hgraph = MLP¢ (Z o(MLP gaie (h{™)) @ MLP(R{7)

eV
(9)
The gated weighted sum allows the model
to learn which nodes are most important for
the graph-level representation. The final MLPg
projects to the graph representation dimension.
Configuration: Our specific TreeMatchingNet
instantiation uses the hyperparameters shown in
Table This configuration yields approximately
36M parameters total.

Table 2: TreeMatchingNet configuration.

Component Value
Node features 804
Edge features 70
Node state dim 1536
Edge state dim 768
Prop. layers (T') 5 (shared)
Graph rep. dim 2048
Total params ~36M

Tree Embedding Network (TreeEmbed-
dingNet)

The Tree Embedding Network is architecturally
identical to TreeMatchingNet with one difference:
it omits the cross-graph attention mechanism (line

)



6 in Algorithm . Each tree is processed com-
pletely independently, and comparison happens
only at the final embedding level via cosine simi-
larity.

This architecture allows us to isolate the con-
tribution of cross-graph attention versus structural
graph propagation. If TreeEmbeddingNet performs
comparably to TreeMatchingNet, it would suggest
that the structural bias alone is sufficient. Con-
versely, a performance gap would indicate that
cross-graph attention provides additional benefits.

Configuration: TreeEmbeddingNet uses iden-
tical hyperparameters to TreeMatchingNet (Table
, yielding approximately 36M parameters for fair
comparison.

BERT
ingNet)

Matching Network (BertMatch-

To provide a fair transformer baseline, we develop
BertMatchingNet with GMN-style cross-attention.
The architecture consists of a standard BERT en-
coder with cross-attention layers inserted after each
transformer layer. The cross-attention mechanism
uses the same formulation as TreeMatchingNet
(Equations 8-10), enabling information exchange
between sentence A and sentence B representations
during encoding.

Rationale for custom BERT: Using pre-
trained BERT-base would provide an unfair advan-
tage (3.3B words pretraining vs our 7M sentences).
Training from scratch on identical data as TMN en-
sures a controlled comparison. We train a custom
WordPiece tokenizer on the same pretraining data.

Configuration: Our BertMatchingNet configu-
ration is shown in Table |3, We use fewer layers and
smaller hidden dimensions than standard BERT-
base to roughly match TreeMatchingNet’s parame-
ter count, yielding approximately 41M parameters.

Table 3: BertMatchingNet configuration.

Component Value
Vocabulary 5K
Hidden size 1024
Layers 4
Attention heads 16
Intermediate 4096
Max seq. len. 128
Total params ~41M

BERT Embedding Network (BertEmbed-
dingNet)

BertEmbeddingNet is standard BERT without
cross-attention modifications. It serves two pur-
poses: (1) baseline BERT performance without ar-
chitectural modifications, and (2) testing whether
cross-attention helps or hurts BERT. It processes
sentences independently and compares their [CLS]
token representations via cosine similarity.

Configuration: BertEmbeddingNet uses the
same hyperparameters as BertMatchingNet (Table
, yielding approximately 41M parameters.

Training Protocol

All models undergo identical three-phase training
to ensure fair comparison.

Phase 1: Contrastive Pretraining

Objective: Learn general semantic similarity pat-
terns from large-scale data.

Datasets: We use the combined WikiQS and
AmazonQA corpus for contrastive pretraining (see
Table [1] for complete statistics and sampling de-
tails).

Loss: Standard InfoNCE with temperature pa-
rameter 7:

ZpEPi esim(zi,zp)/T
ZpePi 6sirn(zi,zp)/‘r + ZnGNi esim(zi,2n) /T
(10)
where P, is the set of positive examples for anchor
7, N; is the set of negative examples, and we use
7 = 0.05 for all experiments.
Hyperparameters: Batch size 256, max
batches per epoch 600, learning rate 107¢ (Adam),
max epochs 50, patience 999 (no early stopping).

L=—log

Phase 2: Primary Training (Multi-Objective
Contrastive)

Objective: Adapt to task-specific similarity struc-
ture using a novel multi-objective InfoNCE formu-
lation.

Traditional InfoNCE maximizes positive similar-
ity and minimizes negative similarity. For 3-class
NLI, we extend this to handle three distinct rela-
tionship types:
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Figure 1: Complete architecture comparison. Top row (a-b): Embedding models process sentences inde-
pendently, comparing only at the final embedding level. Bottom row (c-d): Matching models use cross-
attention during encoding, enabling direct interaction between sentence representations. Left column (a,c):

Tree-based models use graph propagation on dependency trees. Right column (b,d): BERT-based models
use transformer encoders. 7



simyps = cosine(eq, ep)

(high for entailment) (11)
disteos = —Simpos

(high for contradiction) (12)
simpiq = 1 — [simpoes]

(high for neutral) (13)

The overall loss is a weighted combination:

L= Wpos * £InfoNCE(Simpos)
+ Wdist - EInfoNCE(diStcos) (14)
+ Wiid * LinfoNCE (SiMmiq)

The weights wpes, Wdist, and wmiq reflect class
importance: entailment receives the highest weight
as the strongest positive signal, contradiction re-
ceives moderate weight as indicated by cosine dis-
tance, and neutral receives the lowest weight as
it represents an ambiguous middle category. For
SNLI (3-class), we use wpos = 0.55, waqist = 0.30,
wWmid = 0.15. For SemEval (2-class similarity), we
use Wpos = 0.65, wgist = 0.35, wmiq = 0.0.

Hyperparameters: Batch size 256, max
batches per epoch 600, learning rate 10~¢ (Adam),
max epochs 100, patience 999 (no early stopping).

Phase 3: Fine-Tuning (Direct Supervised
Learning)
Objective:  Maximize classification accuracy

through direct supervision.
Method: Threshold-based classification from
continuous similarity scores:

Contradiction if s < G5y
label(s) = ¢ Neutral if Glow < 5 < bhigh
Entailment if 5 > Onign
(15)
where we use O = —0.33 and Oign, = 0.33 to

divide the similarity space into three approximately
equal regions. These threshold values were fixed
rather than tuned.
Loss: Cross-entropy over predicted class logits.
Hyperparameters: Batch size 256, max
batches per epoch 600, learning rate 5 x 1077
(Adam), max epochs 100, patience 999 (no early

stopping).

Randomized Pairing Strategy for Matching
Models

During  pretraining of matching models
(TreeMatchingNet and BertMatchingNet), we
employ a randomized pairing strategy within
each batch to prevent the model from exploiting
the pairing structure itself rather than learning
meaningful semantic relationships.  Specifically,
while each batch contains items with known
positive relationships, we randomize which items
are actually paired together during the forward
pass through the cross-attention mechanism.

For example, if item A has positive match B in
the batch, the model might process A paired with
item C' (a negative) during the forward pass. The
InfoNCE loss then encourages A to be similar to
its actual positive B (present in the batch) rather
than to C' (the item it was paired with). This forces
matching models to learn robust representations
that identify relationships between items regardless
of the pairing order, rather than simply learning to
output high similarity whenever two items are fed
through cross-attention together.

TreeMatchingNet handled this randomization ro-
bustly, successfully learning to distinguish semantic
relationships independent of the forward-pass pair-
ing. BertMatchingNet, however, struggled signifi-
cantly under this regime, suggesting that the cross-
attention mechanism failed to learn meaningful sim-
ilarity patterns when pairs were randomized.

Notably, embedding models (TreeEmbeddingNet
and BertEmbeddingNet) do not face this challenge,
as they process all items independently during the
forward pass. Pairing only occurs at the loss com-
putation level, where the model must identify which
embeddings should be close or far apart. This
architectural difference—processing independently
versus processing pairs with cross-attention—may
partially explain why the performance gap between
TMN and BERT is smaller for embedding models.

A key diagnostic metric provides insight into this
overfitting behavior: the standard deviation of em-
bedding norms across the batch. In TreeMatch-
ingNet (successful contrastive learning), this stan-
dard deviation increases 33.8x during training
(0.012 — 0.390), reflecting the model learning to
position embeddings at varied distances based on
semantic content. In TreeEmbeddingNet (overfit-
ting), the same metric increases only 5.7x (0.011
— 0.063), suggesting the model adopts a strat-
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Figure 2: Training dynamics during contrastive pretraining phase. (Left) TreeEmbeddingNet shows clas-
sic overfitting: validation loss increases after an early minimum despite continued training loss decrease.
(Right) TreeMatchingNet with curriculum learning shows stable convergence with both training and val-
idation loss decreasing monotonically. Cross-graph attention appears to provide implicit regularization

through comparative learning.

Validation Set: Positive/Negative Separation Over Training
TreeEmbeddingNet Contrastive Pretraining
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Figure 3: Positive and negative pair separation dur-
ing contrastive pretraining for TreeEmbeddingNet.
Mean similarity scores show successful learning:
positive pairs (should be similar) increase from
~0.015 to ~0.25, while negative pairs (should be
dissimilar) remain near zero. Despite this clear
separation, validation loss still degrades (Figure
2)), suggesting overfitting to dataset artifacts rather
than semantic relationships.

egy of pushing difficult examples toward middling
similarity values rather than learning true seman-
tic distinctions. This behavior may reflect insuffi-
cient model capacity for the contrastive task with-
out cross-attention, leading to a suboptimal equilib-
rium where moderate similarity with many exam-
ples yields lower loss than attempting precise se-
mantic positioning.

Experiments and Results

Experimental Setup

Component Configuration

Models Evaluated TreeMatchingNet (36M params)

TreeMatchingNet Small (60K params)

TreeEmbeddingNet (36M params)
BertMatchingNet (41M params)
BertEmbeddingNet (41M params)

Hardware NVIDIA RTX 3090 (24GB VRAM)
Training Time 10-14 days per model (all phases)
Evaluation SNLI test set (9,824 pairs)

Main Results: Matching Models

Table [4| presents the primary comparison between

TreeMatchingNet and BertMatchingNet.
TreeMatchingNet achieves 60.70% test accuracy

compared to BertMatchingNet’s 35.38%, represent-



Table 4: SNLI Test Set Performance (Matching
Models)

Model Parameters Accuracy
TreeMatchingNet 36M 60.70%
BertMatchingNet 41M 35.38%
Random Baseline — 33.33%
SOTA (RoBERTa-large) 355M ~90%

Table 5: TreeMatchingNet Confusion Matrix
(60.70% Accuracy)

Predicted
True C N E Total
C 2009 654 564 3227
N 1017 1397 795 3209
E 400 484 2640 | 3524

ing a 1.7x performance advantage with compara-
ble parameter counts (36M vs 41M).While both
models fall short of state-of-the-art performance
(RoBERTa-large achieves approximately 90% with
355M parameters and extensive pretraining on
160GB of text), the comparison reveals that struc-
tural inductive biases provide substantial advan-
tages at moderate parameter scales when training
data is limited.

Confusion Matrix Analysis
TreeMatchingNet Performance

Table [Bl shows the confusion matrix for TreeMatch-
ingNet. The model achieves balanced performance
across all three classes with a strong diagonal pat-
tern indicating meaningful class distinctions.

Per-class metrics (Table @ reveal varying perfor-
mance across classes. The model achieves strongest
performance on Entailment (74.91% recall, 66.02%
precision), adequate performance on Contradiction
(62.26% recall, 58.64% precision), and weaker per-
formance on Neutral (43.53% recall, 55.11% preci-
sion).

The Neutral class shows the weakest perfor-
mance, with 31.7% of neutral examples misclas-
sified as Contradiction and 24.8% misclassified as
Entailment. This pattern is consistent with the in-
herent ambiguity of the Neutral category, which is
defined by the absence of a clear relationship rather
than the presence of one.

10

Table 6: TreeMatchingNet Per-Class Metrics

Class Precision  Recall F1 Support
Contradiction  58.64%  62.26% 60.39% 3227
Neutral 55.11%  43.53% 48.64% 3209
Entailment 66.02%  74.91% 70.18% 3524
Table 7: BertMatchingNet Confusion Matrix

(35.38% Accuracy)

Predicted
True | C N E Total
C 0 0 3227 | 3227
N 0 0 3209 | 3209
E 0 0 3524 | 3524

BertMatchingNet Performance

Table [7| shows that BertMatchingNet predicts ev-
ery single test example as Entailment, achieving
35.38% accuracy (the proportion of entailment ex-
amples in the test set).

This complete failure to learn Contradiction and
Neutral classes results in 0% precision, recall, and
Fl-score for these categories, while Entailment
achieves 35.38% precision and 100% recall by de-
fault. The model performs worse than random
guessing (which would achieve 33.33% per class on
balanced data) for two of the three classes.

Scaling Plateau Analysis

Table shows that increasing TreeMatchingNet
parameters from 60K to 36M (a 600x increase)
yields minimal performance improvement.

This scaling plateau indicates an architectural
bottleneck preventing effective utilization of addi-
tional parameters. In typical deep learning sce-
narios, increasing parameters by 600x with suffi-
cient training data yields substantial improvements.
The near-zero improvement here suggests that ad-
ditional capacity cannot be effectively utilized by
the current architecture.

Analysis of the architecture components suggests
the aggregation layer as the likely bottleneck. The
current implementation uses gated weighted sum
pooling:

hgraph = MLPG (Z o (MLPgae(h\"))) © MLP(A{")
eV
(16)
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Figure 4: Confusion matrix visualization. (a) TreeMatchingNet shows balanced classification with a strong
diagonal pattern, successfully learning all three classes. (b) BertMatchingNet exhibits complete failure,
predicting every example as entailment regardless of true label. This stark contrast illustrates the difference
in learning dynamics between structure-based and sequence-based approaches under identical training
conditions.

Table 8: TreeMatchingNet Scaling Behavior Table 9: SNLI Validation Set: Matching vs Embed-
ding Models

Model Variant Parameters Accuracy

TMN (Small) 60K ~60% Model Params  Accuracy
TMN (Large) 36M 60.70% TreeMatching 36M 60.70%
BertMatching 41M 35.38%

TreeEmbedding ~ 36M ~51%
BertEmbedding ~ 41M ~40%

This formulation collapses an N x D matrix of
node representations into a single D-dimensional
vector, potentially destroying the rich structural
information learned during propagation. A small
model with limited propagation capacity produces
simple node features that this aggregation can ade-
quately summarize. A large model with rich prop-
agation produces complex node features, but the
same simple aggregation cannot effectively utilize
this additional information.

while embedding models compute representations
independently.

Table [9] presents preliminary results from valida-
tion curves. TreeEmbeddingNet achieves approx-
imately 51% accuracy while BertEmbeddingNet
reaches approximately 40%. The performance gap
between tree-based and BERT-based models re-
mains substantial (~11 percentage points) but is
noticeably smaller than the matching model gap

Embedding Model Results

To isolate the contribution of cross-graph atten- (25.3 percentage points).

tion from structural inductive biases, we trained TreeEmbeddingNet outperforms BertEmbed-
TreeEmbeddingNet  and  BertEmbeddingNet. dingNet by ~19 points, confirming that the struc-
These models process trees or sequences inde- tural inductive bias of dependency trees pro-

pendently, with comparison occurring only at the vides benefits independent of cross-attention mech-
embedding level via cosine similarity. Matching anisms. The 19-point gap for embedding models
models use cross-attention during the forward pass, is smaller than the 25-point gap for matching mod-
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els, suggesting that cross-attention amplifies the ad-
vantage of structural representations—trees benefit
more from cross-graph matching than sequences do.

BertEmbeddingNet (~40%) substantially out-
performs BertMatchingNet (35.38%), indicating
that the cross-attention mechanism interfered with
BERT’s ability to learn meaningful representa-
tions. This aligns with BERT’s original design for
embedding-style processing (masked language mod-
eling, sentence pair classification without explicit
cross-attention). TreeMatchingNet (60.70%) shows
preforms better than TreeEmbeddingNet (~51%),
while BertMatchingNet shows severe degradation
from BertEmbeddingNet. This asymmetry sug-
gests fundamental architectural compatibility dif-
ferences.

The narrower performance gap for embedding
models aligns with architectural design principles.
The matching architecture with randomized pair-
ing (Section 3.2.4) imposed a challenging learning
regime that BERT’s architecture was not designed
to handle. Tree-based GNNs, by contrast, naturally
handle both matching and embedding paradigms
due to their flexible message-passing framework.

Table 10: Parameter scaling comparison between
toy and full-sized models on SNLI test set.

Model Parameters Accuracy
TreeMatching (toy) ~60K ~60%
TreeMatching (full) 36M 60.70%
BertMatching (full) 41M 35.38%

TreeMatchingNet exhibits approximately the
same performance between the toy model (~60K
parameters) and the full-sized model (36M param-
eters), both achieving ~60% accuracy despite a
600x increase in parameters. This plateau sug-
gests an architectural bottleneck in the aggregation
mechanism that prevents effective parameter uti-
lization, regardless of the capacity added through
additional propagation layers or hidden dimensions.

Analysis and Discussion

Why Does TreeMatchingNet Outperform
BERT?

We propose three complementary hypotheses to ex-
plain TreeMatchingNet’s 1.7x performance advan-
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tage.

Structural Inductive Bias

Dependency trees explicitly encode syntactic rela-
tionships through labeled edges. Each edge repre-
sents a known linguistic relationship type (nsubj,
dobj, amod, etc.), providing the model with prior
structural information. In contrast, BERT pro-
cesses token sequences and must implicitly learn
which token pairs correspond to syntactically mean-
ingful relationships.

This structural bias aligns with the task require-
ments. NLI fundamentally involves understanding
how sentence components relate to each other. De-
pendency trees provide these relationships explic-
itly, while transformers must discover them through
attention mechanisms operating on positional en-
codings and learned representations.

Efficient Information Flow

Quantitative comparison reveals a substantial dif-
ference in connectivity patterns. For a typical
50-word sentence, TMN creates approximately 50
edges (one per dependency relation), while BERT’s
self-attention considers all 2,500 token pairs. Crit-
ically, every TMN edge represents a syntactically
meaningful connection, whereas most BERT token
pairs (e.g., "the” attending to ”park” in ”the dog
runs in the park”) lack direct syntactic relation-
ships.

This focused connectivity enables TMN to con-
centrate computational resources on linguistically
relevant paths through the graph. BERT must
learn to identify relevant connections among a
much larger set of potential relationships, effec-
tively solving a harder learning problem with the
same amount of training data.

Pre-Encoded Feature Quality

TMN node features combine BERT embeddings
(768-dim contextual representations), POS tags
(17-dim syntactic categories), and morphological
features (19-dim linguistic annotations) for a total
of 804 dimensions. This rich initial representation
provides both semantic content and explicit syntac-
tic information.

While BERT models also use rich embeddings,
they do not have direct access to POS and mor-



phological features during training. TMN’s explicit
encoding of these features may reduce the learn-
ing burden by providing structural information that
BERT must extract implicitly.

Why Does BERT Matching Underper-
form?

BertMatchingNet’s complete failure (100% entail-
ment predictions) requires careful analysis. The
embedding model results provide crucial insights
into this failure mode.

Cross-Attention Interference

Our BertMatchingNet employs unlearned cross-
attention (matching TreeMatchingNet’s mechanism
for fairness). However, BERT’s effectiveness re-
lies on learned attention patterns developed dur-
ing pretraining. Inserting fixed, non-adaptive cross-
attention mechanisms disrupts these learned pat-
terns, preventing effective information flow.

The BertEmbeddingNet results confirm this hy-
pothesis: standard BERT without cross-attention
achieves ~40% accuracy compared to Bert-
MatchingNet’s 35.38%, demonstrating that cross-
attention mechanisms interfere with BERT’s archi-
tecture. While 40% still underperforms TreeEm-
beddingNet’s 51%, it represents a substantial 13%
relative improvement, indicating that BERT can
learn meaningful patterns when not constrained by
the matching architecture.

Training from Scratch

Our experimental design requires training BERT
from scratch on 7M sentences ( 100M words) to
match TMN’s training data. Standard BERT-
base pretraining uses 3.3B words from Books and
Wikipedia. While our model has similar param-
eter count ( 41M vs 110M for BERT-base), the
substantially reduced pretraining data may prevent
adequate semantic understanding.

This undertraining could explain the entailment
bias: the model learns a superficial pattern (predict
the most common class) rather than deep semantic
relationships. However, we cannot use pretrained
BERT for fair comparison, as it would introduce a
massive advantage in training data.
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Randomized Pairing Challenge

As described in Section 3.2.4, matching models em-
ploy randomized pairing during pretraining: items
are not always paired with their positive match dur-
ing the forward pass, forcing the model to learn ro-
bust similarity representations rather than exploit-
ing pairing structure. TreeMatchingNet handled
this challenging regime successfully, while Bert-
MatchingNet struggled significantly.

The embedding model results illuminate why this
was so challenging for BERT: BertEmbeddingNet
achieves ~40% without randomized pairing, while
BertMatchingNet achieves only 35.38% with ran-
domized pairing. This 5-point degradation (13%
relative) indicates that BERT’s architecture cannot
effectively learn from randomized pairs processed
through cross-attention. The transformer’s atten-
tion mechanisms, optimized for learning from se-
quential structure, fail when forced to learn from
mismatched pairs where the cross-attention target
is deliberately chosen to be negative.

In contrast, TreeMatchingNet (60.70%) shows no
degredation from TreeEmbeddingNet (~51%), in-
stead outperforming it, indicating that graph-based
message passing provides robustness to pairing ran-
domization that transformers lack.

The Scaling Plateau Problem

The observed scaling plateau (60K params ~ 36M
params ~ 60% accuracy) points to the aggrega-
tion mechanism as the primary source of informa-
tion loss. The current pooling aggregation collapses
N node representations (each 1536-dimensional)
into a single 2048-dimensional graph embedding
through gated weighted sum pooling. This lossy
compression represents the greatest potential for
representation collapse in the architecture. While
the GNN propagation layers learn rich, node-level
distinctions about syntactic relationships and se-
mantic content, the aggregation step treats all
nodes similarly through a simple pooling opera-
tion, potentially destroying the structural informa-
tion encoded during propagation.

This observation motivates our proposed ap-
proach: using GNN-processed nodes as pre-encoded
token embeddings for transformer-based aggrega-
tion. Rather than collapsing node representations
through pooling, multi-headed self-attention over
the graph nodes could preserve node-level distinc-



tions while enabling the model to learn which
nodes are most relevant for the final represen-
tation. The GNN would handle structural en-
coding along dependency edges—a task it per-
forms efficiently—while the transformer would han-
dle aggregation over the enriched nodes, potentially
achieving deeper semantic understanding with re-
duced training requirements compared to learning
both structure and semantics from token sequences
alone.

The Neutral Class Challenge

Both TMN models exhibit weaker performance on
the Neutral class (43.53% recall) compared to Con-
tradiction (62.26%) and Entailment (74.91%). This
pattern reflects the inherent difficulty of the Neu-
tral category.

Entailment and Contradiction are defined by the
presence of specific logical relationships: P logically
implies H (entailment) or P logically excludes H
(contradiction). Neutral is defined by absence: nei-
ther entailment nor contradiction holds. In our con-
tinuous similarity space, entailment corresponds to
high similarity (clear target), contradiction to low
similarity (clear target), and neutral to mid-range
similarity (less distinctive target).

Training signal analysis reveals the challenge:

simpiq = 1 — [simpoes| (17)

This formulation encourages moderate absolute
similarity values, but "moderate” is inherently less
distinctive than ”"very high” or ”very low”. The
model must learn to produce specific mid-range val-
ues, a more nuanced task than maximizing or min-
imizing similarity.

Additionally, many neutral examples require
world knowledge or deep semantic inference. For
instance, ” A person is outdoors” and ” A person is
at a park” are neutral because the first statement
is consistent with but does not entail the second.
This reasoning is more subtle than recognizing di-
rect entailment or clear contradiction.

Future Work

Transformer-Based Aggregation

The identified scaling plateau motivates exploring
transformer-based aggregation as an alternative to
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simple pooling. Such an architecture may lever-
age the benefits of tree-based semantic structures
without running into the plateau, gaining efficiency
in terms of the needed size of multi-headed self-
attention. Treating GNN-enriched nodes as token
encodings in a BERT-style model, with positional
encoding that leverages the tree structure to aggre-
gate the nodes into a single embedding, is worthy
of exploration.

Ablation studies are necessary follow-ups to
identify which architectural components contribute
most to performance. Of particular interest
is examining whether the contrastive pretraining
stage can be skipped without substantial perfor-
mance degradation, which would significantly re-
duce training time.

Several promising directions merit investigation:
evaluation on additional datasets to assess general-
ization, exploration of larger-scale models with in-
creased computational resources, and the proposed
transformer-based aggregation architecture. These
routes of inquiry may clarify the sources of tree-
based advantages and identify pathways toward
state-of-the-art performance with improved param-
eter efficiency.

Conclusion

We investigated whether graph neural networks
operating on dependency parse trees can provide
more parameter-efficient sentence embeddings than
transformer-based models for natural language in-
ference. We adapted Graph Matching Networks to
linguistic dependency trees, creating Tree Matching
Networks (TMN), and conducted comprehensive
controlled comparison against BERT baselines with
matched parameters (~36M) and identical three-
phase training protocols.

Key findings: (1) TreeMatchingNet achieves
60.70% SNLI accuracy vs BertMatchingNet’s
35.38%, demonstrating a clear performance ad-
vantage; (2) embedding model experiments show
the structural advantage persists (TreeEmbedding
~51% vs BertEmbedding ~40%), with narrower
gap indicating cross-attention amplifies structural
benefits; (3) BertEmbeddingNet additionally out-
performs BertMatchingNet, confirming that cross-
attention interferes with BERT’s architecture; (4)
increasing TMN parameters 600x (60K to 36M)

yields minimal improvement, revealing a scal-



ing bottleneck consistent with prior literature on
strucure-based NLP approaches, but which may be
overcome by introducing scalable attention-based
architectures into the aggregation step of TMN.

Implications: Explicit structural represen-
tations significantly outperform sequence-based
transformers at moderate scales, with benefits
persisting across both matching and embedding
paradigms. Inductive biases aligned with linguis-
tic structure provide substantial learning efficiency
gains. Cross-attention mechanisms amplify struc-
tural advantages for tree-based models but interfere
with transformer architectures, particularly under
randomized pairing regimes. Simple pooling aggre-
gation creates bottlenecks preventing effective pa-
rameter scaling; attention-based aggregation may
address this limitation.

Future directions: Attention-based aggrega-
tion promises to break through the performance
plateau. Additional ablations will identify opti-
mal configurations and further clarify the sources
of tree-based advantages.

This work demonstrates that leveraging linguis-
tic structure through graph-based neural architec-
tures provides a promising path toward parameter-
efficient natural language understanding. The dra-
matic performance advantage over transformers at
moderate scales validates the structural bias hy-
pothesis and opens new research directions in ef-
ficient NLP.

Code Availability

Code and data processing pipeline are publicly
available:

e Tree Matching Networks: https://github.
com/jlunder00/Tree-Matching-Networks

e Data Processing (TMN_DataGen): https://
github.com/jlunder00/TMN_DataGen

Both repositories are works in progress and in-
clude documentation, configuration files, and train-
ing scripts.
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