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Abstract

Transformer-based models dominate NLP tasks
like sentiment analysis, machine translation,
and claim verification. However, their mas-
sive computational demands and lack of inter-
pretability pose challenges for real-world appli-
cations requiring efficiency and transparency.
In this work, we explore Graph Neural Net-
works (GNNs) and Hyperbolic Graph Neural
Networks (HGNNs) as lightweight yet effec-
tive alternatives for Environmental Claim De-
tection, reframing it as a graph classification
problem. We construct dependency parsing
graphs to explicitly model syntactic structures,
using simple word embeddings (word2vec) for
node features with dependency relations en-
coded as edge features. Our results demon-
strate that these graph-based models achieve
comparable or superior performance to state-
of-the-art transformers while using 30x fewer
parameters. This efficiency highlights the po-
tential of structured, interpretable, and compu-
tationally efficient graph-based approaches.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) are getting in-
creasingly accepted as the standard in many indus-
try applications (Chkirbene et al., 2024), achieving
state-of-the-art performance in tasks such as senti-
ment analysis, machine translation, and claim veri-
fication (Miah et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2023; Xu
et al., 2024). However, their dominance has also
raised concerns—LLMs require large-scale com-
putational resources, leaving behind a large car-
bon footprint (Faiz et al., 2023) which makes them
overkill for many real-world applications. Their
black-box nature is yet another issue which limits
interpretability (Lin et al., 2023). Specifically, in
claim verification, where corporate statements must
be rigorously analyzed, over-reliance on black-box
models can result in misleading or unverifiable con-
clusions. The increasing scrutiny on sustainability
claims further necessitates interpretability and com-

putationally efficiency in models.
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) and their hyper-
bolic counterpart (HGNNs) (Wu et al., 2020; Zhou
et al., 2023) present a compelling alternative. These
architectures offer a structured and interpretable
approach to syntactic and semantic learning while
significantly reducing computational overhead. Un-
like the implicit encoding of relationships in LLMs,
GNNs and HGNNs explicitly model hierarchical
and relational dependencies through graph struc-
tures such as constituency parsing or dependency
parsing graphs (Li et al., 2020b; Nivre, 2010). Fur-
thermore, these models can integrate rich semantic
information from word embeddings, knowledge
graphs, and named entity recognition (Mikolov
et al., 2013; Opdahl et al., 2022; Li et al., 2020a),
with structural representation.
Environmental claims (Stammbach et al., 2022),
a complex detection task in NLP, often exhibit hi-
erarchical and nested information such as condi-
tional statements, vague terminology as well as
Greenwashing elements (de Freitas Netto et al.,
2020). Prior work has predominantly relied on
transformer-based architectures, but their inter-
pretability limitations hinder the auditability of de-
tected claims. This study reframes the problem
as a graph classification task, leveraging the struc-
tured nature of environmental claims to analyze the
effectiveness of GNNs and HGNNs in capturing
syntactic and hierarchical dependencies. The re-
search questions for the study are as follows.
RQ1. Can interpretable graph-based models
(GNNs and HGNNs) match SOTA performance
for environmental claim detection while using just
a fraction of the compute as that of LLMs?
RQ2. How do euclidean (GNN) and hyperbolic
(HGNN) representations compare in capturing hier-
archical and relational structures, and how well can
explicit syntactic learning with dependency pars-
ing graphs complement them for enhanced claim
verification?
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2 Related Work

Graph-based models have gained significant atten-
tion in various NLP tasks due to their ability to
explicitly capture relational structures within data.
GNNs have been effectively used in applications
like node classification, link prediction, and graph
classification by leveraging message-passing mech-
anisms to aggregate information from neighbors,
thus capturing both local and global dependencies
within graphs (Scarselli et al., 2009); (Kipf and
Welling, 2016). Recent advancements have ex-
tended these models to more complex domains,
including sentiment analysis and fake news detec-
tion, where the relational context is essential.

HGNNs extend the principles of GNNs into hy-
perbolic space, capturing long-range dependencies
and hierarchical relations more naturally than their
Euclidean counterparts (Nickel and Kiela, 2017);
(Chami et al., 2019). Hyperbolic spaces, charac-
terized by their constant negative curvature, are
particularly well-suited for capturing tree-like and
hierarchical data, where relationships exhibit ex-
ponential growth in scale. This property has been
shown to improve the representation of complex
graph structures, such as those found in linguistic
data, by preserving the hierarchical and relational
intricacies often missed by Euclidean models.

The Poincaré Ball Model (Nickel and Kiela,
2017) and the Lorentz Hyperboloid Model (Nickel
and Kiela, 2018) are among the most prominent
hyperbolic models. These frameworks have demon-
strated superior performance in embedding hierar-
chical data due to their ability to maintain structural
integrity under hyperbolic constraints.

3 Dataset

For this study, we utilized the Environmental Claim
Detection (ECD) dataset introduced by (Stamm-
bach et al., 2022). This dataset comprises envi-
ronmental claims extracted from various corporate
communications of publicly listed companies, in-
cluding sustainability reports, earnings calls, and
annual reports. The original dataset consisted of
3,000 annotated sentences. After removing tied
annotations, the final dataset used in our analysis
contains 2,647 examples. These examples are cat-
egorized into two classes: claim statements and
not claim statements. The dataset exhibits an im-
balanced distribution, with 665 sentences (25.1%)
labeled as claim statements and 1,982 sentences
(74.9%) labeled as not claim statements.

4 Methodology and Models

4.1 Representation as Dependency Parsing
Graphs

We utilized spaCy’s built-in DependencyParser
for generating dependency parsing graphs. This
tool enabled us to represent sentences as directed
graphs, where nodes correspond to words, and
edges represent syntactic dependencies between
them.

Mathematically, a dependency parsing graph can
be represented as:

G = (V,E)

where:

• V is the set of vertices (or nodes) such that
each v ∈ V represents a token (word) from
the sentence.

• E is the set of edges such that each e ∈ E
represents a syntactic dependency between
two tokens.

The following are the node and edge attributes
we consider:

• Token text (token.text): Each node in the
graph corresponds to a token (word) from the
sentence, represented by its textual content.

• Dependency (Edge) relations (token.dep_):
Specifies the type of syntactic dependency be-
tween a token and its head. It describes how
the token relates to its syntactic governor.

• Token head text (token.head.text): This iden-
tifies the head or governor token that governs
the current token in the dependency structure.

4.2 Vector Representations of Nodes and
Edges

We utilized word2vec (Mikolov et al., 2013), a
pre-trained word embedding to transform words
(nodes) into embedding vectors within our depen-
dency parsing graphs. These embeddings enhanced
our ability to analyze syntactic structures and se-
mantic similarities across our experimental data.

Other embedding approaches include GloVe
(Pennington et al., 2014), fastText (Bojanowski
et al., 2017), and BERT embeddings, each with
their own set of advantages for extracting semantic



information from text input. However, a compari-
son among different embedding models lies outside
the purpose of our study.

For the dependency types represented as the
edges in the graphs, we utilize a total of 45 different
types in the ECD-dataset by numerically encoding
the edges relations.

4.3 Model Architectures
In this study, we compared the original results from
(Stammbach et al., 2022) against two model archi-
tectures: Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) and Hy-
perbolic Graph Neural Networks (HGNNs). For
training the GNNs, we utilized the HGNN toolkit
from (Liu et al., 2019).

4.3.1 Graph Neural Networks
GNNs operate by iteratively updating the represen-
tation of nodes in a graph by aggregating features
from neighbouring nodes, effectively capturing the
local and global structure of the graph.

We utilized word2vec embeddings to initialise
the node features which represent the tokens from
the Environemental Claims, with numerically en-
coded edges features to represent the syntactic de-
pendencies between these tokens.

The core of GNN learning is the Message Pass-
ing algorithm, which can be broken down into the
construction and aggregation of messages between
nodes. The process proceeds as follows:

• Message Construction: At each iteration t,
a message m

(t+1)
uv is created from node u to

node v:

m(t+1)
uv = M (t)(h(t)

u ,h(t)
v , euv)

where M (t) (message function) can be a neu-
ral network or any differentiable function that
combines the features of node u (h(t)

u ), node
v (h(t)

v ), and the edge feature euv.

• Message Aggregation and Node Update:
Node v aggregates messages from its neigh-
bors N (v):

h(t+1)
v = U (t)(h(t)

v ,
∑

u∈N (v)

m(t+1)
uv )

where U (t) is the node update function, typ-
ically involving non-linear transformations
such as those performed by neural network
layers.

4.3.2 Hyperbolic Graph Neural Networks
(HGNNs)

For our dataset, nodes are initially embedded into
hyperbolic space using the Lorentz Hyperboloid
Model. We utilize the Lorentz Hyperboloid model
over the Poincaré Ball Model due to the former’s
superior ability to capture the inherent curvature of
hierarchical data structures. This is because it rep-
resents hyperbolic space through the hyperboloid
equation, which can efficiently manage the curva-
ture constraints and maintain numerical stability
during training (Chami et al., 2019). The syntactic
dependencies (edges) are also considered within
the hyperbolic framework, taking advantage of hy-
perbolic distance metrics.

The message passing in HGNNs is analogous to
Euclidean GNNs but adapted for hyperbolic geom-
etry. Consider the n-dimensional Lorentz model
Ln. The process includes:

• Message Construction in Hyperbolic Space:
At each step t, the message passing is defined
as:

m(t+1)
uv = LogH

h
(t)
v

(
AddH

(
h(t)
u , euv

))
where h

(t)
u and h

(t)
v are hyperbolic embed-

dings, euv is the edge feature, LogH
h
(t)
v

is the

logarithmic map at h(t)
v on the hyperboloid,

and AddH represents the addition operation in
the hyperbolic space.

• Hyperbolic Message Aggregation and Node
Update: Aggregation and update operations
are then performed:

h(t+1)
v = ExpH

h
(t)
v

 ∑
u∈N (v)

m(t+1)
uv


Here, ExpH

h
(t)
v

is the exponential map that
projects the aggregated message back into hy-
perbolic space.

A sequence of Message Passing operations are
preformed to obtain the final Node Embeddings,
which are then pooled to form a global graph repre-
sentation. (Liu et al., 2019) use average pooling in
their HGNN toolkit, we use the same. This pooled
representation is then fed into a Multi Layer Per-
ceptron for the task of Graph Classification.



Architecture Patience Epochs Ran
(Early Stop-
ping)

Dev Accu-
racy

Test Accu-
racy

ClimateBERT - - 90.9% 90.9%
RoBERTabase - - 90.6% 89.8%
RoBERTalarge - - 92.8% 91.7%
Graph Neural Network
(GNNs)

8 16 87.9% 92.1%

Hyperbolic Graph Neural
Network (HGNNs)

8 23 89.0% 88.7%

Table 1: Results: We report the accuracy on the development set (dev), and the test set of the environmental claims
dataset. The best performance per split is indicated in bold, the second best is underlined.

5 Results and Conclusion

Table 1 shows that both our models achieve results
that are comparable to the state-of-the-art in En-
vironmental Claim Detection, even surpassing the
current best test accuracy score. We achieve these
scores with relatively simpler and much lighter ar-
chitectures that use word2vec node features and
a primitive edge encoding method and are trained
without any hardware acceleration, pointing to the
representational power of GNNs compared to pre-
trained models. Specifically, we use 4 layers in
both our models with an embedding dimension of
256. With a total number of edge types (depen-
dency types) equal to 45, we calculate the number
of parameters in both our models to be approxi-
mately 12M, far less than the 355M parameters in
RoBERTalarge, 125M in RoBERTabase and 110M
in ClimateBERT. We achieve a better test accuracy
with GNNs than with HGNNs, indicating a high
hyperbolicity in the ECD dataset (lower hierarchy).

Limitations

Our study highlights the potential of GNNs and
HGNNs for environmental claim detection, but
there are several limitations to our methodology
and the broader application of graph structures in
sequential modeling tasks.

• Limitations in Methodology: The task of
environmental claim detection, like many ar-
eas in NLP, relies heavily on sequential infor-
mation to capture the flow of context within
sentences. However, our approach utilizes
word2vec embeddings, which do not encode
sequential dependencies between words, lim-
iting the model’s understanding of contextual
nuances. More advanced embedding tech-

niques, such as Transformer-based embed-
dings could offer richer semantic represen-
tations by preserving sequential information.
Additionally, our method employs a basic
edge encoding strategy to represent syntactic
dependencies and also omits part-of-speech
tag features that carry a significant part of the
syntactic information present in dependency
graphs. This simplification may result in a
loss of important syntactic and semantic cues
that could improve model performance.

• Limitations of Graph Structures in Se-
quential Modeling: While graph-based ap-
proaches offer a novel way to model hierarchi-
cal and relational structures, most textual data
is inherently sequential and better suited to tra-
ditional models like transformers. Adapting
sequential data for tasks like graph classifi-
cation is complex and often unintuitive, re-
quiring significant preprocessing and domain-
specific adaptations that may not generalize.
As a result, while graphs are a powerful tool
to model certain NLP applications, they may
struggle with the broader range of sequential
tasks where traditional models excel.
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