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[Abstract] To scientifically compare the effect of structured information and parsers on kernel-based relation extraction, a comparison method
based on random approximate test is proposed. It gives two relation extraction results for different settings, samples are produced repeatedly using
random label exchange from re-sampling techniques, and significant tests are conducted by calculating the performance differences between these

samples. Experimental results show that dynamic relation tree is the best structured information, and the performance of Charniak and Berkeley are

better than Stanford.
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