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berspaceis a very important political responsibility and mission of era which asovereign state must bear
and also fulfill the obligations of political. This showsthe modern power of governance by a sovereign
state. In fact in the era ofnetwork information technology and globalization the political security in—
cyberspace has been a lot of differences from what in the physical space andtime environment which is
the fundamental premise about how to construct the notionof political security in cyberspace and the
state responsibility of itsgovernance and what’s more we also should take into account of the elements
of thetechnology environment the structure and configuration of political power andpolitical rights the
interests demands and expression by different politicalgroups and as well as their different psychologi—
cal cognition. In order to geta good state security in cyberspace we should take action from two as—
pects namely from the aspect of physical environment the infrastructure ofnetwork and communica-
tion and theinnovation of them should be well defended and well guaranteed; while from theaspect of
governance in order to protect anddefend the political security in the cyberspace rationally scientifi—
cally andcooperatively we should take actions from the following fields: institutionalized control ability
control ability and wisdom nationalidentity and national legitimacy construction ability of governance
system and so on.

Key words: cyberspace; political security; notion about the political security; responsibility of

thestate; governance of the state.

Research on Forecasting Methods of Political Science—Taking Election Forecasting as an Ex—
AMPIE  -ovvverere Wang Zhongyuan Tang Shiping( 52)

Abstract: Forecasting is the basic cognitive activity of human beings. As a key field of predictive
research in the social sciences election forecasting is an important force driving innovations in political
theory and methods. Election forecasting is not limited to polls. The scientific methods of election fore—
casting can be classified into four categories: aggregators models synthesizers and big data. Differ—
ent forecasting methods have their own comparative advantages in terms of accuracy lead time ex—
planatory power repeatability neutrality and forecasting cost. The choice of forecasting method is
based on a carefully considered trade-off between forecasting goals and application scenarios. At pres—
ent the field of election forecasting is showing a diversified cross-complementary and interdisciplinary
development trend. The future research agenda will take this further with the combination of “theory—
driven” forecasting and “data-driven” forecasting the combination of micro-predictive variables and
macro-predictive variables as well as the combination of forecasting and explanation. In political sci-
ence forecasting method innovation can be promoted through interdisciplinary cooperation using cut—
ting-edge computational technology and advancing new methods in live forecasting experiments. Fore—
casting research and explanatory research can complement each other working together to improve our
understanding of the political world and to enhance the scientific level and policy value of political sci—
ence research.

Key words: election forecasting; forecasting methods; forecasting research in political

science; forecasting
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