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Abstract – Today, some e-participation offerings are implemented using standard 

software available, such as online forms or discussion forums or are based on con-

tent management systems (CMS) and include further functionalities. CMS provide 

many of the functionalities used in e-participation systems. Deciding for a CMS is not 

an easy task. This paper proposes an evaluation framework, which provides support 

to select a CMS for an e-participation project and shows the differences between dif-

ferent CMS. The analysis results show that the CMS do not differentiate considerably. 

1. Introduction 

Relevant studies have recently evidenced an increasing activity in the field of e-participation in 

Europe [3, 8, 13, 14]. Due to the breadth of the field, a number of distinct tools are used to sup-

port different e-participation areas [15]. Today, some e-participation offerings are implemented 

using standard software available, such as online forms or discussion forums or are based on con-

tent management systems (CMS) including further functionalities. There exist also more compre-

hensive offerings, which are using specialized software tools for e-participation. Thereby the 

complexity of systems differs. Wikipedia is an example for a technical relatively simple system, 

which “shows that e-participation can be carried out with very good success using simple tools” 

([4] , p. 84). Tools used are less important than the concept and methodological design of partici-

pation offerings [4]. Nevertheless, the selection of an appropriate Information and Communica-

tion Technologies (ICT) tool-box to support the methodological design of an e-participation of-

fering is crucial. Content management systems as one of tools extensively used in e-participation2, 

can support a wide range of other functionalities needed in e-participation: discussion forums, 

weblogs, tools supporting e-consultation as e.g. e-surveys and e-polls, online meetings and chats, 

community systems and wikis. Participation facilities must be available for users without the 

need to install any software.  

In order to integrate the functionalities into an e-participation platform, two possible approaches 

exist. On the one hand, different existent participation and collaboration tools could be selected 

and integrated into one platform. But in terms of usability, the use of different participation fea-
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tures must be well-considered to not overload users. Of course, for users it is easier, if the pro-

vided features do have a similar look and feel and if they are integrated in one environment. 

Therefore the second option is to use a web CMS, which already provides most of these tools and 

integrates them into one platform. If further functionalities are needed, these can be integrated as 

a plug-in in the CMS. There are a number of factors, which are important to the decision for a 

CMS as e.g. costs, complexity, control, clarity, common technical framework, and features. Crite-

ria relevant to select a CMS for e-participation have been developed in the OCOPOMO3 project. 

The resulting evaluation framework is presented in this paper.   

After the introduction of open source CMS selected for the analysis in Section 2, the evaluation 

framework is presented in Section 3. In Section 4, evaluation results based on these criteria of the 

evaluation framework are presented.  

2. Open source CMS 

The “Open Source CMS Market Share” in 2009 analyses the brand strength and market share of 

20 open source web content management systems [2]. As such, it provides important information 

relevant to selecting a CMS. But as the study states, it should not be read as a final judgment on 

the feature quality, stability, or a particular system’s suitability. Rather it aims at providing a body 

of useful data which to make a more informed decision about which product is the best fit. The 

20 systems covered in this report have been assessed on variety of metrics related to Rate of 

Adoption and Brand Strength. The analysis looked at a broad range of indicators – both direct and 

indirect – with the goal of synthesizing trends and patterns. Conclusion of the Study: The open 

source CMS market is dominated by WordPress, Joomla and Drupal - the same result was found 

even in a study for the year before [2]. The fact that all three systems are programmed in PHP is 

typical for this market: even if the study takes into account different .NET, Java, and Python sys-

tems, PHP is still the dominant language for open-source CMS [2]. Alfresco, an open source 

CMS based on Java, is on the ascending branch. On the other hand, Plone recorded overall de-

clining values. Typo3 was ranked in the middle of the field. As a result of this investigation, six 

CMS have been selected to analyse them for their support of different functionalities usable for e-

participation platforms as described in Table 1. 

Table 1. CMS selected for the analysis 

Name Description Reason 

Alfresco / Alfresco Share 

(http://www.alfresco.com) 

It is a Java-based content management system for docu-

ments, web, records, and collaborative content develop-

ment. Alfresco has strong support for integration with 

enterprise technologies (e.g. SharePoint) and desktop 

office applications using the open content management 

standards like CMIS4. 

Most used Java-based 

content management 

system [2] 

Drupal (http://drupal.org)  It is a free open-source platform and content management 

system for building dynamic web sites. Although Drupal 

can support a diverse range of web projects it mainly 

focuses on communities and collaboration. One famous 

One of the top three 

used content manage-

ment system [2] 

                                                 
3 Open Collaboration for Policy Modelling, http://www.ocopomo.eu 

4 Content Management Interoperability Services, OASIS standard http://docs.oasis-

open.org/cmis/CMIS/v1.0/os/cmis-spec-v1.0.html 



  Page 3 

e-participation/e-government website basing on Drupal is 

WhiteHouse.gov5 

Joomla 

(http://www.joomla.org)  

It enables to build Web sites and powerful online appli-

cations. Many aspects, including its ease-of-use and ex-

tensibility, have made Joomla the most popular Web site 

software available.  

One of the top three 

used content manage-

ment system [2] 

Plone 

(http://www.plone.org) 

It is built on the free Zope application server. Plone pro-

vides a system for managing web content for project 

groups, communities, web sites, extranets and intranets. 

The egosta portal for participation of stakeholders in e-

government projects in Austria uses Plone [16].  

Most used Python-based 

content management 

system [2] 

TYPO3 

(http://www.typo3.org) 

It is a very complex content management system. A 

number of extensions are available in the extension re-

pository, which only consists of freely available exten-

sions. Typo 3 has been selected because it is a very com-

prehensive CMS. 

One of oldest commu-

nity-backed open source 

content management 

systems [2] 

WordPress 

(http://www.wordpress.org)  

It has grown from a pure blogging focus into a full-

fledged content management system. The default system 

is focused on blogging, but a large number of open 

source plug-ins are available to extend the functionality.  

One of the top three 

used content manage-

ment system [2] 

3. Definition of criteria for selecting CMS for e-participation 

In order to define criteria for evaluating tools to incorporate into an ICT toolbox for 

e-participation, Table 2 shows and describes the criteria which are analysed in the state-of-the-art 

analysis in detail. A desk research was performed to select the criteria which support the range of 

functionalities needed for e-participation as introduced in Section 1: Existing studies about 

e-participation tools are used in order to analyse necessary features of different e-participation 

applications6. In addition, content management functionalities are analysed [1]. 

Table 2. Evaluation framework for CMS in e-participation 

Functionality Description 

CMS Key functionalities of a CMS 

 Web publishing, re-

trieval & browsing 

All functionalities for creating and publishing documents. At least the WCMS has to sup-

port the document types *.doc, *.html, *.pdf, *.jpg and *.gif. It has also to support func-

tionalities for creating, uploading, editing, searching and downloading these documents. 

Additionally, functionalities as comment and rate content can be necessary. 

 Multilingualism Support of different languages. 

 Workflow Engine Workflow engine to manage e.g. publication and review workflows. 

 Layout/ Templating Using templates to manage layout. 

 Content/ WYSIWYG What you see is what you get editor 

 User and rights man-

agement 

User and rights management is about defining and managing user and user rights. 

 Single sign on Standards provided to support single-sign-on. 

 Versioning Versioning of content so that it is possible to undo changes. 

                                                 
5See http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2010/04/21/whitehousegov- releases-open-source-code [last access 31-Mar-

2011]  

6 [11, 15] and DEMO-net D14.3 Content Management Systems in eParticipation Contexts (2008) and DEMO-net 

D5.1: Report on current ICTs to enable Participation (2006). Online available at http://www.demo-net.org/what-is-

it-about/research-papers-reports-1/demo-net-deliverables/ [last accessed: 28-Mar-2011] 
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 Customisable content 

types 

Support of own customisable content types e.g. to provide forms to fill in data. 

 Login – with e-mail 

or user name and 

password 

After the initial registration, members can login each time they wish to access the site by 

providing their user name or email and password. 

 Remove Profile If a registered user wants to delete his/her profile, he/she must/can do this in the system. 

If the user is logged-in he or she needs to press the “remove my account” button and con-

firm this decision afterwards to remove the profile. 

Community systems 

 Comment content Authorized users (e.g. facilitator in case of the scenario generation) can decide whether 

the content in the system can be commented upon. Commenting should have always the 

same style, does not matter what is commented. Users are able to comment most of the 

sources within the system. 

 Rating content Users are able to rate/vote for interesting news entries. Rating/Polling is an easy to use 

functionality to initialize first participative behaviour and interest with the topics. 

 Online meetings and 

chats 

This functionality requires the possibility, to integrate a chat program. Further on, there 

has to be the possibility to hold a video conference.  

 Personalised profiles Personalised profiles with information about users. 

Discussion Discussion is about providing forum functionalities. Therefore we have to differentiate 

between moderated and not moderated forums. 

The discussion forum needs to be customisable in order to support needed functionalities. 

Multiple instances of a forum means that several forums are possible in the CMS.  Rating 

of contributions and contributors is important for the analysis of discussions. 

Mail Possibility to send e-mails with the system. 

Calendar The calendar should provide different views, like a daily, weekly and yearly diagram. 

There should also be an import and export function. This function will afford the ex-

change of appointments with local calendar programs like outlook. 

Notification  It should be checked, which options the CMS affords to reach a user by mail or RSS-Feed 

if contents have been changed. Another application of those notifications can be the re-

minder of important appointments. User can choose how often he wants to receive notifi-

cations. 

 RSS feed 

 E-Mail 

Polling To feature this functionality, the WCMS must be able to integrate a survey which can be 

answered by click, by a free answer or by choosing a given answer. 

Blogging Integration of a blog in the CMS. 

Wiki Wiki should be a collection of websites, which can not only be read by the users but also 

be edited by them. It should also afford some users of the VRC to work together on texts 

and definitions. Because of this, it is important to check if the WCMS supports the ini-

tialization of Wiki. Another option would be to extend the CMS with a wiki like func-

tionality that allows to create scenarios and have a wiki like functionality. 

Newsletter Functionality to send newsletters to registered users. 

 

Another important criterion is the possible integration into the overall ICT toolbox. It is also very 

important to know how it is possible to re-use any software which you find as solid alternative. 

All introduced CMS are open source and published under the GPL 27 or higher. Regarding stan-

dards used for interoperability issues (content integration, data exchange, etc.), it needs to be first 

concluded which standards can and need to be supported based on the needs of the other parts of 

the ICT toolbox. Therefore the standards are not analysed further in this part.  

                                                 
7 http://www.gnu.org/licenses/gpl-2.0.html 



  Page 5 

4. Evaluation of CMS 

Evaluating and comparing Web-CMSs is a difficult task because they mostly differ in minor de-

tails [7]. The seven chosen CMS are evaluated against the criteria for selecting tools introduced in 

the previous section. The evaluation results base on desk research.  

Table 3. CMS support for different functionalities 

Functionality Alfresco Drupal Joomla Plone TYPO3 Word-

Press 

 Publishing yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Multilingua-

lism 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Workflow En-

gine 

yes limited simple work-

flow system 

yes limited simple 

add-ons 

 Layout/ Temp-

lating 

form author-

ing using 

XML  

xhtml 

standard, 

barrier-

free 

PHP Tem-

plates with 

JavaScript/ 

CSS/ HTML 

Skinable 

interface. 

TypoScript, 

TemplaVoila 

yes 

 Content/ 

WYSIWYG 

yes, HTML 

editor 

yes, FCK-

Editor, etc. 

yes, Tiny-

MCE, Joom-

laFCK, etc. 

yes, FCK-

Edtior 

yes, rich text 

editor (RTE), 

and others 

yes, dif-

ferent 

add-ons  

 User and rights 

management 

extensive  extensive  simple sys-

tem with pre-

defined 

groups and 

rights 

extensive  extensive  simple 

extend-

able sys-

tem 

 Single sign-on NTLM or 

LDAP 

between 

Drupal 

systems, 

OpenID 

Kerberos 

Single Si-

gnon, LDAP 

(only intern), 

OpenID 

(beta) 

LDAP, 

OpenID 

Single Sign-

On Frame-

work solu-

tion, OpenID 

with add-in 

OpenID 

 Versioning Simply roll-

out a new 

site with au-

tomatic site 

versioning 

integrated 

version 

manage-

ment sys-

tem 

simple ver-

sion control 

app, 

add-on for 

content 

items 

automatic site 

versioning 

with add-

on 

 Customisable 

content types 

yes yes limited yes yes yes 

 Login – with e-

mail or user 

name and 

password 

yes yes yes either user 

name or e-

mail 

yes (beta) only user 

name or 

e-mail 

 Remove Profile  yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Comment  yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Rate content no yes yes (like or 

dislike 

no no yes  

 Meetings, chats yes (beta) yes yes yes yes yes 
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 Personalised 

profiles 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Moderated / 

non-moderated 

yes yes yes yes yes yes  

 User Manage-

ment 

yes yes yes yes yes yes  

 Multiple forum 

instances 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Entries in 

threads  

yes yes yes yes yes yes  

 Chronological 

order, for top-

ics 

no no no no no no 

 Rating con-

tri-bu-tions 

no no no no no no 

Mail yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Calendar yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 RSS feed yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 E-Mail yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Polling no yes yes yes yes yes 

 authorised ac-

cess, open / 

close polls 

no yes yes yes yes yes 

 one vote per 

person 

no yes yes yes yes yes 

 versioning no no no yes yes no 

 different types no yes yes yes yes yes 

 (graphical) 

presentation 

no yes yes yes yes yes 

Blogging yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Wiki yes yes yes yes yes yes 

Newsletter yes yes yes yes yes yes 

yes 23 29 27 29 28 28 

yes with limita-

tions 

1 1 3 1 2 2 

no 9 3 3 3 3 3 

 

Table 3 shows for each aforementioned CMS, which functionalities are supported either out of 

the box or as add on and which are not supported. The analysis does not make any declarations 

about effort needed to implement or integrate plug-ins or add-ons necessary. In addition, in this 

step, it is not possible to rate, how good and usable existing implementations are. The colours 

green, orange and red give only indications about the availability of features. The results are 

based upon desk research (e.g. studying the product websites and other web references). Most 

features are provided by add-ins. This makes it difficult to estimate if chosen add-ins work to-
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gether smoothly. Most of analysed functionalities are supported by all analysed CMS; either by 

integration or as add-on. As all selected CMS are open source, functionality, which is not pro-

vided until now, could be implemented. One major difference between chosen CMS lies in the 

support of workflows and versioning (see also [7]). As this is not a functionality, which can easily 

be implemented, only CMS that provide good support for versioning and workflows should be 

further considered if necessary for the project. Another reason for selecting a CMS should lay in 

the usability of the system. No comprehensive studies could be identified regarding the usability 

of CMS for e-participation. Further research is necessary in this direction.  

5. Conclusions 

As presented in this paper, the selection of a CMS for e-participation does not only depend on the 

necessary e-participation functionalities. The selected CMS support most general e-participation 

functionalities. The effort for customising a CMS for e-participation depends on kind of specific 

tools needed in the e-participation project and the integration into the overall organisational and 

technical environment.  

In this respect, another option besides customising a “general” CMS is the use of specialised e-

participation tool. In this regard, Gov2Demoss, Discourse Machine and WEBOCRAT are shortly 

described. In addition, a number of further software exists. 

Gov2Demoss
8
 is an open source e-participation platform based on Joomla. It supports all Joomla 

functionalities as described before and is further customised for e-participation with additional 

features such as multi-language support, forums, blogs, surveys and agendas [6] and semantic 

search functionality [12]. Gov2Demoss has been used in several e-participation projects (see e.g. 

[5]). As Gov2Demoss bases on Joomla, in a first step it is sufficient to analyse this system for its 

base functionalities. In the case that Joomla is selected as one of the tools that come into consid-

eration, Gov2Demoss could be further tested.  

The Discourse Machine
9
 is a comprehensive software system which supports the management of 

online discussions. Different tools, including wikis, weblogs and interactive graphics, can be 

combined. Since the range of functions and the user interface can be adapted to the respective re-

quirements, the system can be set up to meet the demands of special target groups. [4] The Dis-

course Machine is not open source but there are license models, which allow it to customize and 

extend the software.  

The Webocrat system
10

 is an e-government solution that combines an ontology based knowledge 

management technology backend with a web user interface [10]. The Webocrat system supports 

the following functionalities: discussion management, Web publishing, opinion polling, report-

ing, intelligent retrieval of information, and knowledge management [10, 9].  
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