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ABSTRACT

KNOWLEDGE PRACTICES IN REPAIRER-PARTICIPANT INTERACTIONS:
A GROUNDED THEORY STUDY OF REPAIR CAFES

KURT OZKARA, Oykii
M.S., The Department of Science and Technology Policy Studies
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Arsev UMUR AYDINOGLU

August 2026, 136 pages

Repair Cafés are free, volunteer-run events where people bring broken household
items and fix them together with volunteer repairers. The movement presents itself as
maintaining and spreading repair expertise, yet whether and how this happens between
a repairer and a participant has rarely been examined closely. This study asks how
knowledge practices are enacted within repairer-participant interactions in Repair
Cafés. The live exchange at the repair table has been approached around its edges more
than studied as a process in its own right. The study follows grounded theory
methodology and examines six sites in Germany through eleven observations over
nine months and twenty-two semi-structured interviews with repairers and
participants. Open, axial, and selective coding identified dividing the repair work as
the core category. For policy, the organizational type of the RC decides what gets
learned, so funding schemes should not treat RCs as a single instrument; the encounter

is where the difference between a repaired object and passing on a skill is decided.

Keywords: Repair Café, knowledge practices, repair knowledge, grounded theory,

Germany
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TAMIRCI-KATILIMCI ETKILESIMLERINDE BiLGI PRATIKLERI:
TAMIR KAFELERI UZERINE GOMULU TEORI CALISMASI

KURT OZKARA, Oykii
Yiiksek Lisans, Bilim ve Teknoloji Politikas1 Caligsmalar1 Bolimii

Tez Yéneticisi: Dog. Dr. Arsev UMUR AYDINOGLU

Agustos 2026, 136 sayfa

Tamir Kafeler, kisilerin bozuk esyalarini goniillii tamircilerle birlikte tamir ettigi
ticretsiz ve goniilliiliik esasina dayali etkinliklerdir. Bu olusum kendisini tamir
uzmanlhigini siirdiirme ve yayma amaciyla tanitsa da gergekte tamirci ile katilimer
arasinda gerceklesip gerceklesmedigi veya nasil gerceklestigi nadiren yakindan
incelenmistir. Bu ¢alisma, Tamir Kafelerde tamirci-katilimer etkilesimleri i¢inde bilgi
pratiklerinin nasil hayata gecirildigini arastirmaktadir. Tamir masasinda gerceklesen
bu etkilesim, simdiye kadar ¢cogunlukla dolayl olarak ele alinmis, kendi basina bir
stire¢ olarak yeterince incelenmemistir. Calisma, gémiilii teori metodolojisi kullanarak
Almanya’daki alt1 sahay1, dokuz ay boyunca yapilan on bir gézlem ve tamirciler ile
katilimcilarla gerceklestirilen yirmi iki yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme tizerinden
incelemektedir. Acik, iligskisel ve secici kodlama sonucunda, tamir isinin béliinmesi
cekirdek kategori olarak belirlenmistir. Politika baglaminda, Tamir Kafe nin
organizasyonel tiiri neyin Ogrenilecegini belirlemektedir. Bu nedenle politika
yapicilar Tamir Kafeleri tek tip bir ara¢ olarak ele almamalidir. Tamir edilmis bir
nesne ile beceriyi aktarmak arasindaki farkin belirlendigi yer, tamir karsilasmasinin

kendisidir.



Anahtar Kelimeler: Tamir Kafe, bilgi pratikleri, tamir bilgisi, gdmiilii teori,

Almanya
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Repair is an old and ordinary practice that has acquired a public and political life. As
many everyday products have become harder to open, diagnose, and fix, the ability to
repair has turned into a matter of design, market structure, and regulation. Debates on
the circular economy and the right to repair treat repairability as a policy problem, and
in the European Union they have produced binding law, most visibly a directive giving
consumers a right to have their goods repaired (Directive (EU) 2024/1799). These
debates, however, mostly concern the conditions of repair, such as access to spare
parts, documentation, and affordable service. What happens when a broken object, its

owner, and a person able to fix it actually come together has received far less attention.

Repair Cafés are one of the settings where this coming together is deliberately
organized. A Repair Café is a free, volunteer-run event, usually held in a community
venue, where people bring broken household items such as small appliances, clothing,
and bicycles and fix them together with volunteer repairers (Charter & Keiller, 2014;
Spekkink et al., 2022). Following the conventional language of the field, I call the
person who brings the broken item the participant and the volunteer who leads its

repair the repairer.

The first Repair Café was held in Amsterdam in 2009 on the initiative of Martine
Postma, and the foundation she established in 2010 has since grown into an
international network of more than 2,500 Repair Cafés (Repair Café, 2026). Germany
is one of the countries where this movement has taken firmest root. Community repair
initiatives have increased there since the first German Repair Café opened in Cologne
in 2012, supported by the Anstiftung foundation, whose network today lists over 1,800
initiatives across the country (Anstiftung, 2026b).



This growth is supported by two features of the German context:

1. Germany’s culture of civic associations, in which many repair initiatives

organize themselves as registered associations (Baier et al., 2016).

2. Handwerk tradition of vocational craftsmanship, from which volunteer
repairers often draw their skills and identities (Kannengie3er, 2018; Jaeger-
Erben & Hielscher, 2022). The present study is located within this context,
mainly in Bavaria. With 332 registered initiatives, Bavaria has the second-
highest number of repair initiatives among the German federal states

(Anstiftung, 2026b).

What distinguishes a Repair Café from a commercial repair shop is not just that the
work is free. Its premise contains a further claim; the work is not simply done for the
participant, people are encouraged to take part in fixing their own items alongside the
repairer, and the movement presents itself as maintaining and spreading repair
expertise (Spekkink et al., 2022; Repair Café, 2026). Repair knowledge, in other
words, is supposed to circulate in the encounter rather than remain the repairer’s
private possession. Despite this, whether and how this happens inside the actual
interaction between a particular repairer and a particular participant has rarely been
examined closely. The literature has documented what Repair Cafés aim at, who
attends them and why, and what they mean for sustainability and community, but the
live exchange at the repair table, how are knowledge practices enacted within repairer-
participant interactions in Repair Cafés, has been approached around its edges more
than studied as a process in its own right. It is this open question that motivates the

study.

This thesis pursues it through a grounded theory study of six Repair Cafés in southern
Germany; five of them in Bavaria and one in Baden-Wiirttemberg, a neighboring
federal state. The data consist of eleven observations conducted over nine months of
fieldwork and twenty-two semi-structured interviews with repairers and participants.
The analysis focuses on the repair encounter itself. I use this term to refer to the
specific, time-limited process of interaction between a participant (the owner or

possessor of the object) and at least one repairer. It begins when a broken object is



brought in for repair and ends when the object, whether successfully repaired or not,
is returned to the participant. The Methodology chapter explains the rationale for this
choice, how it relates to the concept-driven logic of sampling in grounded theory, and

what kinds of encounters the study is based on.

Following Corbin and Strauss (2015), I developed the analysis from the repair
encounters rather than applying a prior theory of learning or knowledge transfer.
Through open, axial, and selective coding, I developed the analytical concepts from

the empirical material.
Research questions that guide this study are as follows:

e How are knowledge practices enacted within repairer-participant interactions

in Repair Cafés?

This central question is pursued through four sub-questions, each addressing a distinct

analytical dimension:

1. What forms do knowledge practices take within repairer-participant
interactions in Repair Cafés, and how do they vary across repair encounters?

2. What contextual and interactional conditions shape these variations?

3. How is participant involvement constituted within repair encounters, and what
does it enable or constrain in terms of knowledge exchange?

4. What consequences do different configurations of knowledge practice produce

for both repairer and participant, and for the repair process itself?

Together, these questions reflect the analytical logic of Corbin and Strauss’s (2015)
grounded theory. The first question attends to the forms and variations of action, the
second to the conditions under which action occurs, the third to the structure of
interaction, and the fourth to the consequences that follow from it. This logic structures
both the coding process and the eventual theoretical integration. As Chapter 3 explains,
these questions did not arrive in their present form at the outset of the research; they

were progressively refined as data collection and analysis proceeded in parallel.

The study makes three contributions. Empirically, it examines German Repair Cafés



at the level of the individual repair encounter rather than the initiative as a whole,
drawing on observations made from within the encounters themselves, in a regional
field that existing scholarship has not addressed. Theoretically, it moves beyond the
question of whether knowledge is transferred in Repair Cafés and develops a grounded
account of how knowledge practices are enacted, how they vary, and what follows
from that variation. For policy, the contribution lies less in proposing new instruments
than in the grounding of existing debates. Current right-to-repair and circular economy
measures regulate the conditions of repair, and calls to include community repair
initiatives in these frameworks are not new. What this study adds is encounter-level
evidence of which conditions actually shape repair and the circulation of repair
knowledge inside these initiatives. Because this evidence distinguishes between
different forms of community repair rather than treating them as a single instrument,
it indicates where policy attention would need to be directed, what different forms of

support are actually needed, and where policy’s reach ends.

The thesis proceeds as follows. Chapter 2 reviews the literature on repair as a
sociotechnical and policy-relevant practice, on RCs in existing scholarship, and on
knowledge, learning, and participation in informal repair settings, and states the
analytical gap the study addresses. Chapter 3 presents the methodology, covering the
rationale for grounded theory, the research sites, data collection, and the coding
process. Chapter 4 presents the findings, organized around the categories that emerged
from the analysis and the process that connects them. Chapter 5 discusses these
findings in relation to the literature, draws out their policy implications, and closes

with the study’s limitations and directions for future research.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Repair as a Sociotechnical and Policy-Relevant Practice

This section begins one step back from the empirical field. Before RCs are introduced
in their own right, repair itself is taken as the object of inquiry, and the literature
approaches it in two registers. On the one hand, repair is a situated material practice,
an ongoing engagement with objects, tools, and breakdown through which everyday
sociotechnical order is sustained rather than restored through isolated technical
corrections (Jackson, 2014). On the other hand, repair has become a matter of public
concern, tied to debates on product durability, the circular economy, and the right to
repair, and increasingly written into European product regulation. Holding these two
registers together frames community repair as a meaningful site for science and

technology policy inquiry.

Repair studies increasingly understand repair as an ordinary and continuous part of
keeping technical objects in use, rather than an exceptional response to failure.
Jackson’s (2014) notion of broken world thinking helps frame this shift. It treats
breakdown and decay as a normal condition rather than an exception, and argues that
scholarship should begin from these rather than from “innovation, development, or
design as conventionally practiced and thought about” (p. 222). This change of starting
point is not a rejection of innovation. Jackson describes repair and maintenance as “not
separate or alternative to innovation, but sites for some of its most interesting and
consequential operations” (p. 227), and he asks us to value the ongoing work of repair
and maintenance through which things are kept stable and going. Denis and Pontille
(2023) press the same intuition from the side of maintenance, which they keep distinct

from repair. Where repair draws attention as a response to a visible failure,



maintenance is the quieter and continuous work of keeping things in order so that they
do not break down, and on this view, breakdown looks less like a single event than a
gradual condition held off through small and often invisible acts of upkeep (Denis &
Pontille, 2023). This upkeep is also widely shared rather than the preserve of
specialists (Denis & Pontille, 2023). Peil (2024) argues that, because everyday
technologies are always wearing out, ordinary users are themselves maintainers,

sustaining their devices through routine and largely unnoticed work.

This continuous work is also skilled, embodied, and material. Sennett (2008) places
repair within the wider field of craftsmanship, treating it as a neglected but all-
important form of skilled work (p. 199), and he separates static repair, which returns a
thing to its former state, from dynamic repair, which reworks an object’s form or
function while fixing it (p. 200). He treats making and repairing as parts of a single
continuum of practical know-how, one that involves following the steps of a technique
as well as grasping its overall purpose (Sennett, 2008). On this view, repairing
something is itself a way of coming to understand how it works (Sennett, 2008). Dant
(2010) draws attention to the bodily and gestural side of this work, the way a worker
relies on touch and the feel of materials to judge an object’s condition and decide how
to proceed. Strebel and colleagues (2019) treat repair as something worked out on the
spot, in the meeting between a person, a tool, and a resistant material rather than read
off in advance from a manual, so that the course of a repair is shaped as much by the

material itself as by the intentions of the person working on it.

Repair in this way is never only a technical operation. Henke (2000) develops a
sociology of repair, showing how repair work continually negotiates and remakes both
social and material order, since to repair something is to move through and adjust a
network of people, ideas, and material things. Graham and Thrift (2007) extend this to
the scale of cities and societies, arguing that the ongoing and largely invisible work of
keeping things going is what holds modern life together, so that repair is a matter of
politics as much as of technique. Taken together, this scholarship treats repair as a
sociotechnical practice that sustains material and social order at once. Here, I turn to a
second body of scholarship where repair is treated as a public concern and placed

within debates on sustainability, the circular economy, and the governance of products.



Part of the foundation for this comes from work on grassroots innovation. Seyfang and
Smith (2007) treat community action as a neglected but important site of innovation;
they argue that grassroots niche initiatives develop alternatives that differ from
mainstream business solutions. Smith et al. (2014) trace how such grassroots
movements try to spread these alternatives more widely while staying appropriate to
the local conditions they ultimately seek to transform. Bradley and Persson (2022)
bring this to repair directly and they argue that community repair is about more than
mending objects or cutting waste because it also builds social relations and a non-
consumerist form of citizenship. From this perspective, community repair becomes
more than a way of fixing things; it appears as a small site of innovation and shared

concern that deserves public attention (Bradley & Persson, 2022).

In much of this literature, repair enters the discussion through the circular economy
where it is valued for extending the useful life of products and keeping them in use
rather than letting them fall into the waste or recycling stream (Moalem & Mosgaard,
2021). Other scholars are more critical of this circular economy framing. McLaren et.
al (2020) suggest that the circular economy often treats repair in an instrumental way
(mainly as a tool for green growth and waste reduction) and this can push aside repair’s
more political meanings, especially its capacity to question consumerism and the
throwaway economy rather than simply support them. In an international study of
repairers, Niskanen and colleagues (2021) make a similar case; they argue that repair
is deeply political even where this is left implicit or actively depoliticized, since it
bears on the power relations involved in corporate control over products and on the

relationships through which people and things are sustained.

The question of who controls repair and on what terms, has also moved onto the public
agenda. In the European Union, repair has become a subject of policy and binding law.
The first mandatory requirements came from EU's dedicated right-to-repair legislation
but earlier, when product-specific ecodesign rules adopted in 2019 and applying from
2021 obliged makers of goods such as washing machines to keep spare parts available
and to share repair information with professional repairers (Commission Regulation
(EU) 2019/2023). The 2020 Circular Economy Action Plan then set repairability,

durability and a right to repair as explicit goals (European Commission, 2020).



The Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation extended repairability and
durability requirements to almost all product groups (Regulation (EU) 2024/1781), a
directive gave consumers a right to have goods repaired both within and beyond the
legal guarantee (Directive (EU) 2024/1799), and a further directive added duties to
inform buyers about durability and reparability (Directive (EU) 2024/825).

It is still unclear (or debated) how far these policy instruments actually change the
conditions of repair. Svensson-Hoglund and colleagues (2021) had already described
a repair market governance that is largely centralized because of the fact that repair
services are concentrated among manufacturers rather than shared with independent
repairers. Assessing the proposal for the right to repair directive, Lopez-Bermudez and
Vence (2025) argue that the proposal relies mainly on information tools. In their view,
it leaves deeper barriers e.g. planned obsolescence, the availability and price of spare
parts, and weak economic incentives to repair, largely untouched; as a result, it
produces a narrow and closed version of the right to repair that keeps much of the
repair market in the hands of manufacturers (Lopez-Bermudez & Vence, 2025).
Turning to the instruments that sit below EU law; Lechner et. al (2021) studied the city
of Graz, which coupled a demand-side funding scheme, reimbursing households for
half of a repair bill up to 100 euros per household each year, with supply-side funding
and coordination of a local repair network. They found that the two sides work well
together; however, the weak public awareness of repair limits how far the subsidy is
used and the scheme’s dependence on the city leaves it politically fragile (Lechner et

al., 2021).

Molnar and Jaeger-Erben (2026) discuss the repair voucher schemes introduced in
several European countries, including Germany, which are state subsidies covering up
to half of a repair bill. The authors focus less on consumers and more on the repair
providers themselves. Their analysis is based on a survey and focus groups with
German repairers, and they find that vouchers increase consumer demand and
awareness, but do little for long-term investment in repair businesses (Molnar &
Jaeger-Erben, 2026). They also bring little benefit to non-profit community repair,
which many German programmes do not cover, and leave structural barriers such as

the shortage of skilled technicians in place (Molnar & Jaeger-Erben, 2026). They



conclude that promoting sustainable consumption does not only require lowering costs
for consumers but, very importantly, addressing the economic and institutional
imbalances that favor replacement over repair (Molnar & Jaeger-Erben, 2026). On this
basis, they call for a shift from vouchers towards more lasting repair infrastructure
(Molnar & Jaeger-Erben, 2026). For Lloveras et. al. (2025), the stakes are wider still,
since manufacturers increasingly adopt asset-based strategies that allow repairability
on the surface while monopolizing repair and maintenance services, which turns the

right to repair into a site of broader democratic struggle over who controls repair.

These debates all respond to a shared concern: How to keep things in use rather than
discard them, how to keep repair affordable and within reach, how to loosen the control
that manufacturers hold over who may repair and on what terms, and how to keep
repair a political and relational practice rather than a matter of eco-efficiency alone,

against the pull of a throwaway economy.
2.1.1. The Right to Repair Movement

The debates and instruments reviewed above stand in a longer line of criticism. In this
line, products that fail early and are difficult to repair are read as outcomes of planned
obsolescence (Perzanowski, 2022; Lopez-Bermudez & Vence, 2025), that is, of
strategies by which companies deliberately limit how long their products last so that
consumers buy new ones sooner (Lloveras et al., 2025). These strategies also create
barriers to repair. In the same line of criticism, their ecological costs become visible
when repair is replaced by buying new products, and waste increases (Lloveras et al.,
2025). What follows from this is a growing movement advocating that repair should
not be optional or dependent on manufacturers’ goodwill; repair should be recognized
as a right of the people who own and use products. This claim is now commonly

discussed as the right to repair (Perzanowski, 2022; Lloveras et al., 2025).

Lloveras et al. (2025) describe the right to repair as an empty signifier, arguing that
the language of rights enables it to accommodate groups with different aims. Its broad
meaning allows these groups to rally around the same claim while positioning
themselves against a shared adversary. The claim unites a diverse range of people,

namely "tinkerers, hobbyists, repair professionals, policy advocates, sustainability



experts, and everyday people" (Perzanowski, 2022). These people call for products
that are easier to repair and for better access to the resources needed to carry out
repairs, including spare parts, specialized tools, repair manuals, and diagnostic tools
(Lloveras et al., 2025). They also seek the removal of software restrictions that make
third party and self-repair more difficult (Lloveras et al., 2025). Some of these
demands have begun to influence policymaking, especially in the United States and
the European Union, where right to repair regulations have already been introduced
and further measures are still being discussed (Hernandez et al., 2020; Svensson-
Hoglund et al., 2021; Lloveras et al., 2025). In the US, the debate has mostly been
about repair as a right of product owners, whereas the EU has addressed the issue
through product design, using ecodesign rules and consumer law (Perzanowski, 2022;

Lloveras et al., 2025).

For more than a decade, committed consumers and independent repair providers have
been pushing back against some of the world’s largest and most powerful corporations,
often with little public attention (Perzanowski, 2022). Their efforts have taken
different forms such as opening up new products to understand and work around repair
obstacles, bypassing technological restrictions on diagnostic software, searching for
difficult-to-obtain spare parts, and sharing information despite repeated legal pressure
from companies (Perzanowski, 2022). The movement, however, operates often
through local everyday practices like teaching and practicing repair in their own
communities or building repair businesses. These roles often overlap rather than divide
the movement, with volunteers, nonprofits, and businesses all taking part
(Perzanowski, 2022). Across these efforts, repair knowledge is shared together with
the parts and tools needed for repair, moving between those who have them and those
who need them. People behind these local practices have also built cross-border
connections. In Europe, organizations representing independent repairers, social
economy actors, and community repair groups, together with some repair-related
businesses, formed the Right to Repair Europe coalition in 2019. The coalition now
includes more than 180 organizations from 30 countries (Monciardini et al., 2025).
Monciardini et al. (2025) show that the campaign’s pressure and industry responses
have shaped each other, as campaigners and manufacturers learn from one another and

converge in unexpected ways. Access by itself is not enough to make repair happen.
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Even when spare parts, manuals, and tutorials are within reach, repair may still be
difficult for someone without experience. Repair capacity therefore also depends on
spaces where people can repair and learn together (Bradley & Persson, 2022). The
movement’s demands become concrete in these spaces, where repair is actually done,
shared, and learned. Protecting and restoring repair requires a change in how products
are designed, how markets encourage replacement, and how consumer culture
understands repair, so that the value of repair is more fully recognized (Perzanowski,

2022).
2.2. Repair Cafés in Existing Scholarship

The concerns I mentioned above are linked with the free, voluntary and collective
repair spaces called Repair Cafés (which I will refer to as RC throughout the thesis).
The first RC was held in Amsterdam in 2009 on the initiative of Martine Postma, and
the Repair Café Foundation she set up in 2010 has grown into an international network
of more than 2,500 RCs around the world (Repair Café, 2026). A RC is a free,
volunteer-run event which is usually held in a community venue where participants
bring broken household items such as small appliances, clothing, bicycles, and toys
and fix them together with volunteer repairers (Charter & Keiller, 2014; Spekkink et
al., 2022). What sets an RC apart from a commercial repair shop is that the work is not
simply done for the participant; people are encouraged to take part in fixing their own
items (or even someone else’s) alongside the repairer (Spekkink et al., 2022) and “it
aims to maintain and spread repair expertise” (Repair Café, 2026). As van der Velden
(2021) puts it, community repair is about learning together and sharing as much as
about mending. Participant surveys find that learning new skills sits among people’s
reasons for taking part, alongside meeting others and being intellectually stimulated
(Charter & Keiller, 2014). Reviews of the field add that the aims of those involved are
not only environmental or financial but also explicitly educational (Moalem &

Mosgaard, 2021a).

In Germany, RCs are a visible part of the community repair landscape. They have been
supported by Anstiftung, a German foundation that funds and accompanies

community-based repair and do-it-yourself initiatives (Anstiftung, 2026a). It also runs
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the online platform called “reparatur-initiativen” on which repair initiatives from
Germany, Switzerland and Austria could register information such as the dates or
locations of their repair gatherings. The literature offers multiple accounts of what RCs
are and what they do. In this section, I bring together the analytical lenses that are most

relevant to the focus of this study.

One part of the literature approaches RCs as sites of learning. Graziano and Trogal
(2017) treat pedagogy as one of three political issues running through collective repair,
(with other two being property and sociality) and they note that repair sites offer a
whole spectrum of pedagogical approaches. Vandenabeele and Decuypere (2022)
describe the educational dimension of RCs as a form of minor public pedagogy. In
their account, learning does not happen through direct instruction, it emerges rather
through situated and sensory encounters between people and broken things, as
repairers and participants pick up repair knowledge and skills along the way
(Vandenabeele & Decuypere, 2022). Madon (2022) adds a note of tension; he argues
that RCs are meant to be places of learning yet in practice, they often slide into a

service relationship in which the item is fixed for the participant.

A second strand looks at the RCs through care and relationships. Collective repair is
described as a space for sociality, a place where people value simply being together
(Graziano & Trogal, 2017). There are several forms of care that hold collaborative
repair together, and these forms often blend into one another (Meifiner, 2021). These
range from care for the object to care for each other, for the community and for the
environment (Meifner, 2021), so that fixing something is also a way of caring for the
people and the place around it. Repair is as much about the relationship between
repairer and participant as about the object, and the care they show each other shapes
the mood of the event (Meifiner, 2021). Chen and Phanumartwiwath (2025) shows
what this can look like for particular people. In RCs in Diisseldorf, older men find
purpose, well-being and connection after retirement by sharing skills and mentoring
others, in ways that also draw on a familiar sense of masculinity (Chen &
Phanumartwiwath, 2025). Greyling and Wadey (2026) report similar benefits from a
study of RC volunteers who describe gaining social and cognitive rewards and a sense

of belonging, and who see the RC as a building block of community. For the question
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of why people take part in RCs, Luukkonen and van den Broek’s (2024) study of Dutch
RCs is especially relevant. According to their study, participants’ main reasons for
coming are environmental concerns, the chance to draw on the knowledge, skills and
materials on hand, a wish to show that repair matters, and a sense of belonging to a
wider movement, while meeting others proves a less important draw than might be
expected (Luukkonen & van den Broek, 2024). Beyond the broader politics of repair
discussed earlier, this literature locates the politics in the setting of the RC:
KannengieBer (2018) reads RCs as sites of community-based consumer-critical action,
where repair is politicized as a practice against the throwaway and consumer society;
Madon (2022) argues that, by repairing for free, they socialize people into a new
relationship with their objects; and Colombijn and Egboko (2023) describe them as a
form of “capitalist abstinence” meaning a quiet refusal of the linear, consumption-

driven economy through repair.

RCs have also drawn criticism, particularly over how open and inclusive they actually
are. In community repairs, women are described as hesitating to open up their own
items and as playing down their competence in front of those helping them (Young &
Rosner, 2019). This applies to RCs too, since repair tasks tend to fall along gendered
lines (Meillner, 2021), and a latent discrimination by “expert” volunteers can
discourage women and people from lower social classes from getting involved, even
where a café hopes to draw everyone in (Schigg et al., 2022). Where an RC is located
matters too, since initiatives in deprived areas are shaped by local conditions, and
centering the needs of the community can make repair a more socially just practice
(Purvis et al., 2025). Seen this way, the RC is not the flat, open space it can appear to
be, but one crossed by relations of expertise, gender and class. In more general terms,
considering the discussions all together, RCs are much more than a place to get broken
things mended. They appear as social and relational practices as much as technical

ones.
2.3. Knowledge, Learning, and Participation

Following the previous discussions, this section turns more directly to expertise itself.

It asks what kind of knowledge repair involves, and how this knowledge is learned and
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shared when people repair together. The discussion has two steps:

1. What kind of knowledge repair involves and how the repair and RC literatures
have addressed this question?

2. How such knowledge is learned and shared through situated participation, and
the forms participation takes in open settings lack continuity where people are

free to come and go?

In principle, a RC works when someone who knows how to fix a thing meets someone
whose thing is broken, and what passes between them is what this study sets out to
understand. Reviewing how the literature has treated repair knowledge, and how
people learn by taking part gives the thesis the vocabulary it needs to read its own
material. [ use the ideas gathered here, from tacit and embodied knowledge to situated
learning and participation, as sensitizing concepts. They guide my attention, rather

than deciding in advance what the analysis will find.
2.3.1. Knowledge in Repair and Repair Café Settings

Much of what skilled repair involves is knowledge that is hard to put into words, what
Polanyi (1966) called tacit knowledge, the sense in which we can know more than we
can tell. For instance, we recognize a familiar face without being able to say quite how
we do it (Polanyi, 1966). Tacit knowledge is not one single thing, and Collins (2010)
distinguishes three kinds that are tacit for different reasons and to different degrees.
Some of it is tied to the body and its training e.g. the balance involved in riding a
bicycle, which Collins calls somatic tacit knowledge and treats as the more tractable
kind since in principle it can be written down and even built into a machine (Collins,
2010). For him, the form of knowledge that most strongly resists being made explicit
is collective tacit knowledge, which is held in shared social life rather than in the
individual body (Collins, 2010). Soler and Zwart (2013) set out the same ordering and
rank the forms by how hard each is to make explicit, from the relational and weak,

through the somatic, to the collective and strong.

Repair clearly involves a bodily, practical kind of knowing, and Dant (2010) describes

the work of repair as a craft of gesture, feeling, and what he calls sensual knowledge.
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He is careful with the word tacit because, in his view, much of what is often called
tacit knowledge can actually be put into words and taught through talk (Dant, 2010).
Sensual knowledge in a narrower sense is a feel for the material gathered through the

senses which can be combined with talk during diagnosis but remains difficult to

represent outside the body (Dant, 2010). It is a mixture of perceptual, cognitive and
manual skills of the sort we associate with handcraft, and these are not capacities that
can be systematized or handed over to a machine (Dant, 2010). In the repair shop, this
appears in very ordinary actions, as repairers feel, touch, push, pull, shake, and rub
devices, relying on sight, hearing, and sometimes even smell (Nova & Bloch, 2020).
The body becomes the repairer’s first instrument (Nova & Bloch, 2020). What such
workers hold is a large body of practical knowledge; a knowing of how to do it, carried
in skilled performance rather than in words, and there is a clear difference between

watching it and doing it (Lloyd & Olsson, 2019).

This bodily knowledge has long been treated as the lesser kind (Carr & Gibson, 2016).
When industrial production was reorganized, the tasks of the mind such as design were
split off from the tasks of the body such as assembly, and the embodied work of the
hands was seen as repetitive and even demeaning, while the work of the mind was tied
to education, skill and value (Carr & Gibson, 2016). Seen up close, repair knowledge

might be more than skill in the hands. In maintenance work, it takes three forms:

1. A knowing of how a thing works, approached as an assembly of parts (Denis

et al., 2023).

2. A knowing of what has happened to it, approached as something with a history
that has to be pieced together (Denis et al., 2023).

3. A knowing of how it behaves, approached as a living material with responses

of its own (Denis et al., 2023).

None of these is a fixed stock of information (Denis et al., 2023). Knowledge here is
a quest, and maintainers know less than they seek to know, so that what they hold is

the provisional result of never-ending inquiry (Denis et al., 2023). A study of mobile
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phone repair in Dhaka draws a similar map and indicates that competent repair rests
on an explicit knowledge of how the parts connect, on a tacit knowledge held in the
hands, and on a social knowledge of the trade and its people (Ahmed et al., 2015).
When the tacit skill of a master baker was said to have been captured inside a bread-
making machine, a closer look showed that nothing had really been converted from
tacit to explicit; the machine mimicked a few mechanical actions, and the rest of the
skill was quietly supplied by the people around it, from the factory workers to the user
at home (Ribeiro & Collins, 2007). What a machine cannot take over, and what cannot
simply be written down, is the part of skill bound up with living in a social world, so
that balancing on a bicycle can in principle be mechanized while riding one through
traffic cannot (Ribeiro & Collins, 2007). The same lesson runs through the repair trade
where the social knowledge of a repairer, the rules of the workshop and the trust of
customers and fellow workers is learned by working alongside others and is what turns

a newcomer into a fixer (Ahmed et al., 2015).

If the deepest repair knowledge cannot be told, the question becomes how it passes
from one person to another, and across very different crafts the answer is much the
same. Skilled work is communicated largely without words and learned through
watching, copying and repeated practice, so that when asked to explain their expertise,
masons reach the limits of language and fall back on demonstration (Marchand, 2008).
In a carpentry workshop the instructor simply says “watch this” and shows the
movement, because a motor sense of how to act does not pass easily into words without
losing something in the translation, and there is no substitute for practice (Marchand,
2008). In cabinet making the master takes the wood from the apprentice, places himself
in the apprentice’s position and performs the movement, then watches the apprentice
try, correct by example rather than explanation, a process the apprentices “call stealing
with the eyes” (Gamble, 2001). What is shown this way is often the whole before the
parts, a way of seeing the part in the whole that cannot be stated even though each
separate step can (Gamble, 2001). Even the words that help are not descriptions of the
skill but bridges towards it, as when a craftsman who cannot say how he knows the
angle of a blade, saying only that you just feel it, mimes a small rocking of the hand
that lets the learner find it (Wood et al., 2009). RCs take this old pattern of showing

and watching and set it in an open community space. It is worth mentioning however
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that free online how-to videos now show the steps of a repair and direct attention to
the parts that matter, much as a demonstration would, putting repair within reach of
anyone with an internet connection (Dant, 2019). Even so, people still gather to repair
together in person at these events, with repairers who bring their skills, tools and
expertise (Kaczmarek, 2023). In German RCs it is mainly the repairers who handle the
materiality of the devices such as loosening and tightening screws, getting the dust
out, cleaning the connections and gluing broken parts (KannengieBer, 2020).
According to KannengieBBer (2020) the people who come (participants) do not only
watch but also take part like taking the devices apart and putting them back together
to understand how the things they use every day actually work. Sharing skills and
knowledge is a stated aim of these events, and the organizers set out to bring together
those who can repair and those who want to learn (KannengieBer, 2020). In a Dutch
RC the repairer often opens a device the owner has never seen from the inside and
performs a kind of show and tell, explaining the workings while the two work on it
together, the owner steadying the object or trying the repair with the repairer’s support
(van der Velden, 2021). The repairer works by trial and error and tinkering while
keeping up a conversation with the guest, so that the social skills feed the repair while
the repair skills open a conversation about design, use, and the life of the thing (van

der Velden, 2021).

In community repair the repairers lean heavily on implicit knowledge and hands-on
ways of working rather than on formal instruction, and the informal interaction itself
1s what carries this knowledge across (Jain et al., 2025). Bringing knowledge across in
this setting is not simple, and the difficulty is as much social as technical
(KannengieBer, 2020; MeiBner, 2021). In RCs the expert repairers themselves have to
learn how to convey what they know like picking up the social competences needed
to encourage a visitor to try and to explore, since the goal the organizers hold is a
transfer of knowledge from repairer to visitor rather than a free repair service
(MeiBner, 2021). Admitting that one cannot fix a thing oneself and asking for help is
not always an easy moment, and visitors often feel overwhelmed, unsure of the
unwritten rules and afraid of failing, so that the gap in knowledge between the two
sides can only be closed by social skills on both sides (Meifner, 2021). The materials

set a further limit, since the level of expertise a smartphone or laptop demands can
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complicate the exchange of knowledge and sometimes make the repair impossible
(KannengieBer, 2020). How best to understand this learning is itself a matter of debate.
One reading of the RC treats it instrumentally, as a place that hands visitors a set of
competences, repair knowledge, skills and attitudes, that they can carry away and use,
and on this reading the guiding question is simply how to fix the problem
(Vandenabeele & Decuypere, 2022). Against this, a relational reading holds that the
learning does not exist before the event and then get delivered, but emerges in and
through the encounter between people and broken things; a slow fine-tuning between
hands and materials the authors call a minor public pedagogy (Vandenabeele &
Decuypere, 2022). On this reading the sharp line between repairer and participant
matters less than the shared attention to the thing, and a kind of equality forms around
the table (Vandenabeele & Decuypere, 2022). The same point appears clearly in
accounts of the Restart Parties in Barcelona. Callén and Duque (2023) describe these
events as spaces for sharing skills and knowledge in common, rather than training
people in a school-like way. Here, opening a device and understanding why it stopped
working can matter more than completing a successful repair (Callén Moreu & Duque

Hurtado, 2023).

According to Amin and Roberts (2008) it cannot be assumed that simply bringing
people together in a community produces shared knowledge. Knowing in action is not
one thing, and the instrumentalist idea that treats community as a way to maximize
learning glosses over real differences between settings, where craft knowledge in
particular still depends on being in the same place, on demonstration and on
apprenticeship, and closeness of relationship is not the same as closeness in space

(Amin & Roberts, 2008).

Across these settings, repair knowledge appears as something practical and embodied,
learned and shared above all by working on broken things together with others. How
openly that sharing happens differs from one place to the next, from the guarded know-

how of the commercial shop to the more open table of the RCs.
2.3.2. Situated Learning and Forms of Participation

From a situated view, learning is less about taking in facts than about taking part (Lave
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& Wenger, 1991). Through legitimate peripheral participation, newcomers move from
the edge of a community’s practice toward fuller participation, and learning becomes
part of the practice itself rather than set apart from it as a separate mental act (Lave &
Wenger, 1991). Knowledge here is not separate from its use but tied to the activity and
setting in which it exists (Brown et al., 1989). Learning is therefore better understood
as enculturation into a community of practitioners than as receiving a body of facts
(Brown et al., 1989). Skill is also a matter of situated action (Suchman, 1985). It is
worked out as the situation unfolds, rather than simply read from a plan in advance
(Suchman, 1985). When something breaks down, the smooth and usually unspoken
ways of doing things have to be made explicit, much as they do in teaching (Suchman,
1985). Such a community holds together through the mutual engagement of its
members, a joint enterprise they negotiate among themselves, and a shared repertoire
of routines, words, tools and ways of doing things built up over time (Wenger, 1998).
Cognitive apprenticeship uses a similar language and places modelling and coaching
within a community of practice where people learn by working together on realistic

tasks (Collins, 2006).

In close studies of teaching a manual skill, the showing matters more than the telling
(Lindwall & Ekstrom, 2012). In a crochet class, the teacher’s words first give only a
thin description (Lindwall & Ekstrom, 2012). They name the movements of the hands,
but do not fully explain what those movements are for (Lindwall & Ekstrom, 2012).
Their meaning becomes clearer only when the work succeeds, when the instruction
makes sense because the stitch has come out right (Lindwall & Ekstrom, 2012). Even
before a teacher steps in, beginners watch and help one another, one passing on what
they have only just managed themselves (Lindwall & Ekstrom, 2012). Gesture does
much of this work, since a pointing or shaping hand over a shared object can carry a
meaning the learner grasps before having the words for it (Roth, 2001). These gestures
are not separate from the material work of the hands (Lebaron & Streeck, 2000). They
emerge through practical engagement with things, and in acts of showing and
demonstration they become shared signs through which practical knowledge is passed
on within a community of practice (Lebaron & Streeck, 2000). For instance, guidance

in a community bike shop follows a similar pattern; a helper draws a learner into the
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repair task through gesture, demonstration, and an embodied back-and-forth around

the work itself (Arnold, 2012).

Learning here also runs sideways among the repairers where they mentor and learn
from one another and lean on each other’s expertise for the harder repairs (Markussen
et al., 2025) which improves efficiency and saves a lot of time (Masclet et al., 2023).
An older generation is described as handing technical know-how to a younger one that
brings newer skills such as 3D printing in return (Masclet et al., 2023), and a study of
older male repairers in German RCs frames the same exchange as skill-sharing and

mentorship (Chen & Phanumartwiwath, 2025).

If learning is participation, then the shape it takes is what matters, and membership
turns out to be not one thing but a range of more and less involved ways of taking part,
with no fixed center, so that being on the edge can draw a newcomer in or where access
is denied, keep them out (Lave & Wenger, 1991). These different ways of taking part
can be understood as trajectories (Wenger, 1998). According to Wenger (1998), some
of these trajectories are defined as peripheral; they may never lead to full membership
but can still shape a person’s sense of who they are. Inbound trajectories move
newcomers toward fuller participation, while insider, boundary, and outbound
trajectories describe other positions within or around a practice, including the position
of those gradually moving out of it (Wenger, 1998). The move toward fuller
membership is not a simple climb from edge to core, since learning can run both ways:
Old hands could pick things up from newcomers as much as the other way round, and
the way the work is set up can narrow what anyone learns (Brooks et al., 2020). Taking
part is better seen as a set of pathways into and through a community than as a single
ladder, pathways that open or close depending on whether a newcomer is treated as a
member in the making (Tomko et al., 2021), with different people finding quite
different routes through the same place (Bonnette & Crowley, 2020). In a study
conducted in youth maker club, findings show that even within a single encounter, a
newcomer can move from the edge of an activity toward a fuller role by trying out a

way of working through explorative imitation (Martin & Betser, 2020).

According to Deflorian (2021) on alternative-economy practices and RCs being one
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of them, this kind of participation is described as unstable and low in commitment.
People can come and go without helping to run the event or adopting any particular
way of life, and take part only to the extent that they wish or are able to (Deflorian,
2021). How a repair session is actually organized, though, varies from one RC to
another (Madon, 2022). At busier ones, participants line up to register at a reception
table, have it labelled and set on a board, and then wait to be called when a repairer is
free (Madon, 2022). These waits can run from a few minutes to several hours while at
quieter ones they simply sit down with a repairer and explain the problem (Madon,
2022). RCs do not have one stable membership because there is usually a distinction
between repairers and participants, these groups differ in repair skills and in
commitment to the event (Luukkonen & van den Broek, 2024). Most participants
describe themselves as not skilled at repair, and for many the draw is the repairers’
knowledge and skills rather than a wish to try new methods of their own, with some
saying plainly that they would rather have the item fixed by someone else than take
part in the process themselves (Luukkonen & van den Broek, 2024). One ethnography
of French RCs reads this tendency more clearly. Some participants come to act more
like consumers than learners and treat this free, nonmarket setting as a kind of service
(Madon, 2022). The wait for their turn can strengthen this expectation and some
participants may then begin to act like dissatisfied clients (Madon, 2022). Other
fieldwork reads the same table the other way, with most of those who bring something
taking up the role of an apprentice while the repairer shows their skill, so that the

encounter becomes one of mutual learning (Colombijn & Egboko, 2023).

Either way, the participant is still there for the occasion rather than as a standing
member. On the other hand, such loose and partial participation does not necessarily
mean that participation has failed; peripherality can still allow someone to take a real
(even if limited) part in a practice, whereas marginality keeps a person from moving
toward fuller participation (Wenger, 1998). In this sense, the same loose participation
in each RC could be read in either or a different way, and that’s for the Findings chapter

to take over.
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2.4. Analytical Gap and Positioning of the Study

The review so far has shown that RCs are organized around the sharing of repair skills,
with organizers describing the goal as a transfer of knowledge from repairer to
participant, and with participants coming in part to understand how the devices they
use every day actually work (KannengieBer, 2020; MeiBner, 2021). Reviews of the
field likewise treat such skill-sharing as one of their explicit/core aims of these events
(Moalem & Mosgaard, 2021). What the review has not yet done is locate, within all

this, the study’s own question.

Across this literature, knowledge tends to be treated as something that is held or
shared; as an aim of the event, a resource on hand, or an outcome that participants
carry away. It is treated less often as something accomplished in the course of a
particular exchange. Where the literature does attend to the learning, it divides. One
reading treats it as the transfer of competences from repairer to participant, where the
guiding question is how to fix the problem (Meiflner, 2021; Vandenabeele &
Decuypere, 2022); another holds that the learning does not exist before the encounter
but is brought into being within it (Vandenabeele & Decuypere, 2022; Callén Moreu
& Duque Hurtado, 2023). This disagreement is conducted largely through competing
readings of what the RC is for, rather than settled by close attention to what passes

between a particular repairer and a particular participant.

The studies that do follow skilled practice as it is shown, watched, and corrected from
one moment to the next are located in settings adjacent to the RC rather than within it,
such as a community bicycle workshop (Arnold, 2012), a crochet class (Lindwall &
Ekstrom, 2012), and an out-of-school maker club (Martin & Betser, 2020). Within the
RC, the account that comes closest to the exchange itself remains largely descriptive
(van der Velden, 2021), while the most developed account reads the encounter
primarily through care (Meifiner, 2021). The live exchange between repairer and

participant has therefore been examined only in part, rather than as a process in itself.

This is the gap the present study addresses. What has not been made a central object
of analysis is the encounter as it happens; the moment-to-moment process through

which knowledge does or does not pass between repairer and participant. Existing
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concepts capture the conditions and the framing that surround this exchange; they
orient attention toward it without naming the process that unfolds within it. Accounting
for that process calls for concepts developed from the empirical material rather than
imposed on it in advance. The study therefore takes the encounter itself as its analytical
level and asks how repair knowledge is negotiated and enacted between repairer and

participant in the course of a repair session.

In keeping with this orientation, the study attends not only to how knowledge moves
in the encounter but also to what this movement produces for the participant, for the
repairer, and for the repair itself. This consequence-oriented view reconnects the
encounter to the wider policy concerns set out at the start of this chapter, since the
capacity of community repair to sustain and spread repair skills bears on the circular
economy and right-to-repair agendas. It is notable in this respect that even a study of
learning in communal mending sets the economic and policy dimensions of such
practices aside as questions for later work (Durrani, 2018). By examining how
knowledge is enacted in the encounter and what it produces, the study speaks to those
dimensions indirectly while keeping its focus on the repair table. Consistent with the
grounded theory approach, this positioning fixes the level at which the analysis works

without settling in advance what it will find.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, I outline the methodological approach adopted in this study. Drawing
on Strauss and Corbin’s grounded theory methodology (Corbin & Strauss, 2015), I
seek to develop a process-oriented understanding of knowledge-related interactions
within repairer-participant encounters in RCs. Rather than applying a predefined
theoretical framework, I systematically analyze the empirical data to identify patterns,
variations, and conditions shaping these interactions. The chapter presents the research
design, case selection, data collection procedures, coding strategies and the measures

taken to ensure quality and ethical integrity.
3.1. Research Design

This study adopts a qualitative research design grounded in the methodology
developed by Strauss and Corbin, as presented in the Basics of Qualitative Research
(Corbin & Strauss, 2015). The aim of this section is to explain the epistemological and
methodological rationale behind this choice, to situate it within the broader landscape
of grounded theory approaches, and to articulate how the design accommodates the

process-oriented, interactionist inquiry that this study pursues.

Before presenting the methodological rationale in detail, it is necessary to state once

more the research questions that guide this study. The main research question asks:

e How are knowledge practices enacted within repairer-participant interactions

in RCs?

This central question is pursued through four sub-questions, each addressing a distinct

analytical dimension:
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1. What forms do knowledge practices take within “repairer-participant”
interactions in RCs, and how do they vary across repair encounters?

2. What contextual and interactional conditions shape these variations?

3. How is participant involvement constituted within repair encounters, and what
does it enable or constrain in terms of knowledge exchange?

4. What consequences do different configurations of knowledge practice produce

for both “repairer” and “participant”, and for the repair process itself?

Together, these questions reflect the analytical logic of Corbin and Strauss’s (2015)
grounded theory: The first question attends to the forms and variations of action; the
second to the conditions under which action occurs; the third to the structure of
interaction; and the fourth to the consequences that follow from it which structures

both the coding process and the eventual theoretical integration.

It should be noted, however, that these research questions did not have their present
form at the beginning of the research. Consistent with grounded theory methodology,
the research began with a broad area of inquiry, the nature of knowledge-related
interactions in RCs, rather than with tightly formulated hypotheses (Corbin & Strauss,
2015). The questions were progressively refined as data collection and analysis
proceeded in parallel. The questions as stated here, then, represent the mature
formulation that crystallized through the iterative process of data collection, coding,

and conceptual development, not a set of a priori assumptions imposed on the data.

These questions place the repair encounter as the center of the analysis. In grounded
theory, the unit of analysis is the concept itself, so sampling is guided by conceptual
variation rather than by particular people or things (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Concepts,
however, still emerge from the empirical material. The concepts developed in this
study concern knowledge practices enacted, therefore I observed it within repair
encounters. | define a repair encounter as an episode of joint work around an object
brought. It begins when the person responsible for the object, usually the person who
brought it, starts working on it together with at least one other person. This other
person is usually someone with greater repair knowledge, in RC settings they are

mostly the volunteer repairers. This is the narrower, countable boundary of the process
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that Chapter 1 introduced as beginning when the object is brought in. The findings will
show that the division of work begins to take shape before the first shared task, in how
the participant finds a way into the room and into the work, so the analysis follows the
encounter as a process from entry. The object plays a specific and limited role in this
definition. It bounds the encounter and makes them observable and countable; it is not
what the analysis is about. What the analysis follows inside these boundaries is the
enactment of knowledge, what is asked and explained, what is shown and tried, what
is withheld, and what each side takes away. Roles are likewise not part of the
definition. A different study of the same field could have taken the person or the
initiative as its unit. The questions of this study, however, ask about practices that exist
only inside the interaction. In practice, this meant that the incident in incident-by-
incident coding was usually an encounter or a moment within one, and constant
comparison ran encounter against encounter across sites, objects, and repairers. I have
written up eleven observation sessions, which include 38 repair encounters in total.
Thirteen were observed from beginning to end, thirteen in substantial part (either
because I joined the encounter after it had begun or left before), and twelve only briefly
(e.g. at the beginning, at the end, or in passing). Eight interactions where repair was
declined or resolved through advice before joint work began are recorded separately
and not counted as encounters. They still enter the analysis as boundary cases, because
deciding what will not be repaired turned out to be part of how the repair work is
divided. The interviews added 72 specific repair encounters including some from RCs
beyond the six observed sites. Where an interview account referred to an encounter |

had also observed, I counted those once, as one encounter with two data sources.

A unit of this kind cannot be measured from outside; it has to be watched, taken part
in, and interpreted. The sections below explain the two methodological choices that

follow from this: The choice of qualitative research and the choice of grounded theory.
3.1.1. Why Qualitative Research

The central concern of this study is to understand how knowledge is enacted,
negotiated, and co-produced during repair encounters in RCs as I explained in the

previous section. I chose the word enacted deliberately here. This kind of “knowing”
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lives in the doing; it is not a fixed possession that sits in a person or a document waiting
to be used, but something produced again and again in everyday activity, existing only
as long as people keep doing it (Orlikowski, 2002). These are phenomena that unfold
in situated, relational, and often unpredictable ways, shaped by the material conditions
of broken objects, the expertise and dispositions of volunteer repairers, and the
expectations and involvement of participants who bring items for repair (Meif3ner,
2021; Vandenabeele & Decuypere, 2022). Capturing the dynamics of such encounters
requires a research approach that is sensitive to context, meaning, and the complexity
of human action (Creswell, 2013; Yilmaz, 2013). Qualitative research is particularly
suited to this task. Researchers turn to qualitative methods when they seek to explore
the inner experiences of participants, to examine how meanings are shaped within
social settings, and to investigate areas where little is known about the people and
practices to be investigated (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Creswell, 2013; Niskanen et al.,
2021).

The interactions that take place at a repair table (e.g. the questions asked, the
explanations offered, the frustrations expressed, the collaborative problem-solving
emerges) are not easily reducible to variables or measurable through standardized
instruments. Qualitative epistemology holds that social phenomena are too complex
and interwoven to be captured through isolated variables (Yilmaz, 2013); repair
encounters, with their fundamentally relational subjectivity, are no exception. Repair,
as Niskanen, McLaren, and Anshelm (2021) emphasize, is fundamentally concerned
with meaning and meaning-making, and understanding it requires interpretation rather
than measurement. Each encounter unfolds through unexpected relations and
attachments between people and the objects lying on the repair table (Vandenabeele
& Decuypere, 2022), shaped by contingencies that resist formalization. Studying such
phenomena demands an approach that allows the researcher to engage closely with the
field, to attend to the situated and emergent nature of social life (Patton, 2015), and to
develop understandings rooted in the perspectives and practices of those being studied

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Creswell, 2013).

The following subsection explains the reason why I believe grounded theory

methodology is the most appropriate framework for this inquiry.
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3.1.2. Why Grounded Theory

As 1 mentioned, this study employs grounded theory methodology. This choice,
however, did not precede the research; it crystallized gradually, through conversations
with my advisor and through early encounters with the field. To explain why grounded
theory proved to be the most fitting approach, it is necessary to first clarify what it
involves as a methodology; not as a textbook exercise, but as a way of setting the

analytical ground on which the rest of this chapter stands.

Its core logic rests on two foundational principles: First, that concepts out of which
theory is constructed are derived from data collected during the research process rather
than being selected prior to the research; and second, that data collection and analysis
are interrelated and proceed simultaneously, with each informing the other in an
iterative cycle (Gasson, 2004; Creswell, 2013; Corbin & Strauss, 2015). This iterative
logic means that early observations can reshape interview questions, that provisional
codes generated from one dataset can guide the collection of the next, and that the
analytical process is never a linear sequence from data to findings but a continuous
dialogue between what has been observed and what remains to be understood (Corbin

& Strauss, 2015).

What distinguishes grounded theory from other qualitative approaches is its capacity
to generate theory, not merely to organize or describe data (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).
This capacity is central to the present study, which aims to develop a conceptual
account of how knowledge enactment and collaborative repair unfold within RCs,
particularly because these dynamics have not yet been theorized at the micro-
interactional level. Grounded theory offers a structured analytical progression; from
open coding, where data are broken apart and examined for their conceptual
possibilities, through axial coding, where relationships between categories are
identified, to selective coding, where a core category is developed and the analysis is
integrated into a coherent conceptual framework (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). This
architecture provides themes and a theory, it provides an account of how and why
things happen the way they do (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). It asks how interactions

unfold over time, how they shift in response to changing conditions, through what
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mechanisms, and what consequences they produce (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).

I would like to close this section by addressing the question of why I did not apply
existing theoretical frameworks to RCs as deductive lenses, and instead pursue
grounded theory in order to build theory inductively. Existing frameworks offer
valuable conceptual resources, and this study engages with them in the literature
review. However, applying them deductively would risk predetermining what counts
as knowledge, what counts as learning, and what counts as participation in the repair
encounter, before the data have had the chance to reveal how these categories actually
operate in practice (Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Instead, the literature is engaged as a
source of what Blumer (1954) called sensitizing concepts. These are the notions that,
in his formulation, “merely suggest directions along which to look” rather than
“provide prescriptions of what to see” (p. 7). As Bowen (2006) demonstrates, such
concepts can productively orient grounded theory analysis while remaining open to
refinement or rejection as the data require. Engaged in this way, the reviewed literature
serves to enhance sensitivity to emergent phenomena (Corbin & Strauss, 2015) rather
than to supply the analytic categories, which are instead developed from the empirical
material. This matters for the present study because the interactional dynamics of RCs
remain largely untheorized. Existing research has examined these spaces through the
lens of circular economy (Moalem & Mosgaard, 2021; Van Der Velden, 2021; Bradley
& Persson, 2022; Spekkink et al., 2022), consumer culture and consumer behavior
(Madon, 2022; Luukkonen & van den Broek, 2024), or grassroots initiatives and
sustainability transitions (Graziano & Trogal, 2017; KannengieBer, 2018; Schigg et
al., 2022; Purvis et al., 2025), and the actors involved are typically described through
a three-part inventory of organizers, repairers, and participants (Schigg et al., 2022;
Purvis et al., 2025). Yet early fieldwork for this study revealed dynamics that do not
fit comfortably within these established categories. The research questions guiding
this study ask precisely about these dynamics. These are questions about processes

that have not yet been named, in a setting that has not yet been theorized at this level.
3.2. Research Setting and Site Selection

Germany offers a rich context for studying RCs. Since the first German RC was
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established in Cologne in 2012, following the Dutch model, community repair
initiatives have grown rapidly. As of 2026, the Anstiftung network lists over 1,800
initiatives across the country (Anstiftung, 2026b). This growth has been facilitated by
Germany’s culture of civic associations, under which many repair initiatives have
constituted themselves as registered associations (Baier et al., 2016), and by a
Handwerk tradition of vocational craftsmanship from which RC volunteers frequently

draw (KannengieBer, 2018; Jaeger-Erben & Hielscher, 2022).

Within this context, I focused on Bavaria, where 332 repair initiatives are registered,
the second-highest concentration among federal states (Anstiftung, 2026b). Bavaria
offered access to settings ranging from a large metropolitan area to smaller towns,
which helped me explore how repair interactions varied across different community
configurations. My residence in the region made sustained fieldwork practically

feasible, in line with the iterative logic of grounded theory data collection.

This study draws on fieldwork conducted across six RCs, referred to as Sites A through
F throughout this thesis to protect the anonymity of volunteers and participants.
Although RCs are public events, participants do not necessarily attend them expecting
their interactions to become part of academic research. This concern was particularly
relevant in the smaller municipalities I visited where there was often only one RC.
Anonymizing the sites helps minimize the risk of identifying individuals through the
combination of location, role, and personal details that can emerge in thick qualitative

description. Table 1 provides an overview of the key characteristics of each site.

Table 1: Overview of Research Sites

Feature Site A Site B Site C Site D Site E Site F
A major Same A mid-sized  Major city Same Small
metropolitan  metropolita  city in (GroBstadt) metropolit  municipality
area n area as Baden- in Bavaria an area as (Marktgemeind
(GroBstadt) Site A Wiirttember Site A e) in Bavaria,
Location in Bavaria g, a (university  small-town
with a neighboring -linked) setting
diverse federal state
international close to
population Bavaria
Monthly Weekly Biweekly Twice Spontaneo  Monthly
Frequency (alternating monthly us/
days) irregular
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Multi- Bicycle Multi- Multi- Bicycle Multi-category

category only category category only (electronics,

(electronics, (electrical, (appliances, bicycles,
Repair textiles, bicycle, clothing, textiles,
categories bicycles, sewing, furniture, furniture,

household wood/metal)  instruments, mechanical,

appliances, bicycles, etc.)

etc.) etc.)

Cultural Social and Community ~ Makerspace  Uses Site Protestant

center residential space (civic within a B’s space; community
Host venue . .
type center for foundation) hlstorlg alsp . hall

refugees industrial university
complex campuses

Community- Community Community- Community- University Community-

run, -run, run, run, student run, volunteer-
Organization | volunteer- volunteer- volunteer- volunteer- initiative led (church-
al form led led led (civic led affiliated)

foundation) (makerspace
collective)

Predominant Multicultur ~ Predominant Predominant University = Predominantly

ly German, al; younger  ly German, ly German, students German,
Demo- middle-aged  (20s—40s); middle-aged middle-aged (bachelor’s middle-aged to
graphic to elderly; English to elderly; to elderly; , master’s, elderly; small-
profile some commonly some occasional PhD); town Bavarian

international ~ spoken younger student internation  character

visitors participants  volunteers al

I selected these sites through a process of theoretical sampling (Corbin & Strauss,
2015), whereby initial fieldwork informed my subsequent decisions about where to
observe and whom to interview. Rather than predetermining a fixed sample, I allowed
emerging analytical insights to guide the progressive inclusion of sites that offered
variation along dimensions relevant to my research questions; namely, how knowledge
is enacted, how collaboration unfolds, and how repair practices are organized within
these communities. Five of the six RCs included in the research are located in this
region, including sites in and around a major metropolitan area, one in another major
Bavarian city, and one in a small rural municipality. The sixth site, located in Baden-
Wiirttemberg (a neighboring federal state geographically close to Bavaria) was
included as a deliberate analytical decision to examine whether the practices I
observed in Bavarian RCs were specific to that regional context or reflected broader

patterns of RC culture; I discuss the rationale for this choice in detail below.

My site selection unfolded progressively over the course of fieldwork, guided by the
logic of theoretical sampling. I began with Site A because it was the nearest RC

offering a classic multi-category format and its upcoming event fell earliest in the
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calendar, making it a natural entry point into the field. My first observation there
revealed the richness of face-to-face repair interactions and the diversity of knowledge
practices, confirming the suitability of my research design. As for the second site, I
visited Site D which is in another major Bavarian city. It maintained the classic multi-
category format while being located in another large city. It therefore allowed for a
lateral comparison without substantially increasing the variation in the sample. The
analysis then moved to the two bicycle-only settings in my sample. Site E entered my
sample through a lead that emerged during my fieldwork, when a volunteer mentioned
a student-run bicycle repair initiative organized through a local university. I followed
this lead, consistent with the principle that theoretical sampling should be driven by
analytically promising directions arising from the data itself (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).
As a university student initiative with spontaneous scheduling and an exclusively
student demographic, Site E introduced a fundamentally different organizational form
and allowed me to explore whether the knowledge enactment and collaboration
patterns I had observed in community-run RCs also operated within a peer-based,
university-linked setting. Site B as the fourth site is operating on a weekly schedule
within a multicultural social center. Its frequent meeting schedule made it immediately
accessible, and its format offered and supported contrast along several dimensions
such as repair scope, participant demographics, and the social function of the host
venue. Site F, a RC in a small rural municipality, was the only site outside an urban
area. | included it to move beyond the metropolitan settings that had dominated my
fieldwork and to observe how repair practices unfold in a close-knit, small-town
community. The last site to enter the analysis was Site C, located in a neighboring
federal state, which I had visited to examine whether the practices I had begun to
identify were specific to Bavaria or reflected a broader RC culture. My observation
there confirmed that the core structural features (the registration process, volunteer-
led organization, diagnostic conversations, and lateral consultation among repairers)

were consistent with what I had observed in classic RCs in Bavaria.

Where circumstances allowed, I attempted to visit each site at least twice, because a
single visit could only capture one particular configuration of a site’s social and
material dynamics. The composition of volunteers, the number of participants, and the

variety of repair cases shifted considerably from one session to the next, and returning
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allowed me to observe these fluctuations rather than treating a single snapshot as
representative. I also aimed to conduct both participant and naturalistic observation at
each site, shifting between modes across visits where possible. However, this was not
always achievable. At some sites, practical constraints such as event scheduling and
travel distance (e.g. Site C) limited me to a single visit. At others, even where two
visits were possible, the distinction between participant and naturalistic observation
was difficult to maintain. At bicycle-only sites, for instance, I did not own a bicycle at
all, which initially positioned me as a naturalistic observer. Yet the participatory
culture of these spaces blurred that boundary because volunteers would invite
onlookers to assist with a repair, donated bicycles were available for anyone willing
to co-repair them, and conversations naturally drew me into the activity. More broadly,
the informal, open atmosphere of some RCs meant that even during naturalistic
observation, I was frequently drawn into conversations, asked to help hold a part, or
invited to sit closer to a repair table. Conversely, during participant observation,
extended waiting times created stretches of naturalistic observation. Rather than
treating this fluidity as a methodological limitation, I came to see it as analytically
revealing; some RCs are spaces that resist passive spectatorship and tend to pull people
into participation, and this very quality became relevant to my analysis of how

knowledge circulates in these settings.

A practical consideration also shaped my fieldwork design. Most RCs meet only once
or twice a month, and many suspend activities during a specific period in summer.
This limited the number of observation opportunities available at any single site and
compressed the windows during which data could be collected. Visiting multiple sites
in parallel was therefore not only analytically desirable, it was a practical necessity for
generating sufficient data within the available timeframe. The chronological details of
these visits, including the observation type employed at each, are presented in Section

3.3.

Taken together, the six sites offered variation along several analytically significant
dimensions: Repair scope (multi-category versus bicycle-only), geographic context
(major metropolitan area, another major city, a neighboring federal state, a small rural

municipality), organizational form (community-run versus university-linked), host
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venue type (cultural center, social center, makerspace, church hall), demographic
composition (predominantly German and older versus multicultural and younger
versus student-only), and event frequency (weekly, monthly, bimonthly, spontaneous).
I did not pursue this variation for the sake of representativeness (which is not the aim
of grounded theory) but to maximize the range of conditions under which I could
observe the phenomena of interest. As Corbin and Strauss (2015) argue, theoretical
sampling is driven by concepts; the researcher seeks data that will help develop, refine,
and challenge emerging categories. I selected each new site because it promised to
illuminate a dimension of knowledge enactment, collaboration, or repair practice that

I had not yet fully explored.
3.3. Data Collection

The data collection was based on two primary methods: Observations and semi-
structured interviews. These methods were conducted concurrently throughout the
fieldwork period, rather than as separate or sequential stages. This iterative approach
allowed emerging observations to inform the development of interview questions,
while interview insights also helped shape subsequent observations. The following

section describes the procedures followed for each method.
3.3.1. Observations

I conducted a total of eleven observations across six sites between March and
November 2025, amounting to approximately 26 hours of fieldwork. Table 2 presents

the chronological sequence of these visits.

Table 2: Chronological Overview of Fieldwork Visits

Visit Site Duration Observation Type
1 Site A Approx. 2 hrs Participant
2 Site D Approx. 1 hr Participant
3 Site A Approx. 3 hrs Participant

(Attended as a volunteer,
moved within the RC)

4 Site D Approx. 2 hrs Naturalistic
5 Site E Approx. 2,5 hrs Naturalistic
6 Site B Approx. 2,5 hrs Naturalistic
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7 Site E Approx. 2,5 hrs Naturalistic

8 Site B Approx. 3 hrs Naturalistic
9 Site F Approx. 2 hrs Participant
10 Site C Approx. 2,5 hrs Participant

(Stayed after repair, continued observation)

11 Site F Approx. 3 hrs Naturalistic

During each observation, I focused on the following dimensions:

e How repair interactions unfolded between repairers and participants.

e Verbal and non-verbal exchanges that accompanied the repair process.
e Spatial arrangement of the venue and how people moved through it.

e Tools and materials used.

e Social dynamics in waiting areas and between repairers.

e Any moments where knowledge appeared to be enacted, negotiated, or

withheld.

I recorded my observations through a combination of handwritten field notes taken on-
site and voice recordings in which I narrated my impressions during or immediately
after each visit. Both were subsequently transcribed into digital documents. The on-
site notes captured concrete details like who was present, what was being repaired,
what was said, and how people positioned themselves physically. The voice recordings
allowed me to capture more reflective and interpretive impressions that were difficult
to write down in the moment, such as the overall atmosphere, my emotional responses,
or analytical hunches. The digital documents combined both sources into structured

observation reports which then served as the basis for coding.
3.3.2. Semi-structured Interviews

I conducted 22 semi-structured interviews with people involved in RC activities. Since
my primary analytical interest was the repairer-participant interaction, I sought to
include perspectives from both sides of this interaction. In practice, however, these
roles did not always appear as fixed or mutually exclusive categories. Some
interviewees had participated in RCs both as repairers and as participants at different

points in time, while others combined hands-on repair work with organizational
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responsibilities. These overlapping roles shaped the perspectives they brought to the
interviews and, as the analysis developed, the fluidity of roles itself became

analytically relevant (see Findings chapter).

Table 3: Interviewees in Order of Analysis

Code Site Role Gender Nationality

Il Site A Organizer / Female German
Repairer

12 Site A Participant to Female German
Repairer

13 Site D Repairer Male German

14 Site D Founder / Repairer ~ Male German

5 Site A Founder / Repairer ~ Male German

16 Site D Participant Female German

17 Site D Participant Male Turkish / German

I8 Site A Participant Female German

19 Site A (Participated  Participant Female German

in multiple RCs)

110 Site E Organizer / Male Columbian
Repairer

111 Site E Organizer / Male Japanese
Repairer

112 Site E Participant to Female French
Repairer

113 Site E / Site B Participant Female Spanish

114 Site B Participant Male Turkish

115 Site B Repairer Male Turkish

116 Site B Organizer / Male German
Repairer

117 Site B Participant to Female American
Repairer

118 Site E Organizer / Male Sri Lankan
Repairer
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119 Site F Founder / Repairer =~ Male German

120 Site F Participant Female German

121 Site B Participant to Female English
Repairer

122 Site E Repairer Male Australian

I recruited interviewees through multiple channels. All of these channels ran through
the events themselves, because neither the RCs nor Anstiftung maintain direct contact
with participants; there was no list or address through which a participant could be
reached afterwards. In most cases, I approached potential participants directly during
RC events, introducing myself and my research and asking whether they would be
willing to be interviewed at a later date. Some interviewees were recommended by
other participants or by volunteer repairers I had already spoken with, following a
snowball pattern. At certain sites, RC organizers facilitated introductions. Thanks to
one organizer’s idea in one of the sites, I also prepared bilingual (German / English)
information leaflets describing the study later in the research, then left them at the
registration desk which led to several additional contacts. As the analysis progressed,
I began to select interviewees more deliberately based on emerging analytical needs.
For instance, seeking out repairers who worked primarily alone to contrast with those
who actively involved participants, or approaching individuals whose repair items had
failed in order to explore how unsuccessful outcomes were experienced. This shift
from convenience-based to theoretically motivated sampling is consistent with the

logic of theoretical sampling in grounded theory (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).

I developed a semi-structured interview guide that evolved throughout the fieldwork.
The initial guide included broad, open-ended questions about interviewees’
involvement in the RC, their experiences of the repair process, and their motivations
for participating. As the analysis progressed and emerging categories became more
visible, I revised the guide to explore certain dimensions in greater depth. These
included, for example, how repairers decide whether to involve participants in hands-
on repair work, and how participants experience moments when a repair attempt fails.
Rather than representing a departure from the research design, this gradual

development of the interview guide formed part of the methodological logic of
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grounded theory, where data collection and analysis proceed in tandem (Corbin &

Strauss, 2015).

English was my preferred language for conducting interviews, as it enabled greater
fluency and consistency in the interview process. At the same time, I informed all
participants that we could switch to German if they felt that English limited their
ability to express themselves. In some cases, interviews were conducted partly or
entirely in German or Turkish, depending on the participant’s preference and comfort.
Across the field sites, however, most participants were able to communicate
comfortably in English, and language did not appear to substantially restrict the depth
or quality of the data collected. I transcribed all interviews in their original language
to preserve the participants’ own expressions and avoid interpretive distortion that
premature translation might introduce. Code names, however, were assigned in
English to maintain consistency across the multilingual dataset and to align with the
language of the thesis. When presenting interview excerpts in the Findings chapters, I
translated non-English quotations into English myself with the assistance of ChatGPT

by reviewing each translation against the original to ensure accuracy.

The length of the interviews varied depending on each interviewee’s availability and
on how the conversation unfolded. Some interviews lasted around 30 minutes, while
others extended to approximately 80 minutes when participants had more time or when
the discussion developed in greater depth. With the consent of the interviewees, all
interviews were audio-recorded. I first transcribed the recordings using SonixAl which
is an automated transcription tool. Afterwards, I listened to each recording again in
full and carefully and revised the transcripts by correcting transcription errors,
completing unclear or inaudible parts where possible, and checking the overall
accuracy of the text. Through this process, I was able to produce reliable transcripts

while also keeping the practical workload of transcribing 22 interviews manageable.

Interviews took place in a range of settings including RC venues before, during, or
after events; RCs, cafés, university campuses, and online video calls. Interviewees
chose the setting that was most comfortable and convenient for them. These different
settings sometimes shaped the tone and content of the conversations. Interviews

conducted at RC venues, for example, occasionally led to spontaneous references to
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the physical environment, ongoing activities, or people passing by. In this way, some
interviews also captured situated and contextual details that enriched the interview

data.
3.4. Data Analyses

The analytical process in this study followed the procedures outlined by Corbin and
Strauss (2015). I began coding data as soon as the first observation notes and interview
transcripts became available, and I managed and coded all data using MAXQDA, a
qualitative data analysis software that allowed me to systematically organize codes,
retrieve segments across multiple data sources, and trace the development of

categories over time.
3.4.1. The Coding Process: From Open to Selective Coding

The coding process moved through three analytically distinct but practically
overlapping phases: Open coding, axial coding, and selective coding. These phases are
not rigidly sequential stages in Corbin and Strauss’s (2015) framework; rather, they
represent different types of analytical operations that the researcher moves between as

the analysis deepens.

I began with open coding, in which I examined the data line by line and incident by
incident, assigning conceptual labels to discrete units of meaning. The aim at this stage
was to remain as close as possible to the data while beginning to fracture it analytically
such as breaking apart events, actions, and interactions to identify what was happening
in each segment. As open codes accumulated, I began to notice recurrences and
patterns, which prompted me to group related codes under broader conceptual

headings.

This grouping marked the transition toward axial coding, in which I examined the
relationships between emerging categories and their subcategories. Following Corbin
and Strauss’s (2015) paradigm, | attended to the conditions under which particular
actions or interactions occurred, the strategies participants employed, and the

consequences that followed. As a result, this relational work moved the analysis
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beyond labelling toward an understanding of how categories connected to one another

within larger processes.

As the analysis matured, I moved toward selective coding, in which I worked to
identify a core category, a central conceptual thread capable of integrating the major
categories into a coherent analytical narrative. At this stage, the analytical focus shifted
from generating new codes to refining, densifying, and integrating the existing
categorical structure. Constant comparison remained a guiding principle throughout
all three phases. I continually compared data segments with one another, codes with
codes, and emerging categories with new data to ensure analytical consistency and to
push the analysis toward higher levels of abstraction. The coding process continued
until the categories were sufficiently developed in terms of their properties and
dimensions, and additional data no longer generated new conceptual insights; a point

Corbin and Strauss (2015) describe as theoretical saturation.
3.4.2. Memos and Diagrams

Memo writing accompanied the coding process from its earliest stages. Following
Corbin and Strauss’s (2015) emphasis on memos as the primary site where theoretical
thinking takes shape, I wrote analytical memos throughout the research to record my
evolving interpretations, to explore possible relationships between codes, and to
interrogate my own assumptions about the data. These memos ranged from brief notes
attached to individual codes (e.g. capturing why a particular label felt more appropriate
than an alternative) to longer reflective entries in which I attempted to articulate how
a set of related codes might constitute a broader category or process. Over time, the
memos became increasingly integrative, moving from descriptive accounts of what I
observed toward more abstract formulations of the dynamics at work in RC

interactions.

Diagrams also served as a complementary analytical tool. I used visual mapping to
sketch relationships between categories, try out different ways of organizing the
emerging analytical structure, and identify areas where further data or conceptual
development was needed. These diagrams were not intended to function as finalized

representations. Rather, they were provisional thinking tools through which I could
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externalize the analytical process and make the connections between categories
visible, tentative, and open to revision. Together, memos and diagrams provided an
ongoing record of the analytical journey and supported both the development and the

transparency of the theoretical framework that emerged from the data.
3.4.3. Trustworthiness

Following Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) framework, I addressed credibility,
transferability, dependability, and confirmability as key criteria for trustworthiness. I
drew on this framework alongside Morse et al.’s (2002) emphasis on verification
strategies like understanding the quality of the research process as something shaped
throughout the study rather than demonstrated only retrospectively. In practice, this
meant that several verification strategies were embedded in the research process itself.
I maintained methodological coherence by continually checking the fit between my
research questions and the grounded theory procedures used to address them. Data
collection and analysis developed alongside one another: early coding informed later
interview questions, decisions about which sites to revisit, and the kinds of situations
I paid closer attention to during observations. Ongoing memo writing also supported
theoretical thinking, as I used memos to examine relationships between emerging
codes, follow the development of categories, and test preliminary interpretations

against new data.

I supported credibility through prolonged engagement across six sites over nine
months, triangulation between observation and interview data, and in-interview
clarification. During the interviews, 1 asked follow-up questions, rephrased
participants’ statements to check my understanding, and invited them to clarify or
correct my interpretation when needed. I did not conduct formal member checking by
returning transcripts or final analytical categories to participants for validation. This
decision reflected the way I developed categories in the study. I did not treat them as
direct summaries of individual accounts, but as interpretive constructs developed
through constant comparison across interviews, observations, sites, and memos. For
this reason, asking individual participants to retrospectively validate these categories

would have been difficult to apply consistently and could have reduced a cross-case
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interpretive analysis to individual confirmation. Instead, I used in-interview
clarification as a situated form of checking, which helped me address possible

misunderstandings during the conversation itself.

I addressed transferability by providing detailed descriptions of the research sites and
the fieldwork conditions, so that readers can assess the relevance of the findings for
other contexts. I also included one site outside Bavaria, which helped me consider
whether the emerging patterns were specific to the Bavarian context or reflected

broader dynamics within volunteer-based RC settings, as I mentioned in prior sections.

I supported dependability and confirmability through a comprehensive audit trail in
MAXQDA, which included coded data, successive versions of the interview guide,
and analytical memos. Through this record, I traced how coding decisions, interview
questions, and categories developed over time. I also used reflexive memos to examine
how my position in the field shaped my analytical attention, particularly as I moved
from being an outsider to becoming a more familiar presence in some sites. Regular
supervisory discussions added another layer to this process, as they created
opportunities to review coding decisions, discuss emerging interpretations, and reflect

on the consistency of the analysis.

Finally, I treated theoretical saturation as an analytical guide rather than a fixed
numerical threshold. Following Corbin and Strauss (2015), I understood saturation as
the point at which categories had become sufficiently developed in terms of their
properties, dimensions, relationships, and variation, and additional data no longer
appeared to generate substantially new conceptual insights. In this study, saturation
signals emerged gradually as recurring patterns became stable across interviews and
observations; the remaining data then served to refine, deepen, and confirm the

developing categories (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).
3.5. Ethical Considerations

I conducted this research in accordance with the ethical principles of qualitative
inquiry and with the approval of the METU Human Subjects Ethics Committee. Before

each interview, I informed participants about the purpose of the study, the voluntary
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nature of participation, and their right to withdraw at any stage. I obtained written

informed consent from all interview participants before data collection.

To protect participants’ privacy and confidentiality, I anonymized all names and RC
locations. Throughout my fieldwork, I did not disclose any participant’s identity to
others no matter what their role is, except my supervisor in this thesis. I used the
collected data only for the purposes of this research. Since the study also involved
observations in informal community settings, I approached ethical responsibility as an

ongoing process.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

4.1. Conditions Shaping the Division of Repair Work

The analysis presented in this chapter is built from the interviews and repair encounters
observed across the six sites described in Chapter 3. Every repair encounter divides
the work between the repairer and the participant; how that division comes about, and
with what results are the subjects of this chapter. The section starts with the conditions
already in place before participants and repairers begin to interact. Four conditions
shape the division of repair work from the outside. They need to be discussed first,

because they set the starting point for everything that follows in the encounter:

1. “Organizational Types of Repair Café” refers to the type of RC as an
organizational template. Each type carries a predefined division of work which
is built into desks, queues, and tables rather than stated as a written rule. A
registration desk and a row of chairs suggest that the repair will be done for the
participant, while an open space with tools within everyone’s reach suggests

that the participant is expected to do the work themselves.

2. “Type of Objects” is the material condition. The broken thing itself shapes
whether participants can directly touch, examine, and repair it. Mechanical and
textile objects are easier to see, understand, and work on, while electronics are

often enclosed and harder to access.

3. “Spatial Arrangement of the Repair Café” is the condition of the room itself.
Participants describe problems, repairers explain their reasoning while
working, questions are asked, and help is called from one bench to another.

The room shapes whether these forms of communication can take place. An
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open layout allows them to see and reach one another, so help can move
between benches. The room is therefore part of how the encounter works,

rather than a neutral background.

4. “Gender” is the condition carried by the people themselves, rather than by the
place or the object. It shapes how competence is assumed, questioned, and

recognized between women and men at the bench.

Together, these four conditions answer the second sub-question, which asks what
contextual and interactional conditions shape variation in knowledge practices. At Site
A, participants wait on chairs, as one participant put it “like in a doctor’s office”, while
a newcomer at Site B is expected to pick up the tools and work on their own bike. At
Site A, an iPhone is turned away because it is too delicate to open, while bicycles are
handed to their owners together with the tools. At Site D, a founder says that he wishes
the quieter sounds of repair could be heard more easily, which the room itself drowns
out, and older participants find the noise especially difficult. A sewing repairer squares
her shoulders and lowers her voice in order to be respected in technical rooms, while
a repairer at Site B walks over to women first because he has already assumed what

they know.

These differences do not depend simply on people’s willingness. They follow from the
conditions under which repairers and participants meet. This is why the conditions
need to be described before the encounter itself is examined. The following

subsections take them one by one.
4.1.1. Organizational Types of Repair Café
RCs do not follow a single structural pattern. Three models emerged from the data:

1. The classic RCs (Sites A, C, D and F) are organized as a session; participants
register, receive a number or a place in line, wait, and are matched with a
volunteer repairer who works on their object at a table.

2. Site E, a RC which is a bike-only RC run by students for their fellow students

with no registration desk and no fixed division between the one who helps and
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the one who is helped. Its sessions are organized spontaneously rather than on
a fixed schedule, and they take place both in Site B’s venue and on university
campus grounds.

3. Site B is also a bike-only RC, but it meets in the same venue every week and

is organized around a number of mostly highly skilled repairers.

Despite their differences, the two bike-only RCs share the same default about who
does the work. I11, a repairer at Site E, states this shared self-understanding as a

contrast with the market:

“Our philosophy, I believe, is to teach people [how to] repair bike. So, we
basically do it together. Like, if you want your bike just fixed, then you should
go to the shops and stuff, you know? But here we teach them how to fix a bike
together. So, we also kind of expect those people to help.”

The classic RC establishes a different default. I8, a participant at Site A, describes the

arrival there:

“...And then there’s someone sitting there who, you know, so because there’s
[a] long wait, long queue, so you need to get there early. You don’t want to
wait all afternoon. So, one person will take your name and what you need
repaired, what you would like to get repaired. And then you sit in line, a bit

like at the doctor’s office on those chairs.”

The organizational types are not presented as explicit rules. Instead, they are built into
the practical arrangement of the RC. For this reason, the type of RC is not just a
background condition, it provides a prior answer to a question that each repair
encounter must otherwise resolve in practice: How much of the repair work the

participant is expected to do?
4.1.2. Type of Objects

The object on the table also shapes the encounter, as do the tools needed to repair it.
This material condition has two parts. The first is the object itself. Mechanical and

textile objects more easily allow participant involvement because their workings are
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visible, mistakes are often reversible, and a participant can be given a small task such
as loosening a screw. Electronics tend to remain expert-only because they might be

dangerous, and easy to damage.

The second part is the tool or instrument required for the repair. An object may allow
participant involvement, while the tool needed to repair it does not. Fabric, for
example, can be given to the participant for cutting or sewing by hand, whereas the
sewing machine remains with the repairers because it is electric and can hurt an
unpracticed hand or the machine itself. Bicycle tools, by contrast, such as wrenches
and patches, are available, inexpensive, and difficult to ruin, so they can be given to
participants more easily. Later sections return to both scenes. The clearest expression
of this double condition appears in an observation at Site A, where a repairer turned a

phone away:

“We don’t really lean toward repairing phones. They re very delicate, and we
don’t have the precision tools needed to lift the screens safely. There’s a risk
of breaking them. Especially since yours is an iPhone, they re very easy to
damage. We prefer not to take that risk. It would be much more sensible to take

it to a proper repair service.”

The refusal brings both parts together. The phone is delicate, which points to the object
itself, and the RC lacks the precision tools needed to lift the screen safely, which points
to the instrument. Bike RCs can rely more on participant’s participation because bikes
are more adaptable to basic repair processes, meaning that many common problems
can be diagnosed and fixed through simple adjustments, part replacements, and hands-
on experimentation without requiring specialized equipment or expert intervention.
Their tools can also be shared more easily among participants. The electronics table in

a classic RC cannot do the same, regardless of the repairer’s pedagogical approach.
4.1.3. Spatial Arrangement of the Repair Café

The material arrangement of the room matters throughout the data. Open layouts allow
repairers to see and reach one another’s benches. Shared boxes of thread also allow

help to move between tables without interrupting the repair interaction. These spatial
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arrangements are discussed in the sections below where they become relevant.
Openness, however, also has a cost that should be named here, because noise is a
central condition of how the repair encounter works. 14, a repairer and founder at Site
D, whose RC operates in one large room, locates the problem in noise. The noise
increases as people raise their voices to be heard, and it does not affect everyone

equally:

“People speak louder because the others speak louder... I'm sometimes just
frustrated by [the] not well going of the dialogues. Speaking [to] each other is
the most important thing, and I wish sometimes to have that more efficient to
have the ear for the smaller sounds, and that’s not always possible. It’s just too
much of a swimming pool or of a crowded place, and that’s sometimes sad...

Mainly the elderly find it too loud.”

The participant side confirms this from Site F. Participant 120 who comes for the

sociality rather than the repair, gives the same verdict without being asked:

“No, it’s, I don’t like so much people. It’s loud... Maybe a room with more
tables where people waiting can sit and talk to each other... I don’t like it when

’

it’s many people.’

This pattern across the data is important. A repairer at Site D and a participant at Site
F, neither knowing the other, describe the same condition from opposite sides of the
bench, and 120’s case adds a twist; the noise reduces the clarity of the repair dialogue
and limits the sociality that she values in the RC. Sound therefore shapes two central
functions of the RC at the same time: The knowledge practices and the social contact

that forms around the repair.
4.1.4. Gender

Gender does not form a category of its own in this data, but it conditions who is heard,
who repairs what, and who depends on whom. 12 a sewing repairer at the classic RC
(Site A) describes the body-work she does so that men in the technical rooms take her

seriously:
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“...I know body language. You have to take your shoulders back. You have to
lift. The voice is very, very important. I'm a singer, therefore, I can change my
voices up and down. But you have to have a low voice. You have to have a
certain amount of power if you're talking, don’t use too many words for the
man, right to the subject and not too many things. And then you can be

respected.”

What I2 presents as a teaching technique, 117 who is a repairer at Site B who first came

there as a participant, presents as a way of setting boundaries under time pressure:

“And I, you know, maybe he’d been waiting a while. Maybe he needed to catch
a bus back somewhere. You know, I know people, they have their own thing
going on. Like, that's what I've learned generally in life. People when they're
upset with you typically has nothing to do with you specifically. It’s a situation
or something that's going on. So, you try to have a bit of understanding and
deescalate as best. But it’s also, as a woman, sometimes it's not really nice to
be yelled at by men, and you have to figure out where that boundary is. Like,
I'm willing to see the best in people. But I also have to realize I don’t want to

seem like an intimidated woman when I’'m not.”

On the repairer side, the same assumption shapes who is approached and how. In my
fieldwork notes, a Site B repairer describes his usual approach as letting participants
try first and stepping in only when they struggle (Section 4.2.4). He applies it
differently by gender. He tends to hold back with men, while with women he is more
likely to initiate help. What matters analytically is when competence is judged. In
Section 4.2.4 the repairer reads competence from what the participant does; the
questions they ask, how they handle a first screw. Here it is assigned earlier, from a
social category rather than from any individual signal, so a woman is read as a likely

non-expert before she has even acted:

“...especially when it’s women... men usually have repair knowledge, but
women don’t. That’s why, when a man comes here, I don’t offer help right

away. But if it’s a woman, I go over and ask if she needs anything.”
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This difference matters because what participants are allowed to do shapes what they
can learn. When help is offered before the participant has tried, women are more likely
to be positioned as recipients of help rather than as people doing the repair work
themselves. This narrows the form of participation through which practical skill can
be developed. In this sense, gender acts as a condition on the division of repair work.
It can begin to shape roles before the repairer has read the participant’s own signals,

skills, or willingness to take part.

On the participant side the same gendered division of skill appears as dependence. 11, a

sewing repairer and organizer at Site A, notes who needs the sewing table.

“..There is something to shorten or something like that. Even widows, male

’

widows, they can’t do this needlework and they come, and yeah, we help them.’

Gender thus enters the encounter twice, as women who repair may have to prove their
expertise more than men, and as a skill distribution that routes men and women to
different tables. It conditions the division of the work rather than being a division of

its own.
4.2. The Encounter

This section shows how the division of repair work 1s worked out in practice. It is not
decided automatically by the conditions described above. It has to be accepted, timed,
and adjusted by a repairer and a participant at the bench. In Corbin and Strauss’s (2015)
terms, this is the action and interaction component of the theory. It shows how people

respond to the conditions around them within a single encounter.

The encounter works out the division in four phases, and these phases structure the

section:

1. “Entry into the Repair Encounter” determines whether the participant can enter
into the practical space of the work at all. Being physically present in the room
does not directly constitute participation. There is a first step of entering the
setting and another, less visible step through which involvement in the repair

activity is established.
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“Negotiating Authority and Consent” decides on what ground the repairer may
lead. The participant’s consent is their acceptance of the repairer’s lead over
their object and their own part in the work; it is rarely spoken and shows instead
in handing the object over, letting verdicts stand, and not testing the result. The
basis of this consent ranges from informed trust to wonder, and it shapes what
can be learned afterwards. Informed trust means the trust given with open eyes;
the participant does not understand the repair, but understands the relationship,
recognizes the repairer’s expertise and the power it carries, and accepts that
power deliberately. Wonder is a form of trust that comes from watching
something the participant cannot fully follow. The participant sees the repair
almost as a “marvel” as described by 16 below, and believes the repairer
because the activity itself lies beyond what the participant feels able to

question.

“Allocation of Limited Time and Help” decides how many encounters there
can be. The help is free, but the time is limited. The repairer’s decisions about

where the minutes are allocated carry time pressure into the division.

“Reading and Adjusting the Participant’s Part” turns the first three phases into
an actual portion of work. The repairer reads the person, gives a small task,
watches how it goes, and then gives more or less. The participant responds by
asking, reaching, or declining. When this adjustment stops, the division has

been reached.

Together, the four phases answer the third sub-question, which asks how participant

involvement is constituted and what it enables or constrains. Involvement is not given

by presence. It must be constituted move by move; a way in must be found, a lead

must be consented to, time must be allocated, and the part must be given and taken

task by task.

4.2.1. Entry into the Repair Encounter

The section above separated two steps: Entering the setting and entering the work. This

subsection is about the distance between them. Before a repairer’s lead can be accepted

(4.2.2), before limited time and help can be allocated (4.2.3), and before a part can be
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given and adjusted (4.2.4), the participant has to get within reach of the repair.
Crossing this distance requires work. Someone has to notice the newcomer, indicate
the next step, or start the interaction. Whether this work is carried by the site or by the
participant is the first step in dividing the repair work. The cases below show that this

differs by RC type.
113, a participant who came to the Site E with a broken bike, describes her visit:

“And I saw people walking from one bike to another and I didn’t really know
what was happening. So, I just stayed there for like 5 or 10 minutes without

1

asking anyone because I didn’t know how to intrude.’

What 113 names is a state, role-uncertainty. She does not know what her presence
permits. A similar issue appears at another site of the same type. 117 recalls her own

first arrival at Site B:

“...when I showed up, I had zero idea where [ was supposed to go. | remember
being like, what is this place?... And so, I waited for a really long time in the

cold, in the dark, thinking someone would come out and get me.”

The classic RC removes this uncertainty through a script. A script means a fixed
sequence of steps that tells the newcomer what to do next, so that the entry process
does not have to be worked out on the spot. The registration form records the
participant’s name and item, and assigns a place in the line. A volunteer then calls the
participant when a repairer is free. Because each step is decided in advance, the
question faced by 113, what one’s presence permits, does not arise in the same way.
During an observation at Site A, I registered, waited, and was called by a volunteer

(Later became of the interviewees, I1). In the observation memo, I describe this as:

“I had been waiting for one hour. At the end of the first hour, the volunteer
woman from the registration area came over to me and said, ‘You were waiting

’

for clothing repair, right? Please come.’ She took me to the sewing room.’

Here the cost of entry is waiting time, not confusion. The queue makes entry easier by

showing the participant what to do next. The scripted entry only carries the participant
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to the bench, not into the repair. Participant I7 at Site D, arrived through the registration

without trouble and then met the threshold again at the table:

“When 1 first came, I didn’t know, I couldn’t have known. Should I help?
Should I not? Should I just watch? Maybe just stay there?”

The threshold is layered. There is a way into the room and a way into the work, and
solving the first does not solve the second. How the second threshold gets crossed is
visible in the same encounter. As I7 recalls it, the hesitation was resolved by the

repairer, who refused the drop-it-off reading and named the alternative:

“[He said] You have to help too. Just watching is not enough. You come here
with your own thing; we are not a repair shop. We work together, and you have

to find your way to the problem.”

7 then took up the offered part, holding the piece steady and gathering the loosened
screws. Within the single visit he crossed from an observer who could have left the

object and waited into a participant doing a share of the work.

Comparing the different organizational types of RCs reveals the main finding of this
section: An inverse pattern between the clarity of entry and the participant’s share in
the work. Where the entry process is clearly organized, the participant’s role in the
repair tends to be limited. The classic RC guides the newcomer through a fixed
sequence of steps and then positions them mainly as an observer. Where the entry
process is less clearly organized, the participant’s role in the repair is more extensive.
Once 113 at Site B found a way into the activity, she was expected to work on her own
bike. Waiting also differs in function, not only in duration. In the classic RC, waiting
is managed by the registration desk and remains separate from the repair work. In the
bike RC, the line is less formally structured, and waiting can already become part of
participation. At the same site, participant 114 received help from another person in

the line before any repairer reached him.

“On my second visit it was not one of the people working there but someone

’

waiting ahead of me who helped me.’
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At sites where entry is unclear, the boundary between waiting and participating is also
less fixed. Help can begin before roles are clearly assigned. This inverse pattern is the
reader’s first sight of the organizational type logic, and it hands the analysis to the
question of authority, because what the participant finds on the other side of the
threshold is a person who knows more. The section answers the third sub-question by
showing that involvement is not given by presence; it must be constituted, and its very

first form is the work of getting in.
4.2.2. Negotiating Authority and Consent

Every division of work rests on an asymmetry. A participant brings a thing they cannot
fix to someone who can. The data shows that this asymmetry depends on the
participant’s consent. What varies is not whether consent is present, but the grounds
on which it is given. This is the point at which trust becomes important. I8 names the

structure with unusual precision. She makes it more familiar through an analogy:

“..of course, there is a hierarchy because the repair person actually does have
expertise that I don’t have. So that is power, if you will... similar to what you
see a doctor whom you trust that you are grateful that person has that expertise

’

and hence a certain form of power also.’

Power is admitted and consented to at the same time, and this acceptance is expressed
through gratitude. Her informed, doctor-style trust however, is only one ground among
several. [14 stopped testing a repair after the repairer’s confident verdict. Here, consent

is deference, checking would insult:

“When he first put the chain on incorrectly, I said something like, ‘Can I try
it?” And he said, ‘You don’t need to try it, this is the right chain,’ and so on.
But I said, ‘Still, let me try it.” So, I tried it. I rode back and forth on the bike
and said, ‘There is a problem here.’ He said something like, ‘A problem? That
can’t be. Show me.’ and behaved in a somewhat off-putting way. By off-putting,
I mean that he acted as if he could not have made a mistake. Then he said,
‘Show me.’ I showed him. After quickly looking at two things, he said, ‘Ah, you

are using the big gear with the big gear at one point. You shouldn’t use those
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two together.’” He said, ‘Otherwise, it works.’ Because he was quite assertive,
1 did not try it any further. I just said, ‘Okay, then it must be fixed.’ Since he
had looked at it and said it was fine, I did not want to try again after the

>

repairer told me that. It felt a bit like it would be disrespectful to him.’

19, a participant who has been to five or more RCs around Bavaria, shows a third
ground: Performed confidence. She describes a repairer who seemed confident even
while struggling with the machine. When 19 offered a description of the device, the

repairer dismissed it, saying that she did not need it. Yet I9 still concluded:
“...And she said ‘I don't need this’... But I believed her, everything she said.”

Belief survives the moment of uncertainty because it was never grounded in
verification. At the far end sits wonder. 16 at Site D watches the repairers as one watch

a marvel:

“I'm amazed, very happy to look at these people, to the way they do their job,
to the brain of them, the time of them. Only they look at the machine, and only

2

they try everything to make it work. I say, ‘Wow, it’s just like a little wonder.’

Across these cases, participants grant trust on different grounds. These include
personal judgment, relying on others’ expertise, showing expertise, and feeling a sense
of wonder. Trust is only rarely based on a full understanding of the repair itself. Trust
moves faster than knowledge in this data. An encounter therefore ends with full trust
and no learning when the trust itself replaces checking and asking. This outcome is not
a failure of the encounter. As Section 4.2.4 shows, it is the ending both sides want
when the participant comes for the object or for the company rather than for learning,
and when the repairer, in turn, does not force anyone. That gap between trust and

knowledge is what the rest of the encounter has to manage.

Repairers know the asymmetry can obstruct as well as enable, and some actively lower

it. 14 works on the expert image itself:

“What I do is just making fun of myself and lowering the expert image. I often

say that I have never seen this model of a vacuum cleaner in my whole life
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before, I don’t know anything about that vacuum cleaner, but still, we have to
open it and see what’s broken. That’s something people often need to hear,

obviously.”

This lowering is strategic. When the repairer appears approachable, the participant
feels more able to try. Different organizational types of RCs create different levels of
authority. At Site E, authority is kept very low and becomes almost invisible. During
one of my observations at the site, two repairers were working on a bike of a participant
together. One of them was more experienced than the other. I noted their interaction

as follows:

“The more experienced repairer took a deep breath and looked at the bike,
then he turned to the less experienced repairer and said, ‘Are you ready for
this quest with me?’ She laughed and said, ‘Of course.’ Then she asked him a
technical question about the problem with the bike, and then he smiled and said

)

that he didn’t know and that they would just try and see.’

At Site B, authority becomes more concentrated rather than more equal. When one

repairer got stuck, he openly turned to another repairer for help:

“I honestly don’t know, I'm just trying. There’s a part I don’t understand, and
it turns out we don’t have a spare here, so it probably won't be fixed. But it
would be great if 115 could come take a look. He’s the real master. He’s the

’

expert here.’

The unsettled role shows up on the surface of language. Repairer I3 at Site D catches

himself mid-word several times throughout the data:

“...we just cater our question and answer, behavior towards the knowledge
base of the customer. Uh, the guest. Sometimes I just actually say customer,

’

but never mean customer.’

The field has no settled word for the person who brings the object, and that instability
is not incidental. It is the linguistic trace of an unsettled relation. This section addresses

the third sub-question, which asks how involvement is constituted, by showing the
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second step in that process. After finding a way into the encounter, the participant
allows the repairer to lead. The basis of this consent then shapes what can be learned

afterwards.

The cases above show how this mechanism works. A participant who defers to the
repairer, as 114 does, stops asking questions because checking the repairer’s work
would feel disrespectful. In this case, explanation becomes limited because the
participant no longer invites it. A participant with informed trust, as in I8’s case,
continues to ask questions and accepts explanations because her trust does not depend
on silence. A participant who watches with wonder, as 16 does, remains mainly in the

position of observer.

The same act of granting trust can therefore support learning in one case and limit it
in another. Section 4.3 returns to this issue by examining which forms of knowledge

actually move through these different openings.
4.2.3. Allocation of Limited Time and Help

The RC’s help is free, but it is not unlimited. Repairers have only a limited time to
work with, and each encounter is shaped by how they decide where to spend that time.
Allocating help is therefore the point where the repair arrangement meets the pressure

of time. The scarcity is explicit and sometimes codified. I3 describes Site D’s rule:

“We actually have guidelines for how much time we invest in repairs. So, we
have this 40-45 minute rule. And we expect the guests to stay these 45 minutes

there. And after this time, we may or may not proceed with the repair work.”

Where no explicit rule exists, the three-hour session creates a similar limit through the
repairer’s own judgment. At Site A, repairer 12 lets a participant cut out one jacket cuff

while she cuts the other. She explains this decision openly:

“There was a lady, she had a very worn outdoor jacket she loved and she
needed new cuffs and she had already bought the cuffs. But she did not dare to
change herself because that was intricate work. That is an amount of work. You

have to get out the old ones. Then you have to first stitch in the new [one] that’s
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not really seen from the outside and so on. So, it's a lot of work. And I had two
cuffs, of course. And so, I said, ‘Well, it takes a lot of work, but you have to
help me.’... And then I showed her how... So I took her to help. And she did
that. And that helped, of course, a lot, because it takes time. Yeah. We only

)

have those three hours, and I have to see what can be done.’

This is a finding worth pausing on because it challenges an easy reading. Delegation
here is not pedagogy, it is time management that happens to produce participation. The
participant’s share can grow because time is limited, not despite that limitation.
Participants feel the same pressure from their side of the table. Participant I8 explains

why often remain limited in depth:

“And there’s a queue, you know, so they don’t want to spend time chatting with

12

you.

Allocating help also limits what the RC is willing to take on. IS, a repairer and founder
at Site A, describes how he draws a boundary with people who repeatedly bring in

work that more clearly belongs to paid professionals:

“...sometimes we just have to say, ‘Okay, stop, that’s enough’. Because that's

1

not really what it's for.’

The phone refusal described earlier is the object-type version of the same limit. There
the line is drawn by the object, an iPhone too delicate to open without the right tools,
rather than by a participant who keeps bringing work that belongs to the paid trades.

Either way, the repairer is drawing the line at what the RC can properly take on.

Site B rations differently, and the difference is the model. In one of my observations

at the site, I noted:

“At the station in front of us, another person was helping a participant with a
gear problem. The repairer turned to me and said, ‘You see, I don’t need to do
everything myself. Because people help each other here. For example, this guy
here is a participant. He comes regularly. He’s helping someone else now after

finishing his own repair. There are too many people here, and I can’t assist
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everyone individually. I just visit, understand their issues, give some advice,
and then expect them to do the repair themselves. That’s the whole idea.

Otherwise, they could take their bikes to a repair shop.’”

Scarcity is the same, the response is inverted. The classic RC answers time pressure
by doing the repair for the participant faster. The bike RC answers it by refusing to do
the repair at all and distributing the work to participants themselves. Allocating thus
does double duty for the research questions; it is a condition (second sub-question)
that decides, case by case, what gets delegated, constrained, or sent away, and those
decisions are consequences (fourth sub-question) that participants take home as a fixed

object, a referral, or a skill tried once under time pressure.
4.2.4. Reading and Adjusting the Participant’s Part

Inside the encounter, the participant’s role is not fixed in advance. Repairers keep
adjusting it as they read the person in front of them. This reading and adjusting is the
fine mechanics of the division, setting how much of the repair the participant is
allowed or invited to take on. The data show five degrees of participation presented in

Table 4.

Table 4: Degrees of Participation in the Repair Encounter

What the participant takes

No.  Degrees of participation ‘What the participant does away

1 Receiving the repair The participant hands the object A working object and the
over and waits. The work is awareness that repair is possible;
done for them. repeated attentive watching can

grow into more (Section 4.5).

2 Assisting The participant carries out small ~ First-hand contact with the work
physical tasks under the and the discovery of being able
repairer’s direction while to do a piece of it.

the repairer keeps the work.

3 Following the reasoning The participant follows the Understanding of the fix at hand;
repair as the repairer explains where the mechanism is taught,
what is being done and why. understanding that carries to

unseen objects.
4 Doing the repair The participant carries out the A skill exercised under guidance

repair themselves, with the and the confidence of having
done the repair.
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repairer guiding, advising, and

correcting.
5 Becoming a repairer The participant takes on the The role, hence membership
repairer role among the repairers, where

knowledge circulates freely.

and helps others. A change of
membership rather than a task
given at the bench, sometimes
offered within a first visit
(Section 4.5).

The fifth degree is not produced by this adjustment and it can arrive fast. In the bike
RCs the role can be offered even during the first visit and granted ahead of skill, and
some enter directly. Even when this shift happens quickly, it is a change in
membership rather than a task given at the bench. For this reason, I treat it in Section

4.5.

The adjustment follows a simple logic. The repairer first reads what the participant
already knows and wants, and then matches the size of the task to that reading. The
more the reading shows, the larger the participant’s part becomes. 121, a repairer at
Site B, describes this matching as part of his ordinary working procedure. He sorts
participants by their prior experience and gives each group a different amount of the

work:

“And I've got like a range of things from like, ‘Yes, I've done this before myself’
to like, ‘No, but I've watched a YouTube video, so I kind of understand the
concept’ to like, ‘No, I have no idea. ... If they’ve done it before, then usually
it’s just like handing them the tools and letting them do it again. If they’ve
watched a YouTube video and understand the concept, then it’s like talking it
through with them and making sure that they know how to do that thing on that
particular bike... And then if they 've never done it before, then it’s going to be
like a lot more, maybe even I will like, demonstrate first what needs to happen

and then hand them the tools.”

Note what the scale is made of; prior experience decides between handing tools,

talking through, and demonstrating first. Reading and adjusting presupposes reading,
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and repairers describe their instruments. Repairer I3 reads interest through questions:

“...By the questions. It’s really easy to determine by how many questions and

what type of questions they ask.”

The reading is then enacted in micro-steps, visible in the fieldnotes. At the Site B, a

repairer handed over exactly one screw:

“They then shifted focus to a different issue on the bike. Together, the
participant and the repairer flipped the bike over. The repairer said, ‘I have
another idea. If you can loosen this one (pointing at a screw), it might stop the
noise.’ He bent down, picked up a screwdriver lying on the ground, and handed
it to the participant, telling him to try it himself. The participant placed the
screwdriver on the screw and smiled. The repairer responded, ‘Much better.’
After turning it slightly, the participant asked, ‘Like this?’ and the repairer
nodded. The participant couldn’t fully turn the screw at first, tried again, and
managed to do it. The repairer said, ‘See? That was easy. Do the rest the same

way.’ The participant began removing the remaining screws.”

Even a single screw can work as a test. If the participant handles it well, the repairer
gives them a little more to do. Participation is therefore adjusted step by step, rather
than assigned once at the beginning. This form of participation is clearest at the bike
RC, where the site allows participants to take up the work rather than wait for it to be
handed to them. Repairers there treat this form of involvement as the usual way of

taking part. My fieldnotes from Site B record how one repairer described his approach:

“At first, I want everyone to try on their own, that’s why I just watch like this.

1 observe, and if I see they 're struggling, that’s when I go help.”

The participant’s part is therefore set as much by what they reach for as by what they

are handed.

Participation is adjustable, but only within limits. The degrees in Table 4 give those
limits their names. At the classic RC, the two directions of adjustment are not

symmetrical. A participant who wants less participation can be accommodated as [20’s
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case below shows, while a participant who wants more involvement can be refused.
At Site A’s sewing table, participants sometimes ask to do the sewing themselves, but
the answer is no. This refusal does not remove them from the scale. The machine
remains with the repairers, and an explanation is offered instead. I1’s account brings
together the participant’s wish, her own preference, and the reason she gives for

refusing:

“I'm doing needlework and sewing as well as 12... Sometimes they say ‘Oh |
would like to do it’. I would be happy if I can do it myself. 12 and I, we try to
explain what we are doing but we don’t let them on our machines, the sewing
machines, to do it themselves... First of all, you had to explain the machine
because it’s an electric machine, and if you’re not very careful you can put

’

your finger under a needle and so on.’

Assisting, the second degree of participation, marks the lower edge of hands-on
involvement, and it can shrink to a single task. Participant I8 at the same site describes

her whole share of the work:
“If something has to be soldered, they ask me to hold it.”

Receiving the repair, which is the first degree, means the participant does none of the
work. Participants end up at this degree in two ways. Some are put there, because the
repairers never offer them a task; others choose it, because they do not want a task or

to learn. Participant 120 at Site F is both at once. She wants no part in the work at all:

“Yes, [the] social aspect is more important. No repair learning, absolutely no.
I'm not interested.” and, on the RC’s side of it, “They don’t say to me that |
can learn it, that I can look [at] how she does it. No, no. They say ‘sit down

9

and wait.

She does not want to take part, and the site does not ask her to. Both sides want the
same division of work, so there is nothing left to adjust. Her case shows that receiving
the repair is not a failed encounter, it is a division that both sides can want. Repairers
mostly accept this choice and do not push participants who want nothing more than a

fixed object. I5, repairer and founder at Site A, compares it to a barber shop:
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“We try sometimes, but don’t force anyone. I mean it’s like people go to a
barber shop to have their hair cut. Sometimes they want to talk and to chat,

and sometimes they just want to sit there and not say anything.”

At the other end of this scale is the bike RC’s default expectation: Autonomy. A very

experienced repairer at Site B, 115 states it as the site’s purpose:

“If the person can do it themselves, they struggle with it there. If not, they ask
someone, ‘Could you help me with this?’ They ask for knowledge, receive it,
and the problem is solved there. Our aim at Site B is actually this that we want
people to be able to do things themselves. They can use the wrenches there,
they can use many materials, and they can use measuring tools. They can use

the patches, the oils, everything. And this is a very valuable thing.”

The earlier inversion between RC types becomes clearer here. In the classic RC, entry
is easy because the arrangement tells participants what to do: there is a registration
desk, a waiting area, and chairs around the repair tables. In a bike RC, entry is harder
to read. The space is more informal, mobile, and workshop-like, so newcomers have
to work out how to join the activity. Once they do, however, they are expected to take
on much more of the repair. The form of adjustment can also change. When verbal
explanation is no longer enough, hands become the main way of guiding the
participant. Participant at both Site B and E, I13, repaired across a language gap, recalls
that:

“...and being able to only speak through our bodies and sign language and

showing things, it made me be more present in the moment.”

The participant’s part is not only how much one does but through which channel one
is included. This section carries the main weight of the third sub-question. Involvement
is constituted neither by the participant’s wish alone nor by the repairer’s offer alone;
it is worked out between a read interest, a given task, an object that permits or forbids,
and a clock. What that division enables, and what it forecloses, is the next section’s
question, because how much of the doing is theirs largely decides how much of the

knowledge becomes theirs.
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4.3. Forms of Knowledge Practices in the Repair Encounter

This section addresses the first sub-question by examining the forms that knowledge
practices take and how they vary across repair encounters. The data show that
knowledge can appear through explanation, observation, demonstration, shared
problem-solving, or direct task allocation. However, it rarely appears as formal
teaching. Which form becomes possible depends on how the repair work is divided

between repairer and participant.

The analysis begins with the frame because this is where the field itself shows tension.
I1, a repairer at the sewing table, gives the clearest statement of the repair-first
position. She does not reject teaching as a principle, rather, she treats it as an additional

demand that the afternoon session cannot always accommodate:

“We don’t want to teach; we want to repair. Because the learning effect
is the second or third aim, not the first aim. First aim is repairing. There
are a lot of people who come and we have to look that we can do our

work.”
12, at the same site, in the same domain, embraces exactly what 11 refuses:
“I explained every step why I do that and so that he can learn.”

The comparison is limited by what the observed practice shows. In practice, both
women keep the main repair tasks: They measure, cut, and sew while the participant
watches. The difference lies in the frame, not in the distribution of hands-on work. 116,
the founder and repairer of Site B, offers a third formulation that renames the issue

rather than resolving it:

“It’s not about teaching; it’s about sharing knowledge in my opinion. That’s

)

maybe a more positive explanation.’

What varies across the corpus is therefore the way knowledge practice is described

and justified. Within this contested frame, different forms of knowledge practice

appear. The most deliberate form is teaching the mechanism rather than only the fix.
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110, an experienced repairer with a high level of organizational responsibility at Site

E, argues for this explicitly:

“But if you understand the mechanism and if you understand the logic like
there is a spring and there is a cable that needs to be re-tensioned, I feel that

’

allows you to work with even mechanisms that you haven’t seen before.’

Mechanism-knowledge is more transferable across objects, while model-specific
repair knowledge is tied to a particular device or model and is often useful only for
that specific case. Mechanism-knowledge refers to an understanding of how a type of
device works, as shown in 110’s example of the spring and the cable that needs to be
re-tensioned. Model-specific repair knowledge refers to knowledge about one fault in
one particular device, such as the instruction provided in a video made for that exact
model. The more tacit end of this spectrum appears in an observation at Site C, where

a repairer taught me how to judge torque by feel:

“This is a rule from surgery. You have to feel it... Only use the tips of your
thumb and index finger.”

Such knowledge cannot travel by words alone, which is why the modality of
transmission matters. I1 describes the mixture pragmatically, forced by language gaps

at the sewing table:

“It’s a mixture of showing and explaining, explaining... and showing with the
hands. So, for them, for example, they can learn German and they get their

things sewed.”

Showing does not always work on the first attempt, and it may need to be repeated, as

in an observation at Site B:

“He pressed on the rear part of the bike and added, ‘See, it pushes the bike like
this when you ride. Got it?’ The participant said he didn’t. The repairer
demonstrated again with his hand, then came back to me while finishing his

dessert.”
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The internet also forms part of the RC encounter as a common source to use when

faced with a problem. 110 says:

“Just Google it. Pull your phone out and look up this piece and there is
someone somewhere who did a YouTube video about this. I can guarantee you

that.”

The video does not replace the RC. Instead, the RC is where the video is checked,
adapted to the specific bike, and put into practice. Knowledge can also be withheld,
and this withholding is patterned rather than random. I3 describes how he decides how

much explanation to give:

“I try to keep the guests as best as I can in the loop, what I'm doing with that
device, and what they can expect...but I'll also refrain from explaining, like,
more complex topics to guests. I'll just keep it simple for them... I just basically

1

keep it to myself then I guess.’

What determines whether the repairer explains or withholds explanation is repairer’s
judgment at the bench. 13 reads how much the participant wants to know and adjusts
his explanation accordingly. Withholding is therefore not treated here as a refusal to
share knowledge. It is a working decision made during the repair, and it varies from
participant to participant. 14, at the same site, describes the opposite condition: A

situation in which explanation cannot be withheld because the work is shared:

“You cannot repair things without letting knowledge flow if you make it

’

together.’

For 13, working together is optional, and so is the flow of knowledge that comes with
it. Whether knowledge moves is therefore decided earlier in the encounter, by whether

the participant and the repairer came to work together at all.

From the participant's side, the form of learning that most often works is watching,
and it comes as a byproduct of the repair. Participant at the same site, [7, who as a
trained sports teacher applies professional criteria and denies that the RC teaches,

describes what worked instead:
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“From watching. From seeing. From looking... It is like opening a book. You

1

start from the first page and you learn page by page.’
113 confirms the mechanism and its reach beyond the session:

“I learned from watching people help me with my bike, and it made me be able

to help my friends with their bikes.”

By contrast, the classic RC gives the participant a smaller share of the work, and for

those it suits this is not necessarily a problem. I8 says:

“It’s not about teaching someone how to do it. It’s not about do[ing] it yourself,

’

in my experience. It’s more about getting it done.’
She makes the same point by contrast with a place whose purpose is teaching:

“It’s not a workshop. A friend of mine goes to a sewing workshop, and the
coach will say, this is how you do it, but you do it yourself. Whereas if I go to
a Repair Café, even though it is called a café, I don’t expect to be taught

something.”

For 18, the RC is defined partly by what it does not provide. Unlike the workshop, it
does not aim to make her able to carry out the repair herself, and she does not expect

it to do so.

Put side by side; 17, 113, and I8 triangulate the finding: Learning in these settings is
real but indirect, carried by watching and doing where the format grants them, and it
thins toward mere awareness where the format keeps the participant seated. The forms
of knowledge practice and their variation, the first sub-question, thus map directly onto
the settlements of the section “The Encounter”; what was granted at the bench decides

what can move across it.

A failed repair shows the same relation from another angle. My fieldnotes from Site
D recorded an encounter that ended without a successful repair. A participant had
brought a guitar effects pedal that no longer switched on. The case shows that failure

does not remove the knowledge consequence of the division. Instead, it changes what
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moves. The result of failure depends on how the encounter is handled. Where consent
is based on deference, as in [14’s chain case in Section 4.2.2, the participant’s own test
is ignored in favor of the repairer’s confident judgement. In that case, the encounter
ends with trust rather than with a clear diagnosis. The fieldnotes trace the failed

encounter from the first test to the return of the object:

“The repairer first plugged the charger into the device to see if it worked. When
it did not, he started opening the device... After checking the circuits, he first
explained in German, then said, ‘There’s no problem with the charging cable,
but there is an issue with the circuit. I need to ask someone about it,” and he
called over an older male repairer... After making sure that all the voltages
across the circuit were correct and that power was properly reaching the
components, the repairer touched each solder point with the probes. He said,
‘There’s no visible electrical issue on the surface of the circuit. But most likely,
the problem is within one of the small components integrated into the circuit.
These can swell and burst over time. If that’s the case, it’s not something we
can really repair here, because it’s a very fine and detailed job.’ The
participant thanked him and asked where he could get it repaired. The repairer
said, ‘You could take it to an electronics repair shop either in [the city] or [a
nearby city], but the cost would probably be very high.’ The participant
replied, ‘Then it seems like buying a new pedal would make more sense.’ ‘Yes,
unfortunately,’ said the repairer. After that, the repairer reassembled the

device and handed it back to the participant.”

The closing of this encounter completes the section’s finding. The pedal left the room
as broken as it arrived, yet the encounter still produced something; the participant
walked out knowing the likely cause, why it could not be fixed at the bench, and why
replacement was the reasonable next step. The form of the knowledge practice was
decided by what the encounter granted, not by whether the repair succeeded. The
excerpt also opens the next section’s question. The participant thanks the repairer
although the pedal is still broken, so the thanks answer the work itself, the opening,
the measuring, the explained verdict. Giving back, then, need not wait for a successful

outcome, and in the RC, it does not take the form of money. The next section examines
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these non-monetary returns, recognition, gratitude, and guilt, and shows how they

follow from how much was done for the participant.
4.4. Non-Monetary Returns in Repair Encounters

RCs do not offer repair as a paid service, the encounter still produces forms of return
between participants and repairers. Repairers receive appreciation, confirmation of
their competence, or the feeling that their work has social value. As mentioned above,
this section focuses on how recognition, gratitude, and guilt become consequences of
the repair encounter for both participants and repairers. It belongs to the fourth sub-
question, on consequences, because these responses show what remains after the repair

has ended.

The RC states its currency openly. I1 quotes the Site A poster, “We donate our time,

what do you donate?” and glosses the principle:

’

“Because it’s not the money but it’s a kind of recognition.’

The rule is revealed by its violations. I2 repaired an expensive sweater invisibly and

remembers the counter-case with precision:

“And there was a woman who brought from her father a very high-class
sweater, an old one. Very good material with moth holes I think, I fixed 3 or 4
big and very nicely. I have to say myself, you could hardly see them. I was very
satisfied. But then she put €1.50 in the donation box and I sat there for two
hours. Then there was another lady. She wanted to have her pants shortened.
And normally you only take one item. And for her I did two. She put €1 in the
box. And afterwards we discussed it under because that was not okay. We have
to buy materials, I use normally my own materials that I have at home inherited
or whatever. And I discuss it with 11 that that was not nice. And therefore, we

devised a sign, put that up.”

The problem is not that she paid too little, since nothing had a price. It is a problem of
recognition, because her small donation did not acknowledge the work that had been
done. Recognition can also come in forms other than money, and my fieldnotes record

one such moment:
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I3

When a CD player came back to life, “...Then the participant who had brought in the
CD player smiled and started clapping. In response, the other repairers and

participants in the room also started clapping and smiling.”

This form of recognition is public. A coin in the donation box comes from one person,
but applause spreads from the participant to the whole room, so everyone present joins

in acknowledging the repair.

On the participant’s side, receiving help without giving anything back builds up as a

debt, which is felt as guilt. 19 describes it as a matter of conscience, as feeling bad:

“...because the guys are so, you know, do so much work and try so hard and
you feel with them so much”, and she describes paying in the currency she has,
“I think maybe it already helps that you are watching and then saying ‘wow’

or yey!’”

Attention and applause are what a participant can give in return. 113 pays the same

debt forward by helping others in turn:

“So now if I go there and I don’t know how to do something and someone else
does it for me, I don’t feel as guilty because I know when it’s time, I can help
other people with what I know and what I'm learning.” She names the scheme

herself, “Kind of like a chain of favors.”

In the RC, guilt is not a sign that something has gone wrong. It is the feeling that keeps
track of what is owed when the help has no price, and it is relieved by giving

recognition, by returning the favor, or by learning enough to pass the help on to others.

The objects themselves carry worth that the market refuses to see. I7 explains why his

fifteen-year-old vacuum cleaner could not simply be thrown away:
“...however many years you use it, how should I say it, it becomes like a baby.”

The market's answer for such objects is to replace them. The RC takes in the objects
the market has refused to repair. I noted in an observation on Site B, a repairer pointed

at a bike being worked on below:
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“She brought her bike to three different bike repair shops, and all three told
her to throw it away and buy a new one. But she still brought it here, and now

you see people working on it.”

The RC looks like a shop from the outside, so participants often arrive with the shop’s
script. This is a script in the same sense as in 4.2.1, a known sequence of steps. Here,
however, it is learned from the commercial repair shop: Leave the item, come back

later, pay, and collect it. This creates a constant friction:

“>

Can I leave and come back in like two hours and then you’ll be ready?’

’

That’s a bit hilarious because that’s not what the RC is meant for.’
I5 states the identity claim underneath:

“...they mix this up with us being some kind of service provider which we are

not, were just doing our best effort and it either works or it doesn’t.”

What is at stake in these corrections is the division of repair work itself. The shop’s
script asks for less than the first degree of Table 4. The object would be left, the person
would leave, and the work would happen in their absence. The repairers refuse this
because every degree of the scale, including receiving the repair, requires the
participant to stay in the room. Presence matters because the forms of giving back
described in this section can only happen when participants remain in the encounter.
Since the help is free, recognition is what participants can give back, and it is given in
person such as watching, saying “Wow”, clapping, and donating. A participant who
dropped off an object and returned later would receive everything and could give back
nothing. Guilt is the other side of the same relation. It appears when a participant feels
they have taken more of the repairer’s time and effort than they can repay. These rules
of giving back are not added to the division of work from the outside. They follow
from it, because what a participant owes depends on how much was done for them.
The different forms of return do not lead to the same outcomes. Attention, applause,
and donations usually resolve the sense of obligation within a single visit. Helping
another person, however, has a different effect. In 113’s case, helping others with what

she had learned reduced her sense of guilt and placed her closer to repairer-like
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activity. This path also needs an opening. 113’s helping takes place in the bike RCs,
where the tools are within everyone’s reach and participants may help one another. At
a classic RC the same wish to give back exists, but it is paid in watching, clapping,
and donating, because the tools stay with the repairers and a repair must remain under
a volunteer’s supervision. In this form, giving back moves the participant toward
higher degrees of participation, from receiving help toward doing repair work and
helping others. The recognition dynamics discussed in this section therefore connect

to the participation trajectories examined in the next section.
4.5. Participation Trajectories Across Encounters

Repair encounters can produce consequences that extend beyond the single visit.
Across the data, participants appear in different temporal positions: One-time visitors,
returning participants, and participants who later take on repairer roles. This section
examines this change over time and asks how repeated encounters can reshape the
participant’s position within a RC. It addresses the fourth sub-question by showing
how involvement can develop from initially receiving help to eventually taking

responsibility for repair work over time.

This shift has a clear mechanism, especially (but not only) in the bike RCs. It begins
when permission is given explicitly. Repairer at Site E recruited a participant by telling

her the door was open:

“And then when I told her you can come as a volunteer next time, and she was

12

like, ‘yes, yes, yes’

The shift also depends on practice objects that no one is afraid to ruin. At Site E, a

newcomer is handed a broken, abandoned bike to fix, as [10 explains:

“A lot of the people that we have now as members of Site E, they came for the
first time as a participant who didn’t know much about bikes and just liked the
initiative. And they started coming and how it usually works is like, here is a
completely destroyed bike that we got because it was abandoned. This is yours.

You can fix it and this is how.”
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117, who became a repairer this same way at Site B, explains why the wrecked bike

matters for the learner:

“And if you mess something up [it] stinks. But who cares. You know you can
still salvage parts. So, I like that I could practice in that sense and learn

’

things.’

When damaging the object does not matter, the newcomer can try things more freely.
This reduces the asymmetry between expert and learner and lets the newcomer act like
a repairer before fully becoming one. When confidence is still low, experienced

repairers create small chances to succeed. 115 sets up a newcomer’s first task on

purpose:

“For example, I say, let’s say he knows nothing. I say, ‘Hold this wrench.’ |
give the wrench to him. First, I let him hold it, and then I deliberately leave the
wrench in front of the bike. I go to the back and say, ‘Could you please give me
the wrench?’ Then he brings it back and forth, and he likes it, I know that. Then
1 say, ‘Ah, hold this part,” even if I do it deliberately. I say, ‘Hold this cable,
do something.’ So even if it is only something small, he is doing something, and

this is a sign of the bigger steps, you know? I start from there, and he becomes

happy.”

One of my observation records shows where these end. One Site B regular says:

“When he first came, he didn’t know anything about bike repairs. Now he helps

others.”

In the classic RCs, crossing into the repairer role also happens, but it is slower and
follows a different path. Becoming a volunteer is almost effortless. For 13, joining took

a single short exchange:

“)

Hey, I want to join in’' He was like, ‘Okay, what do you do?’ ‘Yeah, I studied
computer science.’, ‘Oh, perfect. And basically, here’s a broken printer. Just

29

go ahead.
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I should note that his low threshold lets in a particular kind of newcomer. I3 arrived
already skilled and was recruited from outside, not from among the participants.
Turning a hesitant regular into a repairer takes years, not minutes. 14 describes his

longest case, a man who watched cautiously for a long time:

“It’s maybe a question of three years to bring him over to trying it for himself

from the beginning. And now he enjoys that role, and he does that frequently.”

The contrast with the bike RC repeats the inversion traced throughout the chapter.
When participants’ hands are already involved in the work, the move toward fuller
participation is shorter. When they mainly sit and watch, that move becomes much

longer.

Most trajectories, however, do not cross into the repairer role. I7 returns, is recognized,

and likes the place, but he still sees himself as only a guest:

“But as I said, still, you are only there as a guest. You remain like a guest.
Maybe I came today. Maybe after half an hour, I cannot come again. You have
seen each other; you recognize each other again. But that is still not outside.

i)

Outside is something else. Private friendship is something else.’

Returning produces familiarity, but not necessarily membership. In I7’s case, repeated
visits led to a warmer welcome rather than a new role. This is also a consequence of

the repair encounter, and for many participants it is the main consequence.

Taken together, the cases in this section show why the move from participant to
repairer happens more quickly in some sites than in others. The transition is faster
when a person already brings relevant skills, as I3 did through his computer science
background. It can also be faster when the role is offered before the skill is fully
developed, as at Site E, where a repairer told a participant that she could return as a
repairer next time. The transition is slower when both skill and membership have to
be developed through repeated participation at the bench. This slow path is why the

participant 14 described took three years to begin repairing on his own.

The speed of this process depends on what still has to be acquired: Skill, membership,
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or both. Objects used for practice and small, guided repair activities given to
newcomers can shorten the process because they allow newcomers to try repair work
before they fully become repairers. Most trajectories, however, do not lead to that role.
This matters for the RC itself. Since only a limited number of participants become
repairers, RCs fill the repairer side mainly from elsewhere, especially through already
skilled volunteers and retired professionals. Participant-to-repairer transitions are
more common at sites where participants are already expected to use their hands in the

repair work. The next section examines what this means for how the RC sustains itself.
4.6.  Sustaining Organizational Continuity of the Repair Café
4.6.1. Knowledge Enactment Among Repairers

Among repairers, the asymmetry that structures participant encounters are largely
absent. As a result, the practices used to manage that asymmetry are no longer needed.
Consent does not have to be established in the same way, the participant’s share does
not have to be adjusted, and the frame of the encounter is not contested. Knowledge
can therefore move more directly between repairers. This contrast is analytically
important because it shows that the asymmetry of the repair encounter, rather than the

individuals themselves, shapes how knowledge is enacted.
I5 describes this relation in simple terms:
“I think we’re all kind of equal.”

This equality is not only stated, but also practiced. I3, the young computer scientist,

describes what happens when he cannot repair an old turntable on his own:

“That’s where the older folks at the RC come into play. I, for example, unscrew
apart and look inside, and I'm completely baffled by the fair amount of bells
and levers and switches and cogs and everything. And then I ask one of the
older folks to come over and take a look at this turntable, for example. He will
say, ‘Yeah, this is all that and this does this. This part here activates this switch
here, and then it does this.” So, I directly see what he’s referring to, and he

explains it to me and I can just soak up this knowledge basically. Then combine
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this with what I already know about, like, process technology and electronics

’

and so on, and combine it for diagnosis.’

This scene is very different from his participant-facing way of allocating help. Among
repairers, he can ask freely, receive a full explanation, and owe nothing in return except
attention. Peer exchange can also cross professional boundaries. I15 describes learning

a rust-removal technique from a Ukrainian colleague and still values that information:

’

“He said, ‘We heat this’. Wow. Something new.’

The fieldnotes from Site E catch the joy of it live; when a fellow student suggested

rebuilding from scratch:

“A big smile appeared on 110’s face, wide enough to show all his teeth, and he
said, ‘No, that actually makes sense, should we try it?’ and the two of them

started working according to this new approach.”

The same peer exchange appears at Site A’s sewing table, in the middle of the

stitching:

“About three or four minutes later, she (repairer) turned to the other repairer
across from us and asked, ‘Should I start from the right or the left?’ The other
repairer replied, ‘I always start from the left and go toward the right. Then you
pull it from underneath. Just make sure you work with the thicker one.’ With

that, she began stitching my sweater by hand.”

This shared practice among the repairers, a knowledge commons of their own,
continues even when no participants are present. [10 describes what Site E is normally

like:

“We are the ones working on our own initiatives’ bikes. So, were both the

)

volunteers and the sort of attendees at the same time.’

As 110 indicates, Site E is first a practice space for the repairers themselves and only
secondarily functions as a service for participants. The repairer commons are therefore

maintained for participants as well as for the repairers who take part in it. For some
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repairers, this shared space becomes the main reason for coming. I4’s motivation

changed over the six years:

“Now I find it much more interesting to connect people, to let knowledge flow

from one person to the next.”

These peer exchanges are the other half of the answer to the first sub-question. Section
4.3 described the forms knowledge practices take between a repairer and a participant.
This section adds the form they take between repairers, and together the two show that
what shapes a knowledge practice is the relation it runs in, not the people in it. This
free exchange is also something the RC’s form produces. For some repairers, as 14
shows, it becomes the point which is the kind of consequence the fourth sub-question

asks about.

This free exchange does not stand on its own but it depends on the RC remaining open
and lightly organized, and this openness has a cost. The low barriers and limited rules
that allow repairers to meet and share knowledge are maintained by a small number of
people who take responsibility for keeping the RC running. The next section turns to

this organizational work.
4.6.2. Rules and Responsibility in the RC

The RC runs with very few rules, but those few rules carry much of the organization.

116 describes how Site B keeps its rules to a minimum:

“...it has to be opened, the barriers have to be fairly low to have people come
and help. If there’s a lot of organization, if there’s a lot of discussion, I have
the feeling now that I don’t only have the feeling, I’ve noticed it also in person

that if it’s too much organization, people tend not to do a lot. Then you kind of
create a lot more friction than is needed. And if you keep it as low [a] barrier
as possible, then it just goes... in general, it’s just fairly easy. You just come.

Everybody knows how to get in. We have a key box. We can enter the workshop
basically anytime... The rules need to be probably as low as possible to have
this kind of big group and everybody, I mean, everybody’s just doing what they

want more or less. I mean, yeah, I guess it’s a matter of trust as well.”
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117 from the same site confirms that structure:

“...there are no rules or structures, as far as I can tell. It’s just people from

themselves feeling motivated and being excited.”

But this minimalism is selective. When a rule remains, it is usually because there is a

real risk behind it. I3 identifies supervision as the classic RC’s one strict rule:

“A repair project must always be associated with one or more volunteers who
are also kind of responsible for it. And also, what the guest does at our site, we
can’t let random people just use our tools or something. But always has been

under supervision.”

At Site B, the key box allows a large group to access the space freely, with 109
members and 40 to 50 regular attendees. However, the rule on supervision shows that
this freedom is not applied equally to all kinds of repair. It depends on the object
condition discussed in the section on the conditions of the encounter: Bicycles can be

handled with more open access, while electronics require closer control.

This lightness has a cost, and that cost is carried by a small number of people. 15, the

founder of Site A, describes this responsibility:

“So initially it was hard finding enough volunteers because we were not very
well known. We didn’t have [a] great presence in social media and elsewhere,
so we had to do a lot of recruiting for voluntary repair people. Then this, 1
mean it just takes a lot of time really, even though it’s only once a month,
there’s a lot of organizational work that’s going on behind the scenes like, we
have today this workshop, which is basically the entire Sunday afternoon for

me. And that’s like, on top of [a] full-time job and family.”

It’s not just about the hours; it’s also about how the role keeps expanding. 14, the
founder of Site D, describes how a growing set of organizational duties gradually
gathered around him, even though these duties were never formalized as an official

position:
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“My role today is a bit of an organizational foreign minister. I’'m the one who's
answering questions that come in by mail or phone and often I am the one to
explain to people how we work and what we do not [do] and what we do and
maybe change the website if it’s necessary. These things. And while doing the
RC itself, I do repairs myself. But also... [I am] the one who explains things to

»»

people, helps, looking for tools, for materials.

This organizational work also involves practical tasks beyond coordinating people and
activities. Another site I1 attends was looking for new rooms, and finding a suitable
space had become one of her responsibilities. The arrangement also operates within
legal uncertainty. Participants sign a liability waiver at the registration desk, described
by 119 as “The usual limitation for liability” used by most RCs. This is also supported
by my observation data as I attended as a participant since I also signed a similar form.

However, this waiver does not fully resolve the organizer’s side of the issue.

119 describes several cases in which people wanted to start a new RC but did not
continue after facing questions about insurance and legal responsibility. As he

explains:

“What the EU is already doing is trying to get manufacturers to build devices
that are easier to repair. That is a more general part that would help. Basically,
if a device is easy enough to repair, there will be commercial repair shops,
which would be great. It would be really great if these repair shops could
replace RCs entirely, but I think we are quite a bit away from that. For the form
of a RC, it would be important to lower the legal hurdles. I talked to at least
three or four people who wanted to start a new RC, and I never heard from
them again. I think most of them just did not dare to start one, because there
are questions like ‘What do you have to do for insurance, what insurances do
you need, and what are you allowed to repair?’ It is a grey area. For example,
[ definitely know that we are not really allowed to do a lot of the electrical
repairs that we do. Usually, to do repairs on electrical devices, you need quite
a lot of qualifications. I am sure we do not have these qualifications. Not

everyone has that knowledge. I know the people can do it, and they can do it

79



well, so I do not have a problem with that. But from a legal perspective, it is a
grey area. To be really honest, I do not know how that could be solved legally.
But if there were some possibilities to simplify that, it would be a really great
step for RCs. I am sure that many more people would dare to start a RC. One
part is the organization, finding someone who can organize it. The other part
is that people are just not sure whether they are doing something wrong legally.
I am really not sure what would happen if something happened. Basically, at

29

the moment it is a risk. I just said, ‘I will take that risk.

Founding a RC is therefore not only a matter of finding volunteers and rooms but it
also means accepting responsibility for a risk that remains only partly defined. The
RCs continue because a small number of organizers are willing to carry that

responsibility.

Part of this organizational work involves documentation and counting. Il is
responsible for the statistics and registration form in another site she is involved in
which is under the roof of a neighborhood centre. These numbers are reported to the
neighborhood centre which is carried by the city that gathers several local projects
under one roof such as a workshop, a repair meeting, needlework, yoga, and other
courses. According to I1, the registration form records the participant’s name, the
object, the repairer’s name, and whether the item could be repaired or not. It closes
with a short row of questions such as “Was it the first time? Will you come again? Did
you learn something? Do you think of repairing before you throw something away?”
The data then goes from this neighborhood centre to the city administration,
“...because they have to give the money. And so they want the kind of success.” as I1
described. 119 mentions a similar form of documentation, but oriented toward the

repair network:

“We are one of the RC[s] who provide that data back to the Anstiftung... |
know that... Anstiftung uses this data to have something in political
discussions. For example... in the right to repair, they use the data to have
something that they can provide to politicians. If a vendor says... ‘No one

wants to ever repair a USB plug. They only want to repair the display.’... And
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in that case, Anstiftung has some data that they can show.’

I3 describes this paperwork as “Just for statistical reasons,” and 19 remembers the final
category in the form as “You write down ‘it could be fixed’ and ‘it could not be fixed’.
I think that’s important for them for the statistics or something.” These forms record

the outcome of the object and basic information about the repair.

The freedom given to others has a cost for the founders. Since there are few written
rules, someone still has to take responsibility for making the unwritten rules work in
practice. Site E shows both the fragility of this arrangement and the work needed to
keep it going. 110 describes a meeting held when no one would take responsibility for

keeping Site E running:
“If you don’t take responsibility, Site E is going to die.”

Founding the initiative shows this responsibility in another, challenging way; because
it is taken up when no one else is willing to carry it. 19, the founder of Site F, puts

this plainly:

“No RC started here, in [...]. So, what should you do? Uh, you can only

somewhen start your own RC.”

This answers part of the second and fourth sub-questions. It is important to state again
that light governance makes the open, consent-based encounter possible, but it also
has a cost in that the organizing work falls on a small number of volunteers. This

volunteer load is therefore one of the conditions that makes free repair possible.
4.7.  Sociality in the Repair Café

Repair encounters also produce social effects that extend beyond the repair work itself.
These effects do not necessarily amount to belonging in a strong sense, but they show
how sociality is formed and maintained within the RC. Participants and repairers spend
time in the same space, recognize familiar faces, exchange small stories, and

experience the RC as a place of contact as well as repair. For this reason, this section
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examines sociality in the RC as an outcome of repair encounters, while also showing

that it can develop beyond the success or failure of any single repair.
Regulars come with nothing broken as I observed in Site B:

“He [repairer] said he had been coming for a year, almost every week. He quit
his career to become a bike mechanic. He started learning by watching videos
online but learned mostly here, in this environment. When he first came, he
didn’t know anything about bike repairs. Now he helps others. Even if he
doesn’t have any issues with his own bike, he sometimes comes just to be here.

He said he loves this place.”

At Site F, some people come for the RC itself and treat a broken object as the reason
to attend. Founder and repairer in this site, 119, explain a previous encounter

supporting this:

“We had already calls [saying] ‘I have to search for something that’s defect
because I want to visit the RC.”... People tell us they are searching for

something to repair so they can come.”

This sociality can also include participants who never move into a repairer role. 113,

for example, was offered food during her first visits to Site B:

“Seeing that they were offering dinner to everyone, it made me really shocked

as well... and they even offered me, which I was not helping anyone.”

This sociality can also continue after the repair itself has ended. When the work is
finished, some repairers stay because they value the company of others, instead of
leaving immediately. The gathering therefore becomes a reason for participation in

itself. IS observes this among his fellow repairers:

“What I didn’t really expect at first is that psychologically, I think it has a lot
of positive effects on me and on those guys which is interesting because people
come here not for repairing and making a contribution, but also for the social
aspect of this, like they’re hanging out here now, having beers, they could be

’

anywhere in this weather.’
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For older participants in particular, I1 identifies this social role:

“...especially for elderly people, it’s a place to meet other people, talk to them
and drink coffee.”

The data do not support a purely positive account of sociality, and the limits appear in
patterned ways. The waiting area at Site A is not a space of open social exchange. One

section of my observation notes records the following:

“The rest of the people waiting were silent, either looking down or quietly

observing their surroundings.”

The same limit appears in how I8 describes the RC. She likes it and returns to it, yet

for her it remains impersonal, so it is valued without being a social occasion:

“In other countries, when you have an encounter like that you’d ask ‘What's
your name?’ And it’s not like that... So, it’s very, not unfriendly, but it’s not
personal. I'm not complaining. [It is] just an observation... They don't say
‘Hello, welcome to our thing.’ But say, ‘Okay, what do you need repaired?’ |
mean they say hello but then you know, ‘What do you need? What's your task?’
And then do it. And that's why I'm saying introvert in the sense it's not like a,

it’s not a social event. It’s a technical event.”

Even among the volunteers, sociability is unevenly distributed. 12 describes her
technical colleagues and makes clear that not everyone contributes to the RC’s social

atmosphere in the same way and marks the limits of the community from within:

“They are, first of all, they are single-minded. Second, they don’t talk too well,
they are not socially skilled so well. That means when there are difficult
customers, they don’t know how to talk them out. And they try everything
because they are interested in repairing and fiddling around and they don’t see
the overall goal enough. Because they are single minded. That’s not

necessarily bad.”

The honest conclusion is that the sociality of the RC runs on two rails. One rail is
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produced by the divisions of work; recognition, returning, applause, the warmth that
repairing together generates. This rail follows the division of repair work that this
chapter traces, and it has a limit, since 17 kept returning and was still only a guest, as
Section 4.5 showed. The other rail does not depend on the repair encounter at all. The
dinner is offered to everyone, whether they helped or not, and the regular comes even
when nothing is broken. Some encounters produce no sociality at all, as the silent
waiting area and I8's technical event show. For the fourth sub-question, sociality is
therefore a real but uneven consequence. Some people are drawn into the RC beyond

the repair, others are not, and neither outcome is a failure of the other.
4.8. Integration of the Dividing the Repair Work

The division of the repair work is the core category, and the theory of this study follows
from it. The categories of this chapter are not a list, they are stations of one process,
and it can now be named. Every repair encounter in this data is organized by a
knowledge asymmetry. People bring things they cannot fix to strangers who can. What
the encounter must then work out, and what the whole café-form exists to work out, is

how much of the repair work the participant does.

In RCs, knowledge practices are enacted through the ongoing division of repair work
between repairer and participant. The setting suggests an initial division before anyone
speaks. The encounter then adjusts that division task by task. How the work is finally
divided shapes what can be learned, what forms of obligation or recognition arise, and
whether participation can move toward the role of repairer. Repairer and participant
almost never talk about this division at the bench. Open talk about who will do how
much rarely appears in the data. When it does appear, its effect is one-sided; a repairer
who openly asks the participant to take a share is followed, while a participant who
openly asks for more can be refused. Instead, three actors set the division without

discussing it.

1. The organizers set it in advance through the way they build the room. A
registration desk, a numbered queue, and chairs in a row tell the participant,

before a word is spoken, that the work will be done for them; an open workshop
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where the tools hang within everyone’s reach tells them that they will do their

own work.

2. The repairer sets it during the repair, task by task. They read the participant’s
interest from the questions they ask, gives one small task, watches how it goes,

and gives more or less next.

3. The participant sets it from their own side by how they answer. They ask for

more, reach for the work, or refuse it.

Table 5 brings together the main elements of the theory. It presents the core category,

the categories developed in this chapter, and the properties and dimensions identified.

Table 5: Categories, Properties, and Dimensions of the Theory

Elements (section) Property Dimensions

Core category

Dividing the repair work Degrees of participation From receiving the repair, through
assisting, following the reasoning,
and doing the repair, to becoming
a repairer

How the division is set Set in advance by the organizers
through the room; adjusted task by
task by the repairer; answered
from the participant’s side, who
asks for more, reaches for the
work, or refuses it

Whether the division is spoken Usually not talked about; who will

about do how much is settled without
discussion. Open talk about it is
rare; the repairer’s open request
for help is taken up, while the
participant’s open request for
more can be refused.

How the division is talked about A free repair service; a learning

(the frames) site; a social setting; a repair-first
venue. Each frame carries a claim
about how the work should be
divided. These claims are brought
into the encounter, where they
may be adjusted, accepted,
resisted, or lose relevance.

What one encounter leaves for the ~ From nothing carried over, the
next usual case in this data, to the rare
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Conditions shaping the division of the repair work

case where one visit shapes the
next: confidence gained in one
visit can enlarge the participant’s
part later, and a few participants
cross the bench and return as
repairers.

Organizational types of Repair
Café

Type of objects

Time

Spatial arrangement of the

Repair Café

Gender

Scope of responsibility

The four phases of the encounter

Predefined division of work

The object itself

The tool or instrument required

Form of the time limit

The room’s effect on

communication

How it enters the encounter

What the repairer is responsible
for

Done for the participant (classic
RC); done together (student RC);

done by the participant with a
master nearby (bike-only RC with
experienced repairers)

From allowing participant
involvement (mechanical and
textile: workings visible, mistakes
often reversible) to expert-only
(electronics: dangerous, easy to
damage)

From shareable (bicycle tools:
available, inexpensive, difficult to
ruin) to kept with the repairers
(the sewing machine: electric, can
hurt an unpracticed hand or the
machine itself)

From written (a 40 to 45 minute
rule) to carried in the repairer’s
head (the three-hour session)

From an open layout that lets help
move between benches to noise
that drowns both the repair
dialogue and the sociality (felt
most by the elderly)

Women who repair have to prove
their expertise more than men;
men who cannot sew depend on
the sewing table for help.

From one repair and forty-five
minutes to the RC’s survival,
atmosphere, and mission

Entry into the repair encounter

Cost of entry
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number, escort) to unreadable and
hard (no desk, the room read
alone)



Negotiating authority and
consent

Allocation of limited time and
help

Reading and adjusting the
participant’s part

Consequences

Threshold layers

Function of waiting

Why the participant accepts the

repairer’s lead

Expert image

Pace of trust

Response to time scarcity

What the RC will attempt

Task size

Initiative

Reading instrument

Channel of inclusion

Into the room; into the work

From managed by the desk,
separate from the repair work, to
already part of participation (help
arriving in the line)

Informed trust, like trusting a
doctor; deference, where checking
would insult; performed
confidence, believed without
verification; wonder

From deliberately lowered to
concentrated in a master

Trust moves faster than
knowledge; understanding comes
late, or never

From doing the work for the
participant, faster, to distributing
the work to participant

Kinds of objects refused (phones);
repeat over-users sent to the paid

trades.

From none, through a single screw
as a test, to the whole repair

Repairer offers; participant asks or
reaches; participant declines

The questions asked; prior-
experience accounts

From words to hands and showing

Forms of knowledge practices in
the repair encounter

Depth

Channel

Openness
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From the model-specific fix,
useful only for that case, to the
mechanism, which carries to
machines not seen before

Showing; explaining; a mixture of
both; routed through the internet,
then verified at the bench;
watching

From narrated step by step to kept
to oneself



Non-monetary returns in repair
encounters

Participation trajectories across
encounters

Knowledge enactment among
repairers

Rules and responsibility in the
RC

Claimed frame

Currency of recognition

Recognition can fail

Debt

Object worth

Temporal position

Route into the role

Speed of crossing

How the crossing happens

Flow

Authority

Independence from participants

Rule density
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“We don’t want to teach”; “so that
he can learn”; “it’s about sharing
knowledge”

Applause; donation; attention and
thanks; helping someone else in
turn

From labor acknowledged to labor
misrecognized (€1.50 in the box
for two hours of labor)

From no guilt to strong guilt; it is
paid back through appreciation
(watching, clapping, a donation),

through returning the favour, or by
learning enough to help someone
else later.

From worthless to the market, to
personally priceless “like a baby”

One-time visitor; returning
participant; participant who takes
on the repairer role

Earned step by step at the bench;
given before the skill (the role can
be offered even on a first visit); or
direct entry of people who already
know how to repair.

From a single visit to three years
of watching

Being told openly that one can
join; practice objects that cannot
be ruined (“This is yours. You can
fix it”); first tasks set up so the
newcomer succeeds.

Moves directly between repairers;
asked freely, received fully, owing
nothing but attention

From practiced equality to chosen
deference to a master

Runs with participants; runs
without them

From as low as possible (a key
box for everyone) to one hard
supervision line where risk is real



Organizational load From collective responsibility to
organizer-centred responsibility

Sociality in the Repair Café Source Produced by the repairs
(recognition on return, applause,
the satisfaction two strangers
show after fixing a thing together);
a life of its own (dinners for
everyone, the beers after the
session, the visitor with nothing
broken)

Atmosphere of the room From warm and social to silent, a
technical event

Every station of the chapter is one of its moments. Getting into the division is work in
itself. Participants hover at thresholds until a queue number, a question about a tool,
or an escort lets them in. The division runs on consented authority, granted on grounds
from informed trust to wonder, and trust moves faster than understanding. The division
runs under scarce time, which shapes what is delegated, constrained, or sent away. The
participant’s part is then adjusted continuously against read interest, daring, and what
the object allows. What can move across the bench, and in what form, follows from
those settlements because money is refused, recognition becomes the main way of
giving something back, while guilt marks the feeling of having taken too much.
Divisions of repair work can accumulate into participation trajectories; participants
may come once, return over time, or cross into the repairer role, though this crossing
stays rare. Among repairers, the asymmetry that structures participant encounters
almost disappears, and knowledge circulates more freely. This provides evidence that
it is the asymmetry itself, rather than the people involved, that shapes how knowledge
is enacted; and a governance system with a few rules (light governance), carried by
organizers, is what allows the whole division to remain voluntary and open. Table 6
presents the relationships between these elements. Some statements identify the
conditions that shape the division of repair work. Others describe the phrases through
which the division is adjusted within the encounter, or the consequences that follow
from it. The right-hand column shows where each relationship is developed in the

chapter.
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Table 6: Statements of Relationship Constituting the Theory

No.

Statement of relationship

Developed chapter

Every repair encounter is organized by a knowledge asymmetry because people
bring things they cannot fix to strangers who can. Every repair encounter divides
the work between the repairer and the participant; dividing the work is how the
asymmetry is managed.

Which type of RC a participant enters decides the starting division of the work
before anyone speaks; each type carries a predefined division, built into desks,
queues, and tables rather than stated as a written rule. The classic RC has divided
the work as a do-it-for-them arrangement, the student RC as doing it together,
and the bike-only RC with experienced repairers as doing it yourself with a
master nearby.

The broken thing itself shapes whether participants can touch, examine, and
repair it, whatever the type of the RC and the repairer’s pedagogical approach;
electronics forbid what bike mechanics invite.

Gender enters the division twice. Both forms of entry affect the division of the
repair work indirectly. They shape whose lead is accepted and which table the
participant reaches, rather than determining the participant’s share in the work
directly. Women who repair may have to prove their expertise more than men,
and the distribution of skills routes men and women to different tables.

The room conditions both of the RC’s goods at once. An open layout lets help
move between benches, while noise drowns both the sociality and the repair
dialogue in which the division is worked out.

Time pressure affects every encounter, but the type of the RC shapes the
direction of its effect. In one type, pressure may mean that the repairer does more
of the work, faster; in another, it may mean that the participant takes on more
tasks. Even in the classic RC, the participant’s share can grow because the clock
is short.

Being physically present in the room does not directly constitute participation;
involvement is constituted phase by phase. A way in must be found, a lead must
be consented to, time must be allocated, and the part must be given and taken
task by task. Being present remains the minimum condition for participation.
Even receiving the repair requires the participant to stay in the room, because
recognition, the only payment, can be given only in person; this is why leaving
the object and picking it up later is refused.

The clarity of entry and the participant’s share in the work form an inverse
pattern across RC types. Where entry is clearly organized, participant’s share is
less; where entry is harder to read, the share grows. The same arrangement
produces both; the script that guides the newcomer in also positions them mainly
as an observer, while the room that must be read expects them to do their own

work. Waiting follows the same pattern. In classic RCs, waiting is managed by
the registration desk and remains separate from the repair work. In the bike RC,
the line is less formally organized, and help can begin before a repairer gets
involved.
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Participants accept the repairer’s lead for different reasons, ranging from
informed trust to wonder, and the reason shapes what can be learned afterwards.
A participant who defers stops asking questions; a participant with informed
trust keeps asking and welcomes explanation; a participant who watches in
wonder only watches.

Trust moves faster than knowledge, so an encounter can end with full trust and
no learning. Encounters that end at the first degree, receiving the repair, are not
failures; that division can be what both sides want.

Within an encounter the participant’s part is adjusted step by step rather than
assigned once. Repairers read, give a task, and adjust; participants steer by
asking, reaching, or declining. Even a single screw can work as a test; if the

participant handles it well, the repairer gives them a little more to do. The
repairer’s own image is part of this adjustment; a deliberately lowered expert
image leaves room for the participant to dare, and daring is part of what the
repairer reads. At the classic RC the two directions of this steering are not equal;
a participant who wants less can be accommodated, while a participant who
wants more can be refused. The refusal works through the tool itself; the machine
stays with the repairers, and an explanation is offered instead of the task.

How the work ends up divided decides the form knowledge practices take.
Watching yields awareness, and repeated attentive watching can grow into
competence; narrated reasoning yields understanding; guided doing yields skill.
Even a failed repair can move knowledge; when the reasoning is narrated, the
participant leaves with the diagnosis although the object stays broken.

When money is refused, participants can still give something back through
recognition, gratitude, or later help. Guilt can create a motive to give back, and
what the participant has learned can provide the means to do so. In sites where
participants are allowed to help one another, this can happen within the repair
setting itself. Helping another participant is already close to repairer-like
activity. In this way, giving back can move the participant toward higher degrees
of participation.

Repair encounters can develop into longer participation trajectories, but crossing
into the repairer role stays rare. It is fast where a person arrives already skilled,
or where the role is offered even during a first visit and granted ahead of skill; it
is slow where both the skill and the membership must be earned at the bench.
The crossing is more common at the more participatory sites, where participants
already work with their hands, than at the classic RC, where most participants
mainly watch. A participant who receives the role early then learns among the
repairers, where knowledge circulates freely. Most RCs reproduce their repairer
body mostly from elsewhere, through the direct entry of the already skilled.

The process is not a straight line. What one encounter produces can return as a
condition for the next; confidence gained in one visit may enlarge the part given
to the participant later, and a participant who crosses the bench returns as part of
the repairer side. The carrier of this return is the participant; the repairer’s
reading, through questions and prior-experience accounts, is where the previous
encounter enters the next one.

Among repairers, the asymmetry that structures participant encounters is largely

absent. What remains is chosen recognition of a more experienced repairer,
rather than consent that has to be negotiated. As a result, the practices used to
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divide the repair work between repairer and participant are no longer needed,
and knowledge can circulate more freely. This contrast shows that the
asymmetry of the repair encounter shapes how knowledge is enacted rather than
the individuals themselves.

Light governance keeps the division of work voluntary and open. The lightness
has a price; the organizational work falls on a small number of volunteers. Those
who carry the whole RC, its survival, atmosphere, and mission, push their
encounters toward teaching, while a repairer with one repair and forty-five
minutes can stay with the object. The condition does not maintain itself;
someone has to take responsibility for making it work in practice. Continuity
depends on that person being there, and founding a RC means accepting a legal
risk that remains only partly defined. Part of the organizational work is counting;
the RC’s own forms record whether the object was repaired, but not how the
work was divided.

Sociality has two sources. One side comes from the divisions of work, as the
applause when a broken item comes back to life, the returning participant who
is greeted more warmly at each visit, and the satisfaction two strangers show
after fixing a thing together; its limit is the guest who remains a guest. The other
side runs on its own power, as the dinners, the beers after the session, and the

man who comes when nothing is broken. Some encounters produce no sociality
at all, and neither outcome is a failure of the other. Even among repairers,
sociability is not evenly distributed. Some repairers contribute strongly to the
repair work, but less to the social atmosphere of the room.

The frames people bring to the RC, a free repair service, a learning site, a social
world, a repair-first workshop, are claims about how the work should be divided.
The service frame proposes that the participant does nothing, and it arrives
constantly because the intake of the classic RC looks exactly like a counter; the
repair-first frame treats lower degrees of participation as expected or acceptable,
because teaching each participant would require more time than the session
allows. Repairers usually respond to these frames by correcting them, but they
may also accommodate them when both sides accept the same division of repair
work. In each case, what is being settled is the division itself. The frames are the
division talked about, while the encounter is the division done.

4.6,4.8

4.7,4.8

4.8

Knowledge enactment has a precise place in this theory. This study finds that
knowledge moves in several forms. It is shown, explained in the course of work,
watched from the next chair, looked up on a phone, and then tested again at the bench

(4.3).

What the theory adds is the condition behind the form. How knowledge practices are
enacted in a given encounter depends on how the repair work is divided. The form of
knowing that becomes possible is shaped by the participant’s share in the work. When

this share is limited, knowledge tends to remain at the level of awareness. When the

participant takes on more of the work, knowledge can develop into skill.

92



Among the repairers, where no dividing is needed, knowledge practices are enacted as

free circulation. The theory therefore has three kinds of parts:
1. Conditions shaping the division of the repair work

2. The four phases of the encounter that adjust it, namely entry into the repair
encounter, negotiating authority and consent, allocation of limited time and

help, and reading and adjusting the participant’s part

3. The consequences that follow from it

[ Knowledge asymmetry ]

The Encounter

Authority Limited
and time
consent and help adjusting

Returns as a condition
for the next encounter

Works out
the division

T .

[ Dividing the Repair Work ]

What the participant Obligation and Movement toward
can learn recognition the repairer role

Figure 1: The Theory of Dividing the Repair Work
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One element belongs to more than one of these three parts. The light governance
described in Section 4.6 works as a condition because it helps keep the division of
repair work voluntary and open. However, this condition is produced by the RC itself
through ongoing organizational work, and maintaining it requires additional burden in
terms of time, coordination, and responsibility from organizers. What Section 4.8
describes for single encounters also appears at the level of the RC. In both cases,

something produced earlier can shape what becomes possible later.

The process is not a straight line. What one encounter produces can return as a
condition for the next encounter. For example, confidence gained in one visit may
enlarge the part given to the participant later. What carries over from one encounter to
the next is often visible in the participant. It appears in the questions they dare to ask
and in what they can say about their own experience. The repairer can notice this and
adjust the division of work accordingly. A participant who can say that they have done
this before is read differently and may be given a larger task. Some participants who
cross into the repairer role also renew the RC's repairer body from within, which is the
rarer route, since most repairers enter directly from outside. Time pressure adds
another non-linear relation. The same problem can lead to different outcomes
depending on the organizational type of RC. In one model, time pressure may mean
that the repairer takes on more responsibility and does more of the work. In another
model, the same lack of time may require the participant to take on more tasks and

become more involved in the repair process.

The conditions of the encounter now show their full function. Each type of RC is a
division of the work made durable; it is built into desks, queues, and tables rather than
written anywhere. The classic RC has already divided the work as a do-it-for-them
arrangement. Entry is easy, but participation remains thin. Participants mostly watch,
and what they take away is often awareness rather than hands-on involvement. The
student bike RC (Site E) has divided it as doing it together among near-equals. Site B
which is a bike RC with many experienced repairers has divided it as doing it yourself
with a master nearby. That is why the same participant questions how much of this

repair is theirs, and receives answers before anyone speaks. The object “votes” too;
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electronics forbid what bike mechanics invite, whatever the site intends. The room and
the people add their own votes. An open layout lets help move between benches while
noise can make the communication, which the division is worked out, difficult to hear.
Gender also enters through the interaction. A woman repairer may first have to
establish her expertise before her lead is accepted, and the gendered distribution of
skills can direct men and women toward different repair tables. On the repairer’s side,
the volunteer’s scope of responsibility shapes how far the repairer pushes the division
toward teaching. Scope of responsibility refers to how much of the RC a volunteer is
responsible for. This can range from responsibility for one repair on a single afternoon

to responsibility for the RC’s continuity, atmosphere, and wider mission.

Founders and organizers tend to carry a broader scope of responsibility. They are
therefore more likely to educate, include participants, respond to failure with
reassurance, and tolerate difficult guests. A repairer who is responsible only for one

repair within a limited time can remain more focused on the object itself.

Scope of responsibility is not treated here as a personality trait. The data show that it
can grow within the same person as their role in the RC grows. 14, for example, began
by repairing objects. Over six years, he became someone who connects people and
supports the circulation of knowledge. At the same time, scope of responsibility does
not determine the division on its own. The two repairers at the same sewing table go
in opposite directions, which is why scope alone cannot predict the division. I2 has no
organizational role, but still teaches. I1, by contrast, carries a broader scope of
responsibility such as registration desk, but maintains a repair-first approach and does
not teach in the same way. Her decision is shaped by the limited time of the session
and by the sewing machine, which she does not hand over to participants. Scope of
responsibility therefore inclines a repairer toward teaching, but it does not decide the
division by itself. Object conditions and time pressure can pull the encounter in another
direction. For this reason, scope of responsibility is treated as a repairer-side condition

within the core process, rather than as an individual trait outside it.

Read in this way, the debate over what a RC is becomes another expression of the

same core issue. Different actors may describe the RC in different terms, but they are
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still speaking about how repair, knowledge, and participation are arranged in the
encounter. The frames that circulate in the field, the RC as free repair service, as
learning site, as social world, as repair-first workshop, are not competing descriptions
of different places; they are claims about how the work should be divided. These
claims are not the same thing as open talk about a given task. A participant who asks
to do the sewing brings a request into one repair; a participant who treats the RC as a
free repair service brings a claim about what the place is. The first is rare. The second

arrives constantly and is handled within the encounter.

The service frame proposes that the participant does nothing, and it arrives constantly
with participants because the intake (registration) apparatus of the classic RC looks
exactly like a counter. The learning frame suggests that knowledge and hands-on work
should be shared between repairer and participant. In practice, however, this frame is
stated more clearly than it is enacted. This is why the participants who are best placed
to judge it, I7 with his trainer’s criteria and I8 with her comparison to workshops, both
reject the label of learning. If learning happens at all, they describe it more as learning

by watching.

The repair-first frame, expressed in I1’s statement as “We don’t want to teach, we want
to repair,” treats lower degrees of participation as expected or acceptable rather than
as a problem. Teaching each participant would necessitate a greater allocation of time
than the session permits. The social-world frame claims what the encounters leave
behind. Repairers may correct these frames, or accept them when both sides want the
same division of repair work. The field’s lack of a stable term for the participant shows
the same tension at the level of vocabulary. Frames do not assign people to fixed
positions. During a single visit, I7 moved from standing back as an observer to
working at the bench after the repairer rejected the service frame and invited him into

the repair work.

In the vocabulary of the theory, the frames are a property of the core category itself.
They are the division talked about, while the encounter is the division done. This
tension should remain visible rather than being smoothed over. The sociality of the RC

does not fold fully under the core. One side of it does come from the divisions of work,
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and its limit, the guest who remains a guest, marks exactly how far the divisions reach.
The other side does not come from the repair work at all. The honest formulation is
that dividing the repair work explains how these RCs work; it does not exhaust what

they are. A grounded theory should say so, because the data do.

The four sub-questions have now each received their answer in the order they were

asked.

1. Knowledge practices take the forms of the division of work, from narrated

reasoning to watched repair, and vary with it.

2. Type of the RC, type of the object, spatial arrangement of the RC, gender, time
pressure, and the repairer’s scope of responsibility shape every division. Four
of these conditions belong to the setting and were discussed in Section 4.1.
Two further conditions are not located in the setting itself. The first is time,
which becomes relevant within the encounter and shapes how much
participation can be allowed. The second is the repairer’s scope of
responsibility, which varies from repairer to repairer. In addition to these six
conditions, there is a further condition produced by the RC itself. The light
governance described in Section 4.6 helps keep the division of repair work
voluntary and open. However, maintaining this openness requires
organizational work from volunteers, and this creates a burden in terms of time,

coordination, and responsibility.

3. Participant involvement is constituted rather than given. It has to be made
possible through entry, consent, task-by-task adjustment, and the participant’s
own willingness to take part. What involvement enables or constrains depends
on its degree. The more repair work the participant is allowed and willing to

do, the more knowledge can become available to them through the encounter.

4. The consequences of knowledge practices depend on how the repair work was
divided in the encounter, and each consequence has its own conditions. A
working object is what every successful encounter leaves, whatever the

division was. What the participant learns follows their share of the work; a
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participant who only watches takes home awareness, a participant who watches
attentively across repeated visits can build competence, and a participant who
does the work under guidance takes home skill. Guilt appears when a
participant feels they have taken more of the repairer’s time and effort than
they can repay, and it is discharged by watching and clapping, by donating, or
by learning enough to help someone else later; this last route also moves the
participant toward the higher degrees of participation. The crossing into the
repairer role happens where the site already expects participants to work with
their hands, where the person arrives with relevant skill, or where the role is
offered before the skill is fully developed; where skill and membership must
both be earned at the bench, the crossing takes years. Social attachment grows
where returning is met with recognition, so the welcome becomes warmer with
each visit; yet the returning participant can still remain a guest, and some
encounters leave nothing behind at all, which the theory does not treat as
failure. The load on founders and organizers does not come from any single
encounter; it is the price of the light governance that keeps all of this open, as

described above.

The main question asks how knowledge practices are enacted within repairer-
participant interactions. The findings answer this question through one central
claim, while also requiring one important boundary to be made explicit. In the RC,
knowledge practices are enacted through the ongoing division of repair work. One
boundary of this claim has to be made clear. Repair encounters can produce one
part of the RC’s social life. When a repair succeeds, the room may applaud. When
a participant returns, the welcome may become warmer. These are social
consequences of the encounter. However, they have a limit, because a returning
participant can still remain a guest. Other parts of the RC’s social life are not
produced by the repair encounter itself. Dinners and visitors who come even when
nothing is broken have a more independent social basis. Some encounters also
leave no social consequence, and this is not treated as a failure. The theory
therefore claims only the first part: The social effects that are produced through the

repair encounter, not the whole social life of the RC.

98



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This study set out to understand how knowledge practices are enacted between
repairers and participants in RCs. It found that each encounter is shaped by one central
process, the division of the repair work. This refers to the practical working out of how
the repair work is divided when someone brings a broken object to a stranger who may

be able to fix it.

The study contributes a process account of the encounter itself, a level that existing
literature has approached but not closely examined. While previous work often treats
knowledge in RCs as an aim, a resource, or an outcome, this study shows how
knowledge takes their form moment by moment. It takes shape through how repairers
read participants’ interest, how tasks are sized and offered, what the object allows or

prevents, and how time presses on the encounter
5.1. Knowledge, Participation, and the Division of Repair Work

The findings sit close to situated learning. Lave and Wenger (1991) argue that learning
1s a matter of taking part, and the data agree; what a participant learns tracks what they
are allowed to do, and the participant who never touches the object takes home
awareness rather than skill. The threshold work described in the findings, the hovering
at the door, the unreadable room, is what legitimate peripheral participation looks like
before legitimacy has been granted. And the rare crossing into a repairer is an inbound
trajectory in Wenger’s (1998) terms, complete with the practice objects, the staged
first tasks, and the gradual granting of the wrench. The findings also press on the theory
at its weakest point. Legitimate peripheral participation was built on newcomers who
were on their way in. Most RC participants are not. They arrive for an afternoon,
consent to an asymmetry, and leave, and this volatile, low commitment participation

(Deflorian, 2021) means the peripheral position is, for most, not a station on a

99



trajectory but a destination. Wenger (1998) allows for peripheral trajectories that never
reach membership; the RC makes that the normal case. The literature’s disagreement
over whether the participant is an apprentice (Colombijn & Egboko, 2023) or a
customer in a nonmarket queue (Madon, 2022) dissolves once the organizational type
of'the RC is admitted as a condition. Both readings are right, at different sites, because
the organizational type of the RC has already divided the repair work before anyone

speaks.

The same dissolution applies to the wider disagreement the literature review traced
between two readings of learning in these settings, one treating the RC as a place that
gives participants competences they carry away, the other holding that learning does
not exist before the encounter but emerges within it (Vandenabeele & Decuypere,
2022; Callén Moreu & Duque Hurtado, 2023). The findings suggest that this study
does not need to pick a side, because the encounter itself settles which description
holds. When the division of the repair work includes only the exchange of the object,
learning is limited and mainly takes the form of awareness. In such cases, the
instrumental reading of RCs is more convincing. The encounter does not support the
same reading in every case. When the participant only hands over the object, the RC
works mainly as a repair service. The participant may become more aware of the
repair, but they do not necessarily gain skill. The situation changes when the repairer
explains the reasoning and guides the participant’s actions. In that case, learning takes
place within the encounter. The relational reading therefore applies only when the
participant is actively included in the repair work. The competing frames that circulate
in the field, the RC as free repair service, as learning site, as social world, as repair-
first workshop, are in this sense not rival theories the analysis must adjudicate but
positions within the process the analysis names. What the literature has been
conducting as a debate about what the RC is for, the encounter conducts as a

settlement, case by case.

The tacit knowledge literature explains why the settlement takes the forms it does. If
the deepest repair knowledge cannot be told (Polanyi, 1966; Collins, 2010), then
narration alone cannot close the asymmetry, showing, watching, and guided trying are

exactly the channels the craft literature predicts (Gamble, 2001; Marchand, 2008;

100



Lindwall & Ekstrom, 2012). The repairer who taught torque through the tips of two
fingers was doing what the craftsman with the blade angle does in Wood et al. (2009);
building a bridge toward a knowledge that words do not carry. This also explains why
one visit rarely makes a repairer. What resists a single transfer requires repeated
practice, and the RC format grants most participants one encounter per broken object.
The distinction the data drew between model-specific repair knowledge and
mechanism-knowledge adds a small extension here; repairers who teach the
mechanism are deliberately choosing the more transferable layer of their knowledge,

a practical answer to the transfer problem the theory names.

Among repairers, knowledge moves freely, sideways, without consent-work or
allocation; mutual engagement, a joint enterprise, and a shared repertoire (Wenger,
1998) are all visibly present. The RC does contain a community of practice, but it is
the repairer commons, and most participants stand outside it as clients of its output.
This is a finding Amin and Roberts (2008) prepare us for; bringing people into one
room does not produce shared knowing, and closeness in space is not closeness of
relationship. The RC is thus not a community of practice with a learning problem. It
1s a community of practice wrapped in a service interface, and the settlement is what

happens at that interface.

Finally, the non-monetary returns described in Chapter 4 connect to the repair and
maintenance scholarship and to the care literature. The refusal of money did not end
valuation; it changed the currency to recognition, with guilt as the accounting emotion
of an unpriced exchange. This gives empirical detail to Meiflner’s (2021) account of
care in collaborative repair and to the argument that repair is never only technical
(Jackson, 2014; Graham & Thrift, 2007). The objects confirm the same point from the
material side. The fifteen-year-old vacuum cleaner that had become “like a baby” and
the bicycle three shops had condemned show the RC operating downstream of the
market’s replacement verdict, keeping things and relations in repair at once, which is
what the critics of an instrumental circular economy reading say repair is really for

(McLaren et al., 2020; Niskanen et al., 2021).
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5.2.  Policy Implications

Five implications follow directly from the findings. They matter because both the EU
circular economy agenda and the German repair infrastructure increasingly assume
that community repair spreads skills (European Commission, 2020; Moalem &
Mosgaard, 2021), and because, as Chapter 1 argued, the value of encounter-level
evidence for policy lies in distinguishing between forms of community repair rather
than treating them as a single instrument. The five implications below are that
distinction spelled out. Each one names the finding it rests on; the stakeholder who can
act on it, the action itself, and the instrument through which the action could work. It
also marks where policy, and this study, cannot reach. The instruments are of different
kinds. Some are regulatory, such as product rules. Some are fiscal, such as municipal
funding. A grounded theory built on six sites cannot say how much support is needed,
or whether any instrument would reach the conditions it identifies, so the implications
name the source and the mechanism but leave the amount and the effect to later policy
research. Two of the five, (the organizational form and the skill reproduction gap) are
about where support should go and what policy needs to be able to see. The other three,
(product rules, the volunteer load, and legal uncertainty) can be tied to a specific
instrument and actor. Table 7 gathers them as policy aims, policy tools, and the key

responsible actors.

1. The organizational type of the RC decides what gets learned, so policy should
refrain treating RCs as one instrument. A classic RC delivers repaired objects
and awareness; a participatory bike RC delivers skills and, occasionally, new
repairers. This is a question of direction, not of a new instrument, because the
machinery already exists. The RCs already produce the numbers that city
administrations and the Anstiftung network use to understand them. the city
asks for evidence of success because, as one interviewee put it, “they have to
give the money”. These forms record the object and its outcome. They do not
record what the participant did or how the repair work was divided. The
municipal funder already ties its grant to the reporting it receives, so it can add
to that same reporting line a short statement of which goal it is buying, waste

diversion or repair competence, and it can record the organizational type next
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to the object outcome. This is a small change to a form that already exists, and
it costs almost nothing. The change must stay light, because the study’s own
evidence is that extra reporting and formalization can weaken the voluntarism
they are meant to support. So the request is one field on an existing form, not
a new reporting system. What can be watched, in place of an effect this study
cannot measure, is whether the distinction appears in the lists, the share of
participatory formats among funded initiatives, and, most directly, whether the
form comes to record what the participant did and how the work was divided,

which it does not at present.

If the aim is repair competence across the population, the mechanism that
would produce it is a participant crossing over into a repairer, and that crossing
is real but rare, and that is the case for most sites. In these sites most trajectories
do not lead to that role, and the RCs fill the repairer side mainly from
elsewhere, especially through already skilled volunteers and retired people.
The participant-to-repairer transition is more common only where participants
are already expected to use their hands in the repair work. This limits what any
policy instrument can be expected to achieve. Support aimed at repair
competence should therefore be directed toward participatory formats, where
this transition is more likely to occur. It should also support the conditions that
make the transition possible, such as volunteer recruitment, gradual entry into
repairer roles, practice objects, and guided first tasks. At Site E, the organizers
held a meeting to discuss who would keep the RC running in the future. The
issue was clear that if no one takes responsibility for organizing the RC, it
cannot continue. The relevant stakeholders are the programmes that include
community repair in circular economy or skills policy, regardless of the level
at which they operate. Responsibility therefore lies with the actors who fund
or plan future repair competence. If a programme treats community repair as a
source of repair skills, it should direct support to the sites where participant-to-
repairer transitions are most likely to occur, especially more participatory
forms of RCs. It can also support the conditions that make such transitions
possible in other sites, such as volunteer recruitment, future planning, and

staged entry into repairer roles. A programme that can do neither should stop
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counting RCs as a self-renewing skills infrastructure, because the data suggest

that this mechanism is weak except in the more participatory sites.

The skills that community repair can develop depend on the object being
repaired. Mechanical and textile objects allow participants to take part because
their workings are visible and their tools can be shared across the bench. In this
data, electronics remained largely restricted to repairers. Their material
features limited participation because they were delicate, difficult to inspect,
and required tools that the RCs did not have. This matters because what
participants are allowed to do shapes what they can learn. Community repair
can therefore pass on skills mainly through objects that allow participation.
This gives EU product rules an additional relevance. The Right to Repair
Directive allows Member States to list community-led repair initiatives, such
as RCs, on the European repair platform (Directive (EU) 2024/1799). The
ecodesign framework already assesses products through parameters such as
compatibility with commonly available tools and the need for specialized tools
(Regulation (EU) 2024/1781). Both frameworks address repairability, but
neither directly asks who can take part in the repair work. Whether future
products can be opened with common tools will also shape which objects can
support skill transmission in community repair settings. This criterion sits with

the Commission as it develops product-specific requirements.

The whole arrangement rests on a quiet subsidy of volunteer time, concentrated
on a few overloaded founders and organizers. Light governance is what keeps
the encounter open and consent-based, but its cost lands on the these people.
Demand-side instruments like repair vouchers do not reach this layer at all, and
many German schemes exclude non-profit community repair entirely (Molnar
& Jaeger-Erben, 2026). Support that took the findings seriously would fund the
load itself; coordination, venues, insurance, succession, of the kind the Graz
repair network experimented with on the supply side (Lechner et al., 2021).
This is where municipal and regional government, the level closest to the

initiatives, has the clearest role.
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5. The RCs operate within legal uncertainty, and this uncertainty can become a

barrier to founding new initiatives in the first place. Participants sign a liability
waiver at the registration desk, but this does not fully resolve the organizer’s
side of the issue. 119, the founder of Site F, describes many of the electrical
repairs carried out in his RC as a legal grey area. He also recalls at least three
or four people who wanted to start a new RC, asked about insurance and what
they would be allowed to repair, and then did not continue. Founding an RC
therefore means accepting responsibility for a risk that remains only partly
defined. The relevant stakeholders are legislators and the repair networks
through which community repair is registered and supported in Germany. The
policy action is to reduce the legal hurdles named by 119. Two instruments
follow from this. First, legislation could clarify what RCs are allowed to repair
and what insurance arrangements they need. Second, below the legislative
level, repair networks could provide standardized model liability waivers,
insurance guidance, and information on legal responsibility. This would mean

that new founders do not have to face these questions alone.

Table 7: Policy Aims, Tools, and Key Responsible Actors

. . . Key Responsible
No. Aspect Policy Aim Policy Tool Actors
1 Organizational form  Matching supportto  Adding a type * Municipal funders
what each distinction to the
organizational type existing lists, one « City
of the RC delivers by more entry per administrations
distinguishing the initiative; a goal
types in the lists that ~ statement in each o Network
already exist funding line infrastructures (e.g.,
the Anstiftung
network)
2 Skill reproduction Securing future Directed funding for ~ * Programmes that
repair competence the participatory count community
by directing support  forms of RCs; repair toward

to the sites and forms
where participant-to-
repairer transitions
occur

support for volunteer
recruitment, future
planning, and staged
entry into repairer
roles
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circular economy or
skills goals, at any
level e.g.
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centres

* Actors who fund or
plan future repair
competence



3

5

Product rules

Volunteer load

Legal uncertainty

Extending EU
product rules from
repairability to
participation by
asking who can take
part in the repair
work

Funding the load that
founders and
organizers carry by
supporting the
supply side of
community repair

Lowering the legal
hurdles to founding
an RC by defining
what an RC is
allowed to repair and
what insurance it
needs

The criterion
whether products can
be opened with
common tools,
applied in the
product-specific
requirements under
the ecodesign
framework
(Regulation (EU)
2024/1781)

Supply-side support
covering
coordination,
venues, insurance,
and succession, of
the kind the Graz
repair network
experimented with
(Lechner et al.,
2021)

A legal definition of
what an RC is
allowed to repair and
what insurance it
needs; standardized
model liability
waivers and
insurance guidance
carried through the
repair networks

* The European
Commission, as it
develops product-
specific
requirements

* Member States,
which may list
community-led
repair initiatives
such as RCs on the
European repair
platform (Directive
(EU) 2024/1799)

* Municipal
governments

* Regional
governments

* The legislator (e.g.
EU Parliament and
the Council)

* The network
infrastructures
through which
community repair is
registered and
supported (e.g., the
Anstiftung network)

These implications should be read with two cautions that also come from the data.
First, the organizational types of RCs cannot simply be exchanged for one another.
The more participatory form is more likely to support skill development, but it also
has a higher threshold for entry. By contrast, the scripted entry of the classic RC is
exactly what makes it accessible to participants. A funding policy that supports the
participatory model for pedagogical reasons would therefore also risk reducing
accessibility. This trade-off should be made explicit, rather than treated as if both aims
can always be achieved at the same time. Second, the arrangement that keeps the
encounter open depends on light governance carried by a small number of organizers.

This arrangement may be affected by the very instruments designed to support it. As
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one founder in this study explained, too much organization can make people do less.
Support that arrives through formalization, additional reporting duties, or
professionalization could weaken the voluntarism it is meant to strengthen. The safer
forms of support are those that reduce the organizational burden without changing the
governance model itself, such as support for venues, insurance, coordination, and

succession planning.

Taken together, the five implications share a diagnosis. Repair policy currently sees
objects and initiatives; it counts devices repaired and cafés founded. What it does not
see is the encounter, and the encounter is where the difference between a repaired
object and a spread skill is decided. Whether specific instruments can reach the
conditions identified here was not tested in this study, and is a question for policy

research to take up.
5.3. Limitations and Future Research

This study is a substantive grounded theory built from six sites in one region of
Germany, eleven observations, and twenty-two interviews, and its claims should be
read at that scale. The division of the repair work explains how these RCs work;
whether it travels to other countries, or adjacent settings such as makerspaces and

commercial workshops is an empirical question, not an assumption.

The encounter was observed in session but not followed over years, so the trajectory
findings rest on retrospective accounts. Future research could follow participants
longitudinally to test how far watched knowledge becomes used knowledge, and
compare organizational types across a larger sample, including formats not present in
this study to check the inverse pattern between ease of entry and share of participation

and to test whether each new model constitutes a distinct default settlement.

The recruitment strategy also bounds the account. Participants could be reached only
through the events themselves, since, as Chapter 3 notes, neither the RCs nor
Anstiftung maintain direct contact with participants. Consequently, not all but the
majority of the participants in the interview data is someone who came, stayed, and

was willing to speak; the participant who leaves after one visit, or who turns back at
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the door, appears in this study only as a fieldnote. The consequences the theory traces
are therefore best documented for those whom the settlement retained, and thinnest for
those it did not. Future research that reached one-time visitors after the fact could test
whether the encounter’s consequences look different from outside the field than they

do from within it.

It could also examine whether policy instruments that fund the participatory model
actually shift the skill-reproduction gap. The moral economy of recognition and guilt
also deserves study in its own right, since it may be the RC’s most transferable

invention.
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B. CODEBOOK

Spatial arrangement of the repair space
Beyond interference: Spatial positioning of repair area or rooms
Everything within reach: material accessibility enabling unbroken interaction
Reading the room and opting out: ambient conditions deterring entry
Gender
Navigating gender to be taken seriously
Gendered skill dependence on the sewing service
Entry into the repair encounter
Finding a way into participation
Participant reaching to take part
Entering the queue as becoming a participant
Volunteer-mediated transition from waiting to repair: a mode of participation
Testing the participant-repairer role boundary
Negotiating authority and consent
Accepting the repairer’s authority
Accepting the repair without understanding
Seeking confirmation, not instruction
Reading the repairer
A little wonder: marvelling at the repairer
Questioning a repairer’s worth (talk versus repair)
Participant steering the diagnosis
Role visibility and ambiguity
What do we call them? No settled word for the participant
Repairer guiding while preserving participant choice
Lowering the expert image
Allocation of limited time and help

First dance: Initiating a repair interaction
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Time limitation affecting the participation in repair
Delegating to save repair time

Constraining repair scope
Managing repairs beyond café standard
Checking the outcome at the exit
Closing the repair encounter

Reading and adjusting the participant’s part
Tailoring approach to the participant’s level
Reading the participant’s interest
Making repair feel doable
Not forcing involvement
Using conversation to involve the participant
Valuing participant engagement
The participant as a physical extension of the repairer
Participant’s role during repairer-repairer work
Limiting participation
Holding back to protect the repair
Participant repairing autonomously
Understanding the process enables involvement
Sideways help: participants helping participants
Using ‘we’ to frame repair as shared endeavor
Oscillating between watching and engaging
Participant declining a repairer’s offer

Forms of knowledge practices in the repair encounter
Making expert reasoning visible to the participant
Teaching the mechanism, not the fix
Learning by watching

Participant-driven questioning: drawing out the repairer’s knowledge and
personal preference

Knowledge offered from the periphery: a bystander opening a wider learning
horizon

Learning from the participant
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Routing learning through the internet
Carrying repair knowledge beyond session
Tool-specific knowledge that resists one-time transfer
Keeping it to myself
Rejecting the teaching frame
Embracing the learning frame
Perceiving no teaching offer
“Don’t give up”: catching hope and persistence from the encounter
Positioning repair as the main aim
Knowledge flow as inseparable from repairing together
Learning across repeat visits
Combining showing and explaining
Language gap shifting communication to showing and hands
Navigating language accessibility
Non-monetary returns in repair encounters
Valuing repair labor through recognition, not money
Service logic / the café framed as a service
We aren’t a repair service
Correcting the participant’s role-expectation
Participant motivation in choosing the café over the commercial
Quick and dirty
Attachment to the storied object
Repair before replacement as a stated aim
Opacity of brought items: unidentifiable repair objects
Participation trajectories across encounters
Growing up into repair
Finding one’s way to the café
Recognizing a returning participant: relational continuity
Regulars don’t become members
Permission to cross: being told “you can”

Staging the first success: manufactured tasks and covert assists
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“This 1s yours™: practice objects that can’t be broken
Low-threshold volunteer onboarding

Developing the café’s own repairers
Knowledge enactment among repairers
Repairer-to-repairer collaboration on a repair task
Learning from a fellow repairer (peer exchange)
Repairers work as equals
Knowing each other’s strengths
Running without participants: the workshop as its own practice space
On-the-spot creative problem-solving
Repair as making do
Repairer disposition
Repairer’s layered motivation (giving and getting)
Rules and responsibility in the RC
Rules as low as possible: governance by low friction
Carrying the café’s organizational load / volunteer role-creep
Founding / building the café
Setting limits to volunteer involvement
No participant autonomy
Sociality in the Repair Café
Sociality and belonging beyond the repair
Treating the repair café as a social occasion
Caring beyond the repair
Keeping the mood up
Waiting together, separately

Technicians seen as object-focused and socially reserved
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Tamir, siradan bir pratik olmasina ragmen son yillarda kamusal ve politik bir mesele
haline gelmistir. Uriinleri agmak, arizasim bulmak ve onarmak zorlastikca tamir
edilebilirlik bir tasarim, piyasa ve diizenleme sorunu olarak goriiliir olmus, dongiisel
ekonomi ve tamir hakki tartismalar1 Avrupa Birligi'nde baglayici hukuka dontismiistiir
(Directive (EU) 2024/1799). Ne var ki bu tartigmalar biiyiik oOlgiide tamirin
kosullartyla ilgilidir. Bozuk bir nesnenin, sahibinin ve onu tamir edebilecek bir kisinin

fiilen bir araya geldigi an ise ¢cok daha az ilgi gormiistiir.

Tamir Kafeler, bu bir araya gelisin bilingli olarak 6rgiitlendigi ortamlardan biridir. Bir
Tamir Kafe, insanlarin bozuk esyalarin1 getirip goniillii tamircilerle birlikte tamir
ettikleri licretsiz bir etkinliktir (Charter & Keiller, 2014; Spekkink vd., 2022). Bu tezde
bozuk nesneyi getiren kisi katilimci, tamiri ylriiten goniillii ise tamirci olarak
adlandirilmaktadir. ilk Tamir Kafe 2009'da Amsterdam'da ortaya c¢ikmis olup
devaminda kurulan vakif bugiin 2.500' askin Tamir Kafe'den olusan uluslararasi bir
aga donlsmiistiir (Repair Café, 2026). Almanya bu hareketin en gii¢lii kok saldigi
tilkelerden biridir; Anstiftung ag1 1.800'den fazla girisim listeler (Anstiftung, 2026b)
ve bu biiylimeyi sivil dernekgilik kiiltiirii (Baier vd., 2016) ile Handwerk isimli zanaat
gelenegi (Kannengiefer, 2018) desteklemistir. Bu ¢alisma esas olarak, 332 kayith
tamir girisimiyle Almanya eyaletleri arasinda ikinci sirada yer alan Bavyera'da

yuriitiilmustiir.

Tamir Kafe'yi ticari bir tamirhaneden ayiran sey yalnizca isin ticretsiz olmasi degildir.
Is yalmizca katilimer adina yapilmaz, insanlar kendi esyalarmi tamirciyle birlikte
onarmaya tesvik edilir ve hareket kendisini tamir uzmanligini siirdiiren ve yayan bir
olusum olarak sunar (Spekkink vd., 2022; Repair Café, 2026). Yani tamir bilgisinin,
karsilasmada dolasima girmesi beklenir. Ancak bunun belirli bir tamirci ile belirli bir
katilimer arasindaki fiili etkilesimde gerceklesip gerceklesmedigi nadiren yakindan

incelenmistir. Bu tezin temel aragtirma sorusu sudur:
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e Tamir Kafelerde tamirci-katilimer etkilesimleri i¢inde bilgi pratikleri nasil

hayata geg¢irilmektedir?
Temel arastirma sorusu, dort adet alt aragtirma sorusuyla izlenmistir:

1. Tamir Kafelerde tamirci-katilimer etkilesimleri iginde bilgi pratikleri hangi
bicimleri alir ve bu pratikler farkli tamir karsilagsmalari arasinda nasil

degiskenlik gosterir?
2. Bu farkliliklar1 hangi baglamsal ve etkilesimsel kosullar sekillendirir?

3. Katilmecilarin tamir siirecine katilimi nasil sekillenir ve bu katilim, bilgi

aligverisini hangi acilardan miimkiin kilar ya da sinirlar?

4. Bilgi pratiklerinin farkli bicimlerde gerceklesmesi, tamirci ve katilimci

acisindan ve tamir siirecinin kendisi lizerinde ne tiir sonuglar dogurur?

Bu siralama, Corbin ve Strauss'un (2015) gomiilii teori mantigina dayanir. Calisma,
Alman Tamir Kafelerini girisim diizeyinde degil tekil karsilasma diizeyinde
incelemekte, bilginin aktarilip aktarilmadigi sorusunun 6tesine gecmekte ve politika

tartismalarina karsilagsma diizeyinde kanit sunmaktadir.

Literatiir, tamiri iki ayr1 c¢ergevede ele alir. Birincisinde tamir, i¢inde bulundugu
duruma yerlesik maddi bir pratiktir; glindelik sosyoteknik diizenin yalnizca yeniden
kurulmasi degil, aym1 zamanda siirdiiriilmesidir. Jackson'm (2014) kirik diinya
diisiincesi, bozulmay1 bir istisna olarak degil, normal bir durum olarak ele almay1
onerir; Denis ve Pontille (2023) ise ayn1 sezgiyi bakim emegi lizerinden gelistirir. Bu
emek beceri gerektirir ve bedensel bir nitelik tasir. Sennett (2008) tamiri zanaatkarligin
thmal edilmis bir bicimi olarak goriirken, Dant (2010) dokunmaya dayali el
hareketlerinin 6nemini vurgular. Graham ve Thrift (2007) ise isleri yiiriir halde tutan
goriinmez emegin modern hayati bir arada tuttugunu ve bu nedenle tamirin aym
zamanda politik bir mesele oldugunu savunur. ikinci cercevede tamir, kamusal bir
mesele olarak ele alinir. Bradley ve Persson (2022), topluluk temelli tamirin toplumsal
iligkiler kurdugunu ve tiiketim karsit1 bir yurttaglik anlayisi lirettigini savunur. Tamir,

cogu zaman dongilisel ekonomi cercevesinde degerlendirilmektedir (Moalem &
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Mosgaard, 2021). Buna karsilik McLaren vd. (2020) ile Niskanen vd. (2021), bu
yaklasimin tamiri aragsallastirarak onun politik anlamini geri plana ittigini ileri siirer.
AB diizeyinde ekotasarim kurallar1 (Commission Regulation (EU) 2019/2023),
Ekotasarim Tiiziigli (Regulation (EU) 2024/1781) ve tamir hakk: direktifi (Directive
(EU) 2024/1799) baglayict yiikiimliilikler getirmistir. Ancak bu araglarin etkisi
tartismalidir. Lopez-Bermudez ve Vence (2025), direktif onerisinin agirliklt olarak
bilgilendirme araglarina dayandigini savunur. Molnar ve Jaeger-Erben (2026) ise tamir
kuponlarinin kar amaci giitmeyen topluluk temelli tamir girisimlerine ulasmadigin

gosterir.

Tamir Kafelere iliskin literatiir {ic baslik altinda ele alnabilir. ilki, bu mekanlar1
O0grenme alanlar olarak ele alan galigmalardir. Vandenabeele ve Decuypere (2022),
O0grenmenin dogrudan o6gretim yoluyla degil, duyusal karsilasmalar icinde ortaya
ciktigin1 savunurken Madon (2022) Tamir Kafelerin pratikte siklikla bir hizmet
iliskisine doniistiigiinii belirtir. Tkinci baslik, bakim ve iliskisellik iizerine odaklanan
calismalardir (MeiBner, 2021). Ugiincii baslk ise kapsayiciliga yonelik elestirilerdir.
Kadmlar kendi esyalarini agmakta tereddiit edebilmekte (Young & Rosner, 2019),
tamir gorevleri toplumsal cinsiyete gore dagilabilmekte (Meifner, 2021) ve uzman
gontllilerin ortiik ayrimci tutumlari, kadinlarin ve alt siniflardan kisilerin katilimini

caydirabilmektedir (Schiagg vd., 2022).

Bilgi agisindan literatiir, beceri gerektiren tamirin biiyiik Olciide sozciiklerle ifade
edilemeyen, yani ortiikk bilgiye dayandigini gosterir (Polanyi, 1966; Collins, 2010).
Dant (2010), tamirde kullanilan bedensel ve jestlere dayali bilgiyi duyusal bilgi olarak
tanimlar. Bu tiir bilginin aktarimi ise agirlikli olarak gdsterme, izleme ve tekrarlanan
pratik yoluyla gerceklesir (Gamble, 2001; Marchand, 2008). Lave ve Wenger (1991),
duruma yerlesik 6grenme (situated learning) kuraminda 6grenmeyi bir katilim siireci
olarak tanimlar. Mesru ¢evresel katilim (legitimate peripheral participation), yeni
gelenlerin pratigin kenarindan giderek daha tam bir katilima dogru ilerlemesini ifade
eder. Wenger (1998), bu ilerlemenin farkli yoriingeler izleyebildigini ve bazi
yoriingelerin hi¢gbir zaman tam tiyelikle sonuglanmadigini gosterir; bu hareketin
gerceklestigi ortami ise uygulama toplulugu olarak adlandirir. Amin ve Roberts (2008)

ise insanlar1 bir topluluk i¢inde bir araya getirmenin tek basina ortak bilgi tiretimini
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garanti etmedigi uyarisinda bulunur. Bu literatiir, bilgiyi cogunlukla bir amag, kaynak
veya ¢ikt1 olarak ele almakta; belirli bir etkilesim iginde ortaya ¢ikan ve etkilesim
yoluyla gerceklestirilen bir sey olarak ise daha smirli bigimde incelemektedir. Beceri
gerektiren tamiri adim adim izleyen calismalar ise Tamir Kafelerde degil, topluluk
bisiklet atdlyesi (Arnold, 2012) ve okul dis1 tiretim ve yapim kuliibii (Martin & Betser,
2020) gibi benzer ortamlarda yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu tezin ele aldig1 bosluk tam olarak
burada ortaya c¢ikmaktadir: Tamirci-katilimer etkilesimlerinde bilgi alisverisinin
gerceklesip gergeklesmedigi an be an belirlenmekte, ancak bu siire¢ bugiine kadar

yalnizca kismen incelenmitir.

Calisma, Corbin ve Strauss'un (2015) gomiilii teori metodolojisini izleyen nitel bir
arastirma tasarimima dayanir. GOmiilii teori, kavramlarin arastirma Oncesinde
belirlenmesi yerine arastirma siirecinde toplanan verilerden tiiretilmesi ve veri toplama
ile analizin es zamanli olarak yiiriitilmesidir. Mevcut kuramlar hazir analitik
cergeveler olarak uygulanmamig, Blumer'in (1954) duyarlilastirici kavramlar anlayist
dogrultusunda dikkati belirli olgulara yonlendiren kaynaklar olarak kullanilmistir
(Bowen, 2006). Aksi halde neyin bilgi, neyin 6grenme ve neyin katilim olarak

degerlendirilecegi, veriye bakilmaksizin 6nceden belirlenmis olurdu.

Analiz, tamir karsilasmasi diizeyinde ylriitiilmistiir. Tamir karsilasmasi, tamir i¢in
getirilen bir nesne {lizerinde birlikte calisilan bir silire¢ olarak tanimlanmistir.
Karsilagsma, nesneyi getiren kisinin, genellikle tamir konusunda daha bilgili en az bir
baska kisiyle birlikte tamire baslamasiyla meydana geldigi kabul edilmistir. Bu dar
tanim, karsilagsmalarin sayilabilmesi amaciyla kullanilmistir. Ancak bulgular, isin
boliinmesinin  katilimemin odaya girmesiyle birlikte sekillenmeye bagsladigim
gosterdiginden, analiz karsilasmay1 bu andan itibaren izlemistir. Yaziya dokiilen 11
gbzlem oturumunda toplam 38 tamir karsilagmasi belirlenmistir. Bunlarin 13'i bastan
sona, 13" biiytik 6l¢iide, 12's1 ise kisa siireyle gozlenmistir. Ortak calisma baglamadan
tamirin reddedildigi veya yalnizca tavsiye verilerek sonuc¢lanan 8 etkilesim tamir
karsilagmasi olarak sayilmamistir. Ancak neyin tamir edilmeyecegine karar vermek de
isin boliinmesinin bir pargast oldugundan, bu etkilesimler sinir vakalari olarak analize
dahil edilmigtir. Goriismeler yoluyla 72 ayr1 tamir karsilasmasina daha ulagilmistir.

Saha calismasi, anonimligi korumak amaciyla Saha A, B, C, D, E ve F olarak
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adlandirilan alti Tamir Kafe'de yiiriitiilmiistiir. Sahalar, analiz sirasinda ortaya ¢ikan
ihtiyaglara gore teorik Ornekleme yoluyla kademeli olarak seg¢ilmistir. Bes saha
Bavyera'da, biri ise komsu eyalet Baden-Wiirttemberg'dedir. Baden-Wiirttemberg'deki
saha, gozlenen pratiklerin Bavyera'ya 0zgii olup olmadigin1 sinamak amaciyla
calismaya dahil edilmistir. Sahalar, tamir kapsami, oOrglitsel yapi, mekan tiiri ve
demografik bilesim agisindan farklilik gostermektedir. Bu ¢esitlilik temsiliyet

saglamak i¢in degil, farkli kosullar1 analize dahil edebilmek i¢in gozetilmistir.

Mart-Kasim 2025 arasinda alt1 sahada toplam 11 gézlem yapilmis, yaklasik 26 saatlik
saha caligmasi gergeklestirilmistir. Gozlemler saha notlar1 ve ses kayitlartyla
belgelenmis, ardindan yapilandirilmis raporlara doniistiiriilmiistiir. Bunun yani1 sira 22
yar1 yapilandirilmis gériisme yapilmistir. Goriismeler agirlikli olarak Ingilizce, kismen

Almanca ve Tiirkce yliriitiilmiis ve yapildiklar1 dilde desifre edilmistir.

Analiz MAXQDA kullanilarak yiiriitilmiis, kodlama ise agik, eksenel ve segici
kodlama agsamalarini izlemistir. Tiim analiz siirecinde siirekli karsilagtirma yontemi
esas alinmistir. Teorik doygunluk, belirli bir sayiya ulasilmasi olarak degil,

kategorilerin yeterince gelistigi nokta olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Boliinmeyi Bicimlendiren Kosullar: Her tamir karsilasmasinda is, tamirci ile
katilime1 arasinda boliintir. Taraflar heniiz etkilesime girmeden Once, bu is
boliinmesinin baslangi¢ noktasini dort kosul belirler. Bunlara daha sonra ii¢ kosul daha

eklenir.

Birinci kosul, Tamir Kafe'nin oOrgiitsel tiirtidiir. Veriler {i¢ farkli model ortaya
koymaktadir. Klasik Tamir Kafelerde katilimcilar kayit yaptirir, sira bekler ve
ardindan bir goniilliiyle eslestirilir (Saha A, C, D ve F). Saha E'deki bisiklet kafesi
ogrenciler tarafindan kendi akranlari i¢in yiiriitiiliir. Burada kayit masasi ya da sabit
bir rol ayrimi yoktur. Saha B'deki bisiklet kafesi ise haftalik olarak toplanir ve
cogunlukla yiiksek beceri diizeyine sahip tamircilerden olusur. Her modelde, yazili
kurallarla belirlenmemis olsa da mekanin diizenine yerlesmis bir i béliinmesi vardir.
Kay1t masasi ve bekleme sandalyeleri, isin katilimci adina yapilacagina igaret ederken,
aletlerin herkesin erisimine acik oldugu bir atdlye, isi katilimcinin yapmasinin

beklendigine daha en basta isaret eder.
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Ikinci kosul, nesnenin tiiriidiir. Mekanik ve tekstil nesneler katilima daha agiktir ¢linkii
nasil ¢alistiklart daha goriiniirdiir ve katilimeiya kiigiik gorevler vermek daha kolaydir.
Elektronik cihazlarda ise tehlike ve cihaza zarar verme riski nedeniyle is biiyiik dl¢iide
tamirciye kalir. Burada kullanilan alet de onemlidir. Ornegin kumas katilimciya

verilebilirken, elektrikli dikis makinesini tamirci kullanir.

Ugiincii kosul, mekanin kendisidir. A¢ik bir yerlesim, yardimin farkli tezgahlar
arasinda dolagmasini kolaylastirir. Ancak Saha D'nin kurucusunun da anlattig1 gibi,
artan giiriiltii karsilikli konusmay1 zorlastirir ve bundan 6zellikle yaslilar etkilenir.
Boylece ses, Tamir Kafe'nin iki temel islevi olan bilgi pratiklerini ve toplumsal temasi

ayn1 anda sekillendirir.

Dordiincii kosul ise cinsiyettir. Verilerde tek basina ayr1 bir kategori olusturmasa da
yetkinligin kime atfedildigini etkiler. Bu 6nemlidir, ¢iinkii katilimecinin ne yapmasina

izin verildigi, neyi 6grenebilecegini de belirler.

Karsilasmanin Dort Evresi: Bu kosullar isin nasil bdliinecegini otomatik olarak
belirlemez. Is béliinmesinin tezgah basinda kabul edilmesi, zaman icinde sekillenmesi

ve gerektiginde ayarlanmasi gerekir.

Birinci evre, karsilasmaya giristir. Odada bulunmak, katilim gdstermek anlamina
gelmez. Mekana girmek ile ise dahil olmak iki ayr1 esiktir. Klasik Tamir Kafe, bu
belirsizligi belirli kurallarla ortadan kaldirir. Bunun karsiliginda katilimer belirsizlik
yerine bekleme siiresiyle karsilasir. Ancak bu diizenli giris, katilimciyr yalnizca
tezgaha kadar getirir. Buradaki temel bulgu ters bir 6riintiidiir. Girisi netlestiren diizen,
katilimciy1 ¢ogunlukla izleyici konumuna yerlestirirken, girisin daha belirsiz oldugu

mekanlarda katilimcinin isi kendisinin yapmasi beklenir.

Ikinci evre, otorite ve rizanin miizakeresidir. Her is bdliinmesi bir bilgi asimetrisine
dayanir, c¢ilinkii insanlar tamir edemedikleri nesneleri, bunlar1 tamir edebilen
yabancilara getirir. Veriler, bu asimetrinin katilimcinin rizasina dayandigini
gostermektedir. Degisen sey rizanin varligi degil, hangi temelde verildigidir. Bir
katilimc1 bunu doktor benzetmesiyle agiklar. Tamircinin uzmanlig1 bir giigtiir ve bu

giic minnetle kabul edilir. Bir bagka katilimci ise tamircinin kendinden emin
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degerlendirmesinden sonra denemeyi biraktigini, ¢linkii 1srar etmenin saygisizlik gibi
geldigini anlatir. Rizanin diger iki temeli tamircinin gosterdigi Ozgiiven ve
hayranliktir. Bu temel, daha sonra ne kadar Ogrenilebilecegini de etkiler. Saygi
nedeniyle susan katilimci soru sormayi birakir, bilingli olarak giivenen katilimci soru
sormaya devam eder, hayranlikla izleyen ise izleyici konumunda kalir. Verilerde 6ne
¢ikan Oriintii sudur: giiven, bilgiden daha hizli gelisir. Bu nedenle bir karsilagsma tam
giivenle, ancak higbir sey ogrenilmeden de sonuglanabilir ve bu durum basarisizlik

olarak goriilmez.

Ugiincii evre, smirli zamani ve yardimin nasil paylastirildigidir. Yardim {icretsizdir,
ancak smirsiz degildir. Bu sinirliliga verilen yanit orgiitsel tiire gore degisir. Klasik
Tamir Kafe, tamiri katilimci adina daha hizli yaparak karsilik verirken, bisiklet kafesi

is1 katilimcilara dagitir.

Dordiincii evre, katilimcinin ne kadar rol alacaginin anlasilmasi ve buna gore ayarlama
yapilmasidir. Veriler bes katilim derecesi ortaya koymaktadir: tamiri yaptirmak,
yardim etmek, akil yiirlitmeyi takip etmek, tamiri yapmak ve tamirci olmak. Tamirci
once katilimecinin ne bildigini ve ne istedigini anlamaya c¢alisir, ardindan gorevin
kapsamini buna gore ayarlar. Bir tamirci, katilimcinin ilgisini sordugu sorularin sayisi
ve tiirlinden anladigini belirtir. Bu ayarlama kii¢lik adimlarla ilerler ve tek bir viday1
sokmek bile bir sinama islevi gorebilir. Ancak klasik Tamir Kafe'de bu ayarlama
simetrik degildir. Daha az katilmak isteyenlerin talebi karsilanabilirken, daha fazla

katilmak isteyenlerin talebi reddedilebilir.

Bilgi Pratikleri, Karsihklar ve Yoriingeler: Bilgi pratikleri aciklama, izleme,
gbsterme veya gorev verme yoluyla ortaya c¢ikar ve nadiren formel 6gretim bi¢imini
alir. Hangi bi¢imin miimkiin oldugu ise isin nasil boliindiigiine baglidir. Alandaki
cerceve tartigmasi da bu noktada goriiniir hale gelir. Ayn1 dikis masasinda ¢aligan iki

tamirciden biri amaclarinin 6gretmek degil tamir etmek oldugunu sdylerken, digeri

katilimcinin 6grenebilmesi igin her adimi agikladigini anlatir. Ancak gozlenen pratikte
ikisi de temel gorevleri kendileri iistlenir. Dolayisiyla aralarindaki fark isin nasil
boliindiigiinde degil, bu isi nasil ¢er¢evelediklerindedir. Verilerde ayrica mekanizma

bilgisi ile modele 6zgii tamir bilgisi arasinda bir ayrim ortaya ¢ikar. Mekanizma bilgisi

129



daha 6nce karsilagilmamis nesnelere aktarilabilirken, modele 6zgii tamir bilgisi belirli
bir arizayla sinirli kalir. Bilgi kimi zaman paylasilmaz ve buna tamirci tezgah basinda
kendi degerlendirmesine gore karar verir. Buna karsilik, is birlikte yapiliyorsa bilgi

paylasimi tamirin bir pargasi haline gelir. Bagarisiz bir tamir bile bilgi tiretebilir.

Para kabul edilmediginde emege deger bicme ortadan kalkmaz, yalnizca karsiligin
bicimi degisir. Saha A'nin afisinde su soru yer alir: "Biz zamanimiz1 bagisliyoruz, siz
neyi bagishyorsunuz?" Karsilik, emegin taninmasi bi¢gimini alir. Dikkat, tesekkiir,
alkis ve bagis kutusuna birakilan para bunun 6rnekleridir. Bir tamircinin, iki saat
ugrastig1 bir kazak i¢in bagis kutusuna 1,5 avro birakilmasini uzun siire hatirlamasi,
asil meselenin 6demenin azlig1 degil emegin yeterince taninmamasi oldugunu gosterir.
Katilimci agisindan ise karsilik verilmeden alinan yardim bir bor¢ duygusu yaratir ve
sucluluk olarak hissedilir. Sugluluk burada bir sorun isareti degil, iicretsiz yardim
karsisinda olusan borcun hesabini tutan bir duygudur. Bu duygu, emegi taniyarak,
iyilige karsilik vererek veya Ogrendigini bagkasina yardim etmek icin kullanarak
giderilebilir. Bir katilimci1 bunu "iyilikler zinciri" olarak adlandirir. Karsiligin ancak
yliz yiize verilebilmesi, bir esyanin birakilip daha sonra alinmasinin neden kabul

edilmedigini de agiklar.

Tamir karsilagmalar1 tek bir ziyaretin Otesine uzanan yoriingeler olusturabilir.
Katilimeilar verilerde ii¢ farkli zamansal konumda goriiniir: Yalnizca bir kez gelenler,
diizenli olarak geri donenler ve zamanla tamirci roliinii iistlenenler. Bu ge¢isi miimkiin
kilan yine ii¢ sey one cikar: Katilimciya agikca deneme firsati verilmesi, lizerinde
pratik yapabilecegi nesnelerin bulunmasi ve baslangicta basarabilecegi gorevler
verilmesi. Klasik Tamir Kafelerde bu gecis daha yavas gergeklesir. Saha D'nin
kurucusu, baglangicta yalnizca temkinli bigimde izleyen bir katilimcinin kendi bagina
denemeye baslamasinin {i¢ yil aldigin1 anlatir. Ancak bu yoriingelerin ¢ogu tamirci
roliiyle sonuglanmaz. Diizenli olarak gelen bir katilimc1 zamanla taninsa da kendisini
hala misafir olarak gorebilir. Bu gecis sinirli kaldigi i¢in Tamir Kafeler tamirci
ithtiyacini biiyiik dlctide disaridan, zaten gerekli becerilere sahip goniilliller ve emekli

profesyoneller araciligiyla karsilar.

Orgiitsel Siireklilik ve Sosyallik: Tamirciler arasindaki iliskilerde, katilimcilarla

kurulan karsilasmalar1 sekillendiren asimetri biiyiik 6l¢iide ortadan kalkar. Burada
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rizanin kurulmasina ya da katilim paymin ayarlanmasina gerek yoktur ve bilgi daha
dogrudan paylasilir. Geng bir tamirci, eski bir pikab1 tamir ederken takildiginda yaslh
tamircilerden birini ¢agirdigini ve ihtiya¢ duydugu agiklamayi1 dogrudan alabildigini
anlatir. Bu karsitlik, bilginin nasil paylasildigini belirleyen seyin kisilerden cok
iliskinin kendisindeki asimetri oldugunu gosterir. Bilginin bu sekilde serbestge
dolasabilmesi, Tamir Kafe'nin agik ve az kuralli yapisina, yani hafif yonetisime
baglhdir. Ancak bu yapinin yiikiinii, mekanin pratikte islemesini saglayan az sayida
kisi tasir. Kurucular ve orgiitleyiciler mekan bulma, goniillii toplama ve siirekliligi
saglama gibi isleri cogu zaman tam zamanli iglerinin yaninda yiiriitiir. Bu diizen ayni
zamanda hukuki bir belirsizlik i¢inde igler. Saha F'nin kurucusu, yeni bir Tamir Kafe
kurmak isteyen ancak sigorta ve yetkiyle ilgili sorularla karsilaginca vazgecen en az
lic ya da dort kisiden s6z eder. Orgiitsel isin bir parcasi da sayim ve belgelemedir.
Kullanilan formlar nesnenin tamir edilip edilmedigini kaydeder, ancak katilimcinin
tamir siirecinde ne yaptigini kaydetmez. Sosyallik ise iki farkli yoldan ortaya ¢ikar.
Bunlardan ilki isin boliinmesinden dogar. Bir cihaz yeniden calistiginda odada
yiikselen alkis ya da her ziyarette biraz daha sicak hale gelen karsilamalar bunun
ornekleridir. Ancak bunun da bir smir1 vardir. Diizenli olarak gelmesine ragmen
kendisini hala misafir olarak gdren katilimc1 bu sinir1 gdsterir. Ikinci tiir sosyallik ise
tamir karsilasmasindan bagimsiz olarak gelisir. Herkese acik aksam yemekleri ya da
tamir edilecek bir seyi olmadig1 halde diizenli olarak gelen ziyaretciler buna 6rnektir.
Baz1 tamir karsilagsmalar1 ise hi¢ sosyallik iiretmez. Dolayisiyla sosyallik, Tamir

Kafe'nin gergek ancak herkes i¢in ayni dl¢lide ortaya ¢ikmayan bir sonucudur.

Tamir Isinin Béliinmesi: Tamir isinin bolinmesi, bu calismanmn ¢ekirdek
kategorisidir. Her tamir karsilasmasi bir bilgi asimetrisi etrafinda sekillenir ve
karsilagsmada belirlenmesi gereken temel mesele, katilimcinin isin ne kadarini
iistlenecegidir. Dikkat cekici olan, bu is boliinmesinin tezgah basinda neredeyse hig

acikca konusulmamasidir. Bunun yerine, isin nasil boliinecegini ti¢ aktor belirler.

Orgiitleyiciler bunu mekani diizenlerken dnceden sekillendirir, tamirci tamir sirasinda
gorevleri tek tek dagitir, katilimc ise soru sorarak, ise dahil olmaya calisarak ya da
geri cekilerek kendi payim belirler. Is boliinmesi agik¢a konusuldugunda ise etki tek
yonlidiir. Katilimeinin daha fazla rol almasii isteyen tamirci genellikle karsilik

bulurken, daha fazla katilmak isteyen katilimcinin talebi reddedilebilir.
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Teori ii¢ bilesenden olusur: Is boliinmesini sekillendiren kosullar, bu béliinmenin
ayarlandig1 dort evre ve ortaya g¢ikan sonuglar. Kosullardan dordii ortamda zaten
yerlesiktir. Besinci kosul karsilasma sirasinda ortaya ¢ikan zaman, altincisi tamircinin
sorumluluk kapsami, yedincisi ise Tamir Kafe'nin kendi i¢inde irettigi hafif
yonetisimdir. Tamircinin sorumluluk kapsami, tek bir tamirden Tamir Kafe'nin
stirekliligini saglamaya kadar uzanabilir. Sorumluluk kapsami genisledik¢e tamirci
O0gretmeye daha fazla yaklasir, ancak bu durum tek basina isin nasil bdliinecegini
belirlemez. Siire¢ dogrusal da degildir. Bir karsilasmanin sonucu, bir sonraki
kargilagsmanin kosullarindan birine doniisebilir. Bunu karsilagmalar arasinda tastyan
katilimcidir, ¢linkii tamirci katilimcinin 6nceki deneyimini sordugu sorulardan

anlamaya calisir.

Alanda kullanilan farkli ¢erceveler, yani Tamir Kafe'nin iicretsiz tamir hizmeti,
O0grenme alani, sosyal ortam ya da onceligi tamire veren bir atolye olarak goriilmesi,
yalnizca farkli tanimlamalar degildir. Bunlar ayni zamanda isin nasil bdliinmesi
gerektigine iligkin farkli iddialardir. Hizmet g¢ergevesi, katilimcinin tamire dahil
olmamasini 6ngoriir ve siirekli yeniden ortaya ¢ikar. Bunun bir nedeni, klasik Tamir
Kafe'deki kayit diizeninin bir diikkan bankosunu andirmasidir. Cergeveler is
boliinmesinin nasil olmasi gerektiginin s6ze dokiilmiis hali, karsilasma ise bunun
pratikte nasil gerceklestigidir. Son olarak teori kendi sinirin1 da ortaya koyar. Tamir
isinin boliinmesi, bu Tamir Kafelerin nasil isledigini agiklar, ancak ne olduklarini

biitiiniiyle agiklamaz.

Bulgular, Lave ve Wenger'in (1991) yerlesik 6grenme kuramina yakin durur.
Katilimemin ne 6grendigi, ne yapmasina izin verildigiyle yakindan baglantilidir.
Nesneye hi¢ dokunmayan bir katilimei, yeni bir beceriden ¢ok farkindalik kazanarak
ayrilir. Mesruiyet heniiz taninmadiginda ise esikte beklemek, mesru ¢gevresel katilimin
aldig1 bicimdir. Ancak bulgular ayn1 zamanda kuramin en zayif noktasin1 da zorlar.
Mesru cevresel katilim, zamanla toplulugun i¢ine dogru ilerleyen yeni gelenler iizerine
kuruludur. Oysa Tamir Kafe katilimcilarinin ¢ogu bir 6gleden sonra gelir, asimetriye
riza gosterir ve ardindan gider. Bu diisiik baglilikli ve degisken katilim (Deflorian,
2021), cevresel konumun ¢ogu katilimci i¢in bir yoriingenin duragi degil, varis noktasi
oldugu anlamina gelir. Wenger (1998), iiyelikle sonuglanmayan g¢evresel yoriingelere

yer agar. Tamir Kafe'de ise bu durum istisna olmaktan ¢ikar ve olagan hale gelir.
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Literatiirdeki iki tartisma da bu diizeyde farkli bir anlam kazanir. Katilimecinin ¢irak
m1 (Colombijn & Egboko, 2023), yoksa piyasa dis1 bir sirada bekleyen miisteri mi
(Madon, 2022) oldugu tartismasinda her iki yorum da farkli sahalar i¢in gecerli
olabilir. Ciinkii orgiitsel tiir, daha taraflar konusmadan isin nasil boliinecegini biiytlik
olciide sekillendirmistir. Ogrenmenin 6nceden var olan yetkinliklerin aktarimi mu,
yoksa karsilasma sirasinda ortaya c¢ikan bir slire¢ mi oldugu tartismasinda da
(Vandenabeele & Decuypere, 2022; Callén Moreu & Duque Hurtado, 2023) tek bir
tarafta durmak gerekmez. Hangi yorumun gecerli oldugu, her karsilasmada isin nasil

boliindiigiine gore degisir.

Ortiik bilgi literatiirii, bu diizenin neden bu bigimde ortaya ¢iktigimi aciklamaya
yardimci olur. En derin tamir bilgisi biitiinliyle anlatilamiyorsa (Polanyi, 1966;
Collins, 2010), yalnizca sozlii agiklama bilgi asimetrisini ortadan kaldiramaz.
Gosterme, izleme ve rehberli deneme de tam olarak zanaat literatiiriiniin 6ne ¢ikardigi
bilgi aktarim yollaridir (Gamble, 2001; Marchand, 2008). Bu durum, tek bir ziyaretin

neden nadiren bir katilimciy1 tamirciye doniistiirdiigiinii de agiklar.

Tamirciler arasinda ise bilgi, ayrica riza kurulmasina gerek kalmadan daha yatay
bicimde dolagir. Wenger'in (1998) tanimladig: karsilikli katilim, ortak amag ve ortak
repertuvar da bu iligkilerde goriiliir. Bu a¢idan Tamir Kafe bir uygulama toplulugu
barmdirir, ancak bu toplulugu esas olarak tamirciler olusturur. Katilimcilarin ¢ogu ise
toplulugun disinda kalir ve {iretilen bilgi ile yardimin alicist olur. Amin ve Roberts'in
(2008) c¢alismas1 da bu ayrimi ongérmektedir. Dolayisiyla Tamir Kafe, 6grenme
sorunu yasayan bir uygulama toplulugundan ¢ok, katilimcilarla bir hizmet arayiizii
lizerinden temas kuran bir uygulama toplulugudur. isin nasil béliinecegi de tam olarak

bu temas noktasinda belirlenir.

Paranin kabul edilmemesi ise emege deger bigmeyi ortadan kaldirmaz, yalnizca
karsiligin bi¢cimini degistirerek taninmay1 one cikarir. Bu bulgu, Meifner'in (2021)

bakim iizerine yaptig1 aciklamay1 ampirik olarak daha somut hale getirir.

Bulgulardan dogrudan bes politika ¢ikarimi yapilabilir. Birincisi, Tamir Kafe'nin
orgiitsel tiirli neyin 6grenilebilecegini etkiledigi i¢in politikanin Tamir Kafeleri tek tip

bir ara¢ olarak ele almamasi gerekir. Klasik Tamir Kafe daha ¢ok onarilmis nesne ve

133



farkindalik tiretirken, katilim odakli bisiklet kafeleri beceri gelisimini ve zaman zaman
yeni tamircilerin ortaya ¢ikmasini destekler. Bunun i¢in yeni bir politika aracindan
cok, mevcut araglarin yoniiniin degistirilmesi gerekir. Belediyeler ve tamir aglar1 zaten
veri toplamaktadir, ancak kullanilan formlar katilimcinin ne yaptigini degil, yalnizca

nesnenin tamir edilip edilmedigini kaydeder.

Ikincisi, toplum genelinde tamir yetkinliginin gelistirilmesi hedefleniyorsa, bunun
temel mekanizmasi katilimcinin zamanla tamirci roliine geg¢mesidir. Bu gecis
miimkiindiir, ancak nadir goriliir ve daha ¢ok katilimcilarin dogrudan tamire dahil
olmasinin beklendigi sahalarda ortaya c¢ikar. Bu nedenle destek, katilim odakli

modellere ve bu gecisi miimkiin kilan kosullara yonlendirilmelidir.

Ugiinciisii, topluluk temelli tamirin aktarabilecegi beceriler nesnenin tiiriine bagl
oldugundan, AB iiriin kurallar1 tamir edilebilirligin 6tesine gegerek katilimi da dikkate
alabilir. Ekotasarim g¢ergevesi, lirlinlerin yaygin kullanilan aletlerle uyumunu zaten
degerlendirmektedir (Regulation (EU) 2024/1781). Uriinlerin bu aletlerle acilip
acilamayacaginin iiriine 6zgii gerekliliklere dahil edilmesi ise Avrupa Komisyonu'nun
yetkisindedir. Direktif ayrica liye devletlere topluluk temelli girisimleri Avrupa tamir

platformunda listeleme imkan1 vermektedir (Directive (EU) 2024/1799).

Dérdiinciisii, biitlin bu diizen az sayida kurucu ve orgiitleyicinin goniillii olarak
ayirdig1 zamana dayanan gorliinmeyen bir siibvansiyonla ayakta durur. Tamir kuponu
gibi talep yonlii araglar bu katmana ulagmaz ve Almanya'daki bir¢ok destek programi
kar amaci giitmeyen topluluk temelli tamir girisimlerini kapsam disinda birakir
(Molnar & Jaeger-Erben, 2026). Buna karsilik koordinasyon, mekan, sigorta ve devir
teslim planlamasini kapsayan arz yonlii destek, belediyeler ve bdlge yonetimleri i¢in
daha acik bir rol sunar. Graz tamir ag1 bu tiir bir destegi uygulamaya koymustur

(Lechner vd., 2021).

Besincisi, hukuki belirsizlik yeni girisimlerin kurulmasinin 6niinde bir engel olusturur.
Yasa koyucu, Tamir Kafelerin hangi tiir tamirleri yapabilecegini ve hangi sigortalara
ihtiya¢ duydugunu daha agik hale getirebilir. Tamir aglar1 da standart feragatnameler

ve sigorta konusunda rehberlik saglayabilir.
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Bu c¢ikarimlar iki noktaya dikkat edilerek degerlendirilmelidir. Birincisi, farkli
oOrgiitsel tiirler birbirinin yerine gecemez. Katilim odakli modeller beceri gelisimini
daha fazla desteklerken, katilime1 agisindan giris esigi de daha yiiksektir. Klasik Tamir
Kafe'nin kuralli giris yapisi ise tam da onu daha erisilebilir hale getiren unsurlardan
biridir.  Ikincisi, bicimsellestirme, ek raporlama yiikiimliiliikleri veya
profesyonellesme yoluyla verilen destek, giliclendirmeyi amacladig goniilliiligi
zayiflatabilir. Ortak sonug¢ sudur: tamir politikas1 nesneleri ve girisimleri goriir, ancak
tamir karsilagsmasini biiyiik 6l¢iide gormez. Oysa onarilmis bir nesne ile aktarilmis bir

beceri arasindaki fark tam olarak bu karsilasmada ortaya ¢ikar.

Sinirhiliklar ve Gelecek Arastirmalar: Bu calisma, Almanya'nin tek bir bolgesindeki
alt1 saha, 11 gozlem ve 22 goriismeye dayanan, alana 6zgii bir gdmiilii teoridir. Bu
nedenle ¢aligmanin iddialar1 da bu kapsam i¢inde degerlendirilmelidir. Teorinin baska
tilkelere ya da maker mekanlar1 ve ticari atolyeler gibi benzer ortamlara ne dlgiide
taginabilecegi varsayilmamali, ayrica sinanmalidir. Tamir kargilasmalar1 oturumlar
sirasinda gézlenmis, ancak katilimeilar yillar boyunca takip edilmemistir. Bu nedenle
yoriingelere iliskin bulgular biiyiik dl¢lide geriye doniik anlatilara dayanmaktadir.
Katilimcilara yalnizca etkinlikler iizerinden ulasilabildigi icin, tek bir ziyaretten sonra
bir daha gelmeyen kisiler calismada yalnizca saha notlarinda yer almaktadir. Bu
nedenle uzun vadeli sonuglara iliskin bulgular, daha ¢ok Tamir Kafe'yle iligkisini
stirdliren katilimcilar acisindan belgelenebilmistir. Gelecek arastirmalar katilimcilari
zaman i¢inde izleyebilir, giris kolaylig: ile katilim diizeyi arasindaki ters Oriintiiyii
daha genis bir 6rneklemde sinayabilir ve katilim odakli modelleri destekleyen politika

araglarinin beceri aktarimindaki acig1 kapatip kapatmadigini inceleyebilir.
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