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Introduction 

“Is something broken, damaged etc.? It doesn’t have to go straight in the bin! Children’s toys, 
electronic devices, furniture, cars, and clothes; everything can be repaired up to a certain point, 
usually even with the simplest means! Sometimes you pay a fortune to a specialist, but that 
doesn’t always have to be the case!” When everyday objects break, their owners can ac
cess support online through tutorials, forums, manuals, as well as in online groups 
– such as the one that the above description was taken from.1 It demonstrates a wide 
understanding of Do-It-Yourself (DIY) repair of all kinds of everyday objects, both 
concerning what can be repaired and who can repair it. DIY repair relates to man
ual tasks to either care for or fix belongings or household matters (i.e., using one’s 
own free time, materials and tools, instead of hiring professional crafts persons or 
buying something new (Hitzler and Honer 2014, 430)). While it does not take place 
through gainful employment, as a form of care and reproductive labor it is work, 
as studies on repair have pointed out (Graziano and Trogal 2021; Jackson 2014). DIY 
repair advice online makes this work both visible and also debatable. This chapter 
examines the interactional accomplishment of producing DIY repair advice online: 
it requires not only time and effort by those engaging in asking for and giving advice, 
but also relies on the platform infrastructure, including a common form of digital 
volunteer work: the moderation of online interactions. 

1 The German-speaking online repair advice group will be introduced and discussed in greater 
detail throughout the course of this chapter. All quotes from data – such as the one right 
at the beginning of this chapter –, including platform vocabulary, have been translated into 
English by the author and written in double quotations and italics. Excluding the original 
German wording is part of an effort of anonymization. There are grammatical or synthetical 
errors in the quotes, something typical for online communications, but these are limited to 
writing in upper or lower case, which will only be indicated and discussed if they are analyt
ically relevant. 
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204 Work and Repair 

Although online DIY repair advice promises ‘easy’ access to help with making re
pairs, examining its practical accomplishment reveals the specific challenges posed 
to those involved. This chapter examines the interaction in the online group from 
which the description was taken, a group specialized in the repair of everyday ob
jects. It is based on an ongoing study that consists of focused ethnographic episodes 
conducted since autumn 2023. For this chapter, fieldnotes, and particularly screen
shots of posts and comments, were analyzed using “trans-sequential coding” (Schef
fer and Trischler 2023) in order to trace the temporal unfolding of the production of 
advice.2 

The following analysis illustrates the work of members of a large online group 
to communicate their local repair problems and potential solutions – as well as how 
they organize their interactions with each other. Here, manual tinkering with the 
objects – described in Science and Technology Studies (STS) as an essential part of 
repair as practice (Dant 2010) –3 is communicated and ‘translated’ into providing 
repair advice. In the case of the online group, this takes place within the digital in
frastructure of a platform through posts and comments. As will be explained, this 
sociotechnical interaction is subject to both “content moderation” and “volunteer 
moderators,” who take care of the group in their free time. In practice, this “civic 
labor” (Matias 2019) often remains “invisible work” (Star and Strauss 1999) that facil
itates the collaborative production of repair advice, but can also sometimes become 
the subject of group discussions itself. Examining the sociotechnical accomplish
ment of producing and moderating DIY repair advice in interaction emphasizes the 
practical efforts required to create a ‘participatory culture.’ 

“Join group”: participating in an online repair group 

The description of the group anticipates specific reasons to participate in online dis
cussions of DIY repair in contemporary society. For instance, it refers to social issues 
relating to the motivations for DIY repair, such as limited financial resources or lim
ited access to expert repair knowledge. Thereby, DIY repair work is positioned as 
against social issues. With it, the group becomes a means to both handle and pro
cess their effects in the everyday: here, people can seek and find trans-local help. 
This relates to other popular collaborative civic repair practices offline, such as repair 

2 While ethnographies are helpful for understanding repair, given the instructive materiality 
of repair practices (Strebel; Bovet and Sormani 2019), research methods need to be adapted 
for an adequate study of repair advice as online interaction (Hine 2015). 

3 According to STS, repair sustains all kinds of social practices: the world is constantly in need of 
repair and maintenance (Graham and Thrift 2007; Jackson 2014; Denis, Mongili and Pontille 
2015). 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457887-012 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361%2F9783839457887-012
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/


Ronja Trischler: “Is something broken?” 205 

cafés or markets (Baier, Hansing, and Werner 2016; Kannengießer 2020; Bradley and 
Persson 2022). These local initiatives often “politicise repairing as an act against the 
throwaway society” (Kannengießer 2018a, 76; author’s translation R.T.) – a phras
ing that is indeed mirrored in the continued group description by its admin who 
wants to work “against the throwaway society!” DIY repair is both a matter of social 
inequality, with regards to unevenly distributed resources to buy and/or repair ev
eryday objects, and of addressing other “existential problems” (Scheffer 2021), in
cluding the climate crisis and related issues, such as global production and finite 
raw materials.4 Conserving resources, cost savings, and reducing waste, as well as 
other motives, such as self-empowerment, joy in the activity of repairing, or pass
ing repair knowledge on, all motivate participation in repair cafés (Kannengießer, 
2018b, 213–214). 

Online communication can broaden who can participate in repair works. This 
is certainly a main feature of the group’s mission, given that its description ends 
with: “Just get in touch with us if you have something, nothing is impossible!” This echoes 
the promise of inclusivity and participation, common for online communities more 
generally (Stalder 2018, 58ff.). This promise has been criticized – and proven wrong 
empirically on many levels, such as concerning inequal access (Dijk 2020) and hate 
speech (Kalsnes and Ihlebæk 2021; Eickelmann 2017). However, this group’s inclusive 
approach seems to be fruitful overall: it was founded over ten years ago and during 
the course of this study, it has gained over ten thousand members over two years 
since 2023, rising to over 50,000. There are also a lot of “activities” in the group that 
drew my attention to it initially – and continued to capture it; new repair enquiries 
are posted daily, asking for repair advice about a very wide array of everyday objects 
– like washing machines, television sets, lawnmowers, hairdryers, speakers, toilet 
flushes, faucets, furniture, clothing, etc. – that commonly receive up to 100 replies 
over the course of a day or two. This shows a vivid online community; its members 
are eager to help each other with their repair work. 

However, while the online group is “visible” to anyone on the platform, it is a 
“closed group,” requiring admission by clicking the “join group” icon. In the subsequent 
process of becoming a member of the group, its “rules” have to be affirmed; these 
rules focus on etiquette, trying to prevent judgmental comments about who wants 
to repair what and how – as well as on their capabilities to communicate (see below). 
The membership admission also includes a small, but easy, test that seems to be an 
attempt to make sure new members actually read the rules. This is part of the work by 
its three “admins” and four “moderators” who grant admission to the group. While the 

4 This is of course not only addressed through civic initiatives, given that reparability of prod
ucts is also a legislative question: In June 2024, an EU Directive came into force that aims to 
make it easier for consumers to either repair products themselves or to have them repaired. 
These regulations must be transposed into national law by the end of July 2026. 
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former were part of the group’s founding, the latter were recruited from the mem
bers a couple of years ago as a response to the increased number of members. In a 
post directed particularly at “old hands,” (i.e., those members who have been involved 
in the group for “a couple of years”) the group’s admins asked for volunteers to support 
them. In a comment they specified that the group had gained 10,000 members in 
two months and also – humorously – highlighted the unpaid labor involved in mod
erating, thereby arguing not only for the necessity of the additional support, but also 
advertising themselves as “quite nice colleagues” and as an overall friendly group that 
“adheres to the rules.” Several members replied, some explicitly applying and indicat
ing their previous experience in the group and as moderators of other online groups. 
Others expressed their interest, admitting that they had only recently joined and 
some had no time for volunteer work. Five days later, the three admins announced 
their selection of three new moderators, who accepted this “vote” by the admins (ac
cording to their status as “moderators” in the group). 

These voluntary roles, as well as the formal enrolment in the “closed group,” are 
part of how platforms are organized as digital infrastructures and this is usually de
scribed using the term “content moderation.” In practice, this takes place sociotechni
cally: While platform companies rely heavily on algorithms and increasingly on ‘arti
ficial intelligence’ for the organization of their online services, these technologies are 
integrated in the organization in their development, execution, and when making 
potential changes (Gillespie 2019). This means, in practice, that they are intertwined 
with human work: this includes the platform company’s small internal teams and 
programmers, a larger number of badly paid “crowd workers” (i.e., contractors pri
marily from the Global South who are exposed to harmful content (Roberts 2019; 
Gillespie 2019, 120)), both the unpaid volunteer moderators in different groups, and 
users who post and report posts for review.5 In the repair advice group, posts can 
be reported to the group admins and/or to the platform. There are different reasons 
that can be selected, such as “breaking the rules,” “spam,” or “irrelevant content,” but also 
“harassment” or “member conflict.” The report form also states that the posting person 
will not be informed about who reported them, thereby making not only the work of 
moderators, but also that of users, invisible to other members. 

Platform companies provide volunteer moderators with (oftentimes extensive) 
guidelines for moderation online. However, these remain “discursive practices” 
(Gillespie 2019): Empirically, moderation can vary both on and between plat
forms and depends both on the kind of “content” that is being moderated and 
the participants involved. As has been stated in the (ethnographic) study of other 
infrastructures, platforms are embedded, built on an installed base and embody 

5 From the perspective of the sociology of organization, these connections between core and 
periphery are typical for digital platform as a form of organization (Ametowobla and Kirchner 
2023). 
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standards; they are transparent to use and link to conventions of practice, yet these 
are learned as part of membership (Star and Ruhleder 1996, 113; Star 1999). Thus, 
we will now look at the practices of producing and moderating repair advice online. 
How is DIY repair advice produced, participatorily among the group members and 
the moderators and admins, with this digital infrastructure? 

“Is there a trick?”: asking for repair advice online 

“Is there a trick to rethreading the zip so that it closes properly? 😢 I got a knot in my head. I 
opened the zip and now I’ve rethreaded it the wrong way round. 🤭” (14–06-2023) This is a 
typical enquiry in the group, in which most of the posts consist of requests for re
pair advice on current repair issues relating to everyday objects. Solved or potential 
issues are addressed in such posts, albeit less often. Although they differ in length, 
detail and style, these enquiries usually identify a specific object (here the zip), indi
cate an existing problem (unthreaded zipper), express a wish for repair (“so that it closes 
properly?”), address both the recipients of their enquiry (here implicitly the whole 
group: “is there a trick?”) as well as a recipient for the advice (“I,” also supported by the 
infrastructural reference to the user as “author” in the post). As with this example, 
they might also report the cause of the repair problem (“I opened the zip and now I’ve 
rethreaded it the wrong way round”), explain previous attempts to either repair or de
scribe the objects to be repaired in greater detail (e.g., naming the manufacturer, the 
name or number of the model, its age, etc.). The posts often include images or videos: 
likewise, this post was accompanied with a close-up photo of the end of a closed zip 
(for some sort of bag) and two fingers holding the detached zipper in front of it. 

First, to ask for advice, the repair issues relating to the object need to be com
municated. While media such as manuals (Schröter 2018) are commonly consulted 
during DIY repair, members of the group can and need to articulate their problems 
themselves in order to receive advice. They use images, videos, and descriptions to 
make both the objects that are to be repaired and practices understandable and dis
cussable for other participants of the online interaction who are addressed as peers 
with repair expertise. Advice, as a conversational form of help, is a common genre 
online which developed early (Briggs and Burford 2002; Suzuki and Calzo 2004), 
particularly through peers (i.e., giving advice is not limited to professional experts). 
Depending on the object and the issue with it, this takes more or less effort – whether 
it is successful can only be judged through the subsequent comments (see below). 

Second, a new conversation was started with this post. This is typical of the orga
nization of the group. Although it might seem like ‘digital common sense,’ this al
lowed for a sociotechnical organization of repair advice interaction that focused on 
one specific broken object. This practical use of the digital infrastructure is key to the 
success of creating advice online (Vayreda and Antaki 2009; Stommel and Lamerichs 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457887-012 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361%2F9783839457887-012
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/


208 Work and Repair 

2014; Locher 2013):6 it creates a shared ‘here and now’ for members that are con
cerned with this problem – generally allowing its members to participate with differ
ent requirements, not only relatively and regardless of their specific repair expertise, 
but also on the basis of their prior involvement in the group. In ethnomethodological 
terms (Garfinkel 1967), it is an accomplishment to ask for advice online. 

“Just open the zip again”: giving repair advice online 

How to start asking for advice is important, as advice interaction, because it is or
ganized through sequential turn-taking (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1974). But 
how (and if) repair advice is accomplished in the group can only be answered in the 
subsequent comments: most responses offer advice – of some form, including hints, 
suggestions, tips, and assessments, but also encouragement, jokes, and disapproval 
– or ask questions to obtain additional information in order to give advice. Similarly, 
Morrow (2006) classifies three types of posts in an advice forum: problem messages, 
advice messages, and thanks messages that differed in features and in terms of dis
cursive function. While new enquiries receive “replies” and “reactions” in the repair 
group, their sequential unfolding as interaction is more complicated. 

Comments responding to requests usually appear in a matter of hours of the re
pair advice enquiry, sometimes within either minutes or a few days. In our case, the 
first comment appeared within a minute after the post, suggesting opening the zip 
again to thread the zipper. Three minutes later, the author followed up, pressing the 
idea that there could be a “trick to spare them this work,” thus, repairing the zip with
out having to open it. The first commentator answered right away, detailing how to 
press open the zip with “something sharp” (suggesting a way to make “this work” eas
ier, rather than to “spare” it,), which got backed up (after 25 minutes) by a second 
commentator suggesting that a pen would work. One hour later, a third commenta
tor replied to the first comment, arguing that opening the zip was not enough, the 
thread also had to be opened in order to include the zipper. In the meantime, a small 
number of other replies had been posted with no direct reference to the initial com
ments, stating similar problems with their own zips or one suggesting to “just pop it 
back in.” 

This shows the practical, and asynchronous unfolding of generating advice in the 
group; a piece of advice might be confirmed or criticized with reactions or replies. 
This includes what can be described as interactional “repairs” (Schegloff, Jefferson, 
and Sacks 1977) through a mutual evaluation of advice or by referring each other to 

6 As argued in the previous part, technologies do not determine these practices, but rather 
participate in their organization (i.e., online interaction should be viewed as an interaction 
in its “own right” [Meredith 2019: 128, see also Meredith, Giles, and Stommel 2021]). 
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existing comments. Commentators reply to each other (e.g., semantically), by link
ing each other, or by creating “threads”; they might also delete their own comments 
retroactively, thereby using the infrastructure as a resource for repair advice inter
action. In this example, the third commentator referred to her previous comment 
in her reply to the first commentator’s reply: “Separating the other side is what I sug
gested and did myself yesterday (it was a small bag for organizing luggage, nothing valuable).” 
While sequential reference can be identified as a principle of order in the online in
teraction, in ethnomethodological terms, there is also a multitude of second “turns” 
(i.e., answers to an original post) that do not refer to each other. 

Relevant information might also be missing, thereby prompting questions from 
other members, sometimes forming a lengthy back and forth. This often means both 
longer involvement and the necessity for patience from those asking for and giving 
advice who possibly need to wait for responses (as is typical with cooperation, see 
Trischler 2023). The author’s involvement in the comments of their own posts is also 
remarkable: a lot of them answered questions, gave thanks for advice, or closed the 
comments underneath their post. For instance, the zip post was edited once (on the 
same day that it was posted): it initially only comprised of the first question, with the 
second part being added thereafter. The platform marks their actions with “author” 
next to the name, thereby highlighting their special accountability for their post.7 
The work of asking for advice does not commonly stop after the initial request. 

While replies differ in length, detail, and style (and, of course, usefulness), repair 
advice posts determine the part of the object to be repaired, suggest a solution, qual
ify it – and even define the recipient of the repair advice with reference to the repair 
enquiries. Discussions about suitable repair advice appear alongside these aspects: 
Which parts can/need to be repaired? How can they be repaired? How do we know 
this? (And: do we know enough about this?) These questions also relate to the ques
tion of specialization and expertise in DIY repair that is often discussed in the group 
(concerning specific objects, such as electronics). Importantly, they also relate to the 
recipients: repair advice also includes who could repair this object. As in the context of 
this group, skills vary a lot and members categorize differences in repair skills nec
essary for the solutions posed. Most commonly, this refers to practical knowledge, 
hinting at their own repair activities, like one commentator: “I couldn’t do it. I unrav
eled the other side, threaded it from there and then sewed both sides back together again.” In 
other posts, members present themselves as professional craftsmen who participate 

7 As this platform attribution is directed at the user that is requesting advice, it is a marginal 
form of authorship that is limited to producing a comprehensible problem description. How
ever, as the focus of the advice interaction is on creating solutions to repair problems in the 
form of advice, it could be argued – contrarily to the platform attribution – that those sug
gesting repair solutions have a more plausible claim to their advice’s authorship. For more on 
the concept of authorship in cultural production, see Göbel in this volume. 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839457887-012 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361%2F9783839457887-012
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/


210 Work and Repair 

in the group in their free time – this relates to how the repair advice unfolds and also 
relates to the specific repair object. This also refers to the ways in which DIY repair 
workers encounter each other online and their roles, a topic that will be discussed in 
the following section. 

In general, comments and reactions affirm the new conversation that the post 
opened with their suggestions as well as their critique. Most enquiries are con
cluded (or abandoned) after a few days. In this example, the author closed the 
comments without further explanation. Although this might indicate that she 
received sufficient advice, it is primarily a way to definitively end this conversation, 
thereby producing a closed repair advice interaction. Hence, the group displays 
a particular sociotechnical organization of online interaction through singular 
enquiries for advice about singular things. This organization represents a practical 
answer to the challenge of the ‘many-to-many interactions’ in the group, ordering 
the interactions in a comprehensible way. It allows group members to participate in 
these interactions without preconditions, more or less. While the group members, 
therefore, use the digital infrastructure (posts, comments, likes as well as reports, 
see below), the latter does not determine the practice. Similarly, taking the “group 
rules” into account, it is the admins’ and moderators’ wishes that replies should 
indeed not refer to previous posts. However, it is through their members’ skillful use 
of the forum that they – routinely – accomplish the production of advice together. 

“Top comments,” “rising contributors,” “moderators,” & “group rules” : 
producing ‘good’ repair advice online 

A varied practical etiquette seems common to the group in online repair advice in
teractions. There is a general etiquette in replying to the original post, whose base 
line can be characterized as ‘staying vaguely on topic’ in the reply. This etiquette in
tensifies if contributors discuss a specific suggestion with each other and they reply 
to each other’s comments, thereby creating a conversational thread and account
ability for their contributions. In the example of the zipper, they disagree politely (“I 
don’t think so”) or agree with each other (“you’re right”) or “like” the other’s reply. Yet, 
there are also cases in which members show their disagreement concerning repair 
advice more strongly, disqualifying each other’s expertise in some cases. As a form of 
help, advice interaction constitutes a mutual, albeit asymmetrical, form of relation
ship (Wagner 2019). Whether online or offline, advice is an interactionally delicate 
undertaking because it raises questions about competence and can, thus, be face- 
threatening for both those seeking and those giving advice. Thus, peer-advice and 
expert-advice online both showcase “relational work” (i.e. work on the relationship 
as part of the discursive mitigation strategies (Locher; Bolander and Höhn 2015)). 
These are “interaction rituals”; i.e., ‘little’ acts of (im-)politeness in the ways members 
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address each other and interactively and construct each other as members of the 
group (Goffman 1967). The ways in which members participate and encounter each 
other is facilitated infrastructurally, not only by becoming members of the closed 
group, but also through different statuses awarded to them by the platform for their 
participation. Members can become a “rising” or “top” or “major contributor” in the group 
by posting; this status is then listed next to their name with every post or comment 
that they make (this is also effective retroactively for the posts that have been made 
by the user prior to receiving the award). For instance, one of the third commenta
tor’s replies was marked “most relevant;” it only had two likes, but one of them was by 
a “top contributor” to the group and its author marked as a “rising contributor.” 

The group’s “rules” display a strong emphasis on etiquette, too, and attempt to 
facilitate repair advice without judging the repairer, their work, or the way in which 
they communicate it in the group. In practice, these rules are sometimes mentioned 
– or even enforced: occasionally, there are ‘calls for’ and complaints about moder
ation. From an ethnomethodological point of view, moderated conversations (not 
just online) are specialized or “institutional interaction” (Heritage 1998): they have 
particular speakers and contributions. Moderation facilitates this through an asym
metrical interaction between moderators and other contributors (Rebstein, Rabl, 
and Schnettler 2011) who adopt different roles in interaction. In the case of the on
line group, moderators are granted other sociotechnical resources by the platform 
in order to moderate groups: they decide upon the group’s rules and who can join, 
posts can be reported to them (using a drop-down menu that can be opened in each 
post), they can delete posts and comments, and even close the comments section – 
and they are listed (and marked) as moderators and admins when they post, thereby 
making them accountable for the group. Calling for moderation, then, is one way of 
addressing a general problem for members of the group: the gradual invisibility of 
group moderation. First, the digital infrastructure allows for different ways to make 
moderation visible (Kalsnes and Ihlebæk 2021): in the group, deletion is indicated 
only if somebody had already replied to a post; thus, sometimes when returning to a 
post, I could only tell a difference through screenshots taken previously. Thus, users 
often perceive these socio-technical selections and closures, if at all, as opaque and 
as a cause for speculation (Myers West 2018), asking: was this moderated? Second, 
it is also not visible how much time volunteer moderators spent reading comments: 
the “civic labor” (Matias 2019) of volunteer moderators requires time-costly monitor
ing, as well as care and emotional labor, which is made difficult through the platform 
logics (Ruckenstein and Turunen 2020). In replying to these questions, in the group, 
the moderators repeatedly pointed out that they actually did not delete the com
ments or would explain their ways of moderating. They were walking the tightrope 
between creating trust (Squirrell 2019) and facilitating the common goal of gener
ating peer advice by evaluating and (potentially) deleting posts. In so doing, group 
moderation was primarily concerned with specific contributions to these online in
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teractions: moderators would delete specific comments or close the comment sec
tion of specific posts; they also granted entrance and (potentially) banned members 
from the group. Yet, the calls for and complaints about moderation show that this 
can be perceived differently by the members and by the moderators in the context of 
the group more generally (beyond the individual post), sometimes asking explicitly 
about the ‘state of the group.’ 

Other complaints concerned the (admittedly rare) closing of specific comment 
sections by moderators, which users perceived as premature, indicating a problem 
specific to the moderation of this group: the question of expertise. For example, one 
member pointed out that suggestions for repairs concerning electricity were left 
undisputed, which they understood to be dangerous. They justified their complaint 
by means of expertise, through a reference to the regulations of a trade association. 
Thus, questions of moderation show a tension between the group’s claim of enabling 
everyone to participate in repair advice interaction with the specialized knowledge 
that also exists in this area. The question of who engages in DIY repair is also gen
dered: while members of the repair group present in different genders and gender 
is not often discussed explicitly, there is a remarkable volume of members read as 
male involved in the group (which gets acknowledged in the group conversations 
at times). Explicit gender constructions can sometimes be found in the address in 
the posts (such as “good evening, men!”). In an archival effort (using the search word 
“men”), I found some posts addressing gender: they sparked engaged (sometimes 
heated) conversations about the relevance of gender to repair, while also acknowl
edging problems in communication by some of the male group members.8 

Conclusion 

This chapter has analyzed the sociotechnical production of repair advice in a large 
online group. In cases like this, conversations between a large number of partici
pants can be accomplished, specifically because they are organized as requests for 

8 Both the historically gendered character of home improvement as well as the topicality of 
gender online is relevant here. While white middle-class women were commonly responsible 
for all household matters in the US in the 19th century (including hiring professional crafts
men), the emergence of “Mr. Fixit” marked a change in American family roles in the 1950s: 
“By taking over chores previously done by professionals, the do-it-yourselfer created a new 
place for himself inside the house.” (Gelber 1997, 67). As has been pointed out, current studies 
of repair oftentimes ignore the heterogenous histories of repair (Krebs, Schabacher, Weber 
2018, 11). While (also more implicit forms of) doing gender is certainly worth discussing to a 
greater extent, it is not the focus of this chapter. For a discussion of gender online, particularly 
in the case of “the manosphere,” see Luger’s contribution in this volume. 
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advice. Yet, this labor is intensive, both due to the necessity to communicate man
ual repair problems comprehensively and due to the necessity to interact with each 
other in posts, comments, and reactions. This is facilitated through content mod
eration and volunteer moderators: The sociotechnical practices of moderation dot 
not exhibit a sheer ‘platform effect,’ but instead depend on the specific topic of the 
conversation at hand. 

On the one hand, the digital infrastructure of posts, replies, and reaction sup
ports the organization of repair advice interaction. Although they are often right
fully described as problematic spaces for discourse, in the case of the DIY repair ad
vice group, the platform is used in a way that makes it helpful to allow members 
to participate in advice interaction without previous participation or without a fa
miliarity with the group. The group’s interactions are organized by creating closed 
conversations on repair problems and by requesting and providing help for particular 
objects. Within the platform infrastructure, repair suggestions can be formulated 
without interruption as comments and “likes,” thereby making it easy to reinforce a 
suggestion. The order provided by “relevant” and “current” posts, as well as by the dif
ferent members’ statuses (both important parts of content moderation) also helps to 
organize successful advice. Members can use these infrastructural forms of evalua
tion as orientation for their own judgment about the quality of the advice given. The 
actual implementation of the repair advice given routinely remains absent, though. 

On the other hand, the organization of DIY repair advice is also made more dif
ficult by the potentially high number of posts and replies, the lack of referencing be
tween replies, and the fact that they can be posted simultaneously. Volunteer mod
erators may need to intervene where the production of advice is becoming hindered. 
The fact that they only rarely delete comments or close posts in this group, along with 
the occasional complaint about it, affirm that moderation is interactionally delicate. 
There is a particular tension between the group’s claim to enable everyone to partici
pate in advice interaction for DIY repair with the specialized knowledge that exists 
in this area. In this context, how repair advice is generated also depends upon the 
kinds of objects that need to be fixed, concerning commonality and expertise that 
needs to be explored further. 

Online repair advice has become commonplace in DIY repairs, adding interac
tional and communicative labor to the situated practical tinkering with repair ob
jects. Therefore, producing online advice for DIY repairs can be considered to be a 
form of volunteer or civic labor, supporting the (often individualized) reproductive 
labor of repairing everyday objects. Producing advice together makes the work of 
DIY repairs more visible, but it also makes them debatable: Producing good advice 
requires care from both users and volunteer moderators; the latter particularly so in 
the instances in which posts become careless, thereby hindering the interactional 
organization of producing advice. Moderation, however, is not only about monitor
ing specific or singular post, so as to enable a good conversation or to provide ‘good’ 
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advice; it is also, more generally, about continuous (even constant) care expressed 
for the current and future conditions of the conversations that take place within the 
group. 
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