Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology

| RESEARCH ARTICLE @EETEEED

'.) Check for updates

WILEY

Promoting Clothing Repair With In-Person Workshops:
A Quasi-Experimental Field Study

A. Bosshard | L. Zhou | C. Brick | F. van Harreveld

Department of Psychology, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, the Netherlands

Correspondence: A. Bosshard (a.bosshard@uva.nl)

Received: 31 January 2025 | Revised: 5 February 2026 | Accepted: 12 February 2026

Keywords: behaviour change | clothing repair | field experiment | pro-environmental behaviour | self-efficacy

ABSTRACT

Repair can help extend clothing lifecycles. However, clothing repair is infrequent in high-income countries, especially among

young adults who often lack practical repair skills. In this quasi-experiment, we tested whether a group workshop could moti-

vate repair and reduce consumption in young adults. Participants were assigned to a skill-based workshop (n=62) or a control

group (n=>51) that only received a persuasive message about clothing repair. The workshop strongly increased self-efficacy both

immediately after the workshop and 4 weeks later. The workshop did not impact environmental attitudes or emotions associated

with repair, but workshop participants identified more with others who repair and reported moderately higher intentions to re-

pair their clothes (but these effects were only short-term). The workshop did not increase the number of self-reported repairs nor

reduce purchases 4 weeks later. There was some evidence for lower disposals at follow-up (but the effect was uncertain). A single

workshop may thus spark motivation but not materialise in behaviour changes 4 weeks later. This study highlights that hands-on

practice can boost self-efficacy and demonstrates how quasi-experimental designs with follow-up surveys can contribute to un-

derstanding the potential of behavioural interventions.

1 | Introduction

Consumption reduction in high-income countries is pivotal for
staying within planetary boundaries. Individuals' motivation alone
may, however, not be sufficient to reduce consumption. It also
matters whether people are able to perform relevant behaviours,
such as by mastering practical skills. In this quasi-experiment, we
tested whether a group workshop on clothing repair could moti-
vate repair and reduce consumption among young adults.

1.1 | The Negative Impacts of the Clothing
Industry

The clothing industry exploits workers in Global South coun-
tries and causes severe environmental impacts such as high car-
bon emissions and toxic water pollution from production (Bick

et al. 2018). These issues are exacerbated through increasingly
affordable and low-quality products, rapid trend cycles, and con-
sumerist marketing (Dzhengiz et al. 2023; Ramos et al. 2020).
Between 2000 and 2015, clothing production doubled and the
number of times a garment was worn decreased by 36% (Ellen
MacArthur Foundation 2017). The average European resident
discards 11kg of clothes each year, most of which are not re-
used or recycled and therefore burnt or discarded in landfills
(European Environment Agency 2019). Mitigating these envi-
ronmental impacts requires structural policy changes like hold-
ing producers responsible for end-of-life recycling and disposal
(Reike et al. 2023) and making second-hand and recycling stan-
dards in business models (Sahimaa et al. 2023). It also hinges
on consumer behaviour changes—especially among the richest
10% globally—who can contribute by buying and disposing less,
while extending clothing life cycles (i.e., wearing clothes more
frequently and for longer) (Vesterinen and Syrjild 2022).
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1.2 | Repair is Impactful but Infrequent

Repairing is one way to extend clothing lifecycles and to de-
crease the physical need to replace clothes (Vesterinen and
Syrjdld 2022). Residents of Norway, Sweden, and the U.S.
listed wear and tear as the primary reason for clothing dis-
posal, followed by changes in fit, trends, and taste (though
the relative importance of these reasons varied across stud-
ies) (Laitala 2014). Many common clothing damages such as
holes, broken zippers, and missing buttons can be fixed. U.K.
residents who had their clothes repaired or repaired them-
selves kept their garments for an average of 1.3years longer
(Gray et al. 2022).

The affordability and low-quality of clothes and the decline of
home economics education have made clothing repair infre-
quent in high-income countries (Norum 2013). To illustrate,
a recent Norwegian survey, 56% of respondents had not re-
paired or had any clothing repaired in the 2 years prior (Laitala
et al. 2021). In a survey of United Kingdom residents, 21% had
typically never repaired their clothes before COVID-19 (27%
during), 26% repaired about once a year (22% during), 40% re-
paired about once every 6 months (33% during), and 13% re-
paired at least monthly (18% during) (Zhang and Hale 2022).
Women repaired more than men and young adults repaired the
least (Laitala et al. 2021; Laitala and Klepp 2018; McQueen,
Jain, et al. 2022; McQueen, McNeill, et al. 2022). For instance,
while about half of Norwegian respondents over 40 reported
sewing on a button or fixing an unravelled seam in the year
prior, only one third of 18-24year olds did so (Laitala and
Klepp 2018). Behaviour change interventions targeted at
young adults might thus have a large potential impact in in-
creasing repair.

1.3 | Skill-Based Interventions

Behaviour is a product of individual motivations and capabili-
ties as well as contextual opportunities (Michie et al. 2011). At
the individual level, behavioural skills are among the strongest
predictors of pro-environmental behaviour according to a re-
cent meta-analysis (Albarracin et al. 2024). This also applies to
repair: Not knowing how to repair and having concerns about
worse fit and aesthetics post-repair were key barriers to re-
pairing (Cooper et al. 2015; Diddi and Yan 2019; Gwilt 2013),
including among young adults (Diddi et al. 2019). Conversely,
people who perceived themselves as capable of repair said they
repaired more (McQueen, Jain, et al. 2022; Norum 2013; Zhang
and Hale 2022).

Equipping people with practical skills and boosting their self-
efficacy (confidence in one's skills) may thus be a promising
intervention to stimulate clothing repair among young people.
Self-efficacy can be increased through verbal persuasion (like
by highlighting that clothing repair is easy) or by observing
others perform the behaviour. Yet, mastery experiences—
where individuals practice the behaviour themselves—are
most effective (Bandura 2010). Qualitative interviews right
after repair group workshops indeed suggest that participants
felt more capable of repairing their clothes (Durrani 2018;
Saunders et al. 2024).

1.4 | Motivational Effects Beyond Self-Efficacy

Practising repair in a group setting may have motivational effects
beyond boosting self-efficacy. First, group activities can support
identity formation through processes of mere categorisation and
shared experience (Jans et al. 2015) as well as the learned com-
petencies becoming socially recognised (Wenger 2010). In quali-
tative interviews after repair workshops, participants reported a
sense of community (Durrani 2018; Saunders et al. 2024).

Second, repair workshops frequently incorporate informa-
tion about the environmental benefits of repair, and qualita-
tive interviews suggest that workshop participants became
more concerned about the environmental impacts of clothing
(Durrani 2018). Information alone could increase concern, but
group settings likely amplify such changes through social vali-
dation (Jans et al. 2015), and group settings could make the po-
tential collective environmental impact of repair more tangible.

Third, in addition to changing cognitions, group workshops
might shape how people expect to feel when repairing clothes
in the future. Drawing on the positive spiral model (Schneider
and Van Der Linden 2023), positive experiences during the
workshop might carry over into more positive and less negative
anticipated emotions about future repair. In particular, environ-
mental appraisals can foster a sense of intrinsic satisfaction from
contributing to a collective goal (Schneider et al. 2021; Zhou,
Brick, et al. 2026). Additionally, structured support and oppor-
tunities for social interaction could mitigate negative emotions
commonly associated with repair, like boredom (Appiah 2023)
and frustration (Terzioglu 2021).

Given the importance of efficacy (Albarracin et al. 2024), group
identification (Brick et al. 2021), and anticipated emotions
(Schneider et al. 2021; Shiota et al. 2021) for motivating and sus-
taining pro-environmental behaviour, repair workshops might
facilitate behaviour change. After previous workshops, partic-
ipants expressed a desire to repair their clothes in the future
(Lapolla and Sanders 2015) and to consume less (Durrani 2018;
Saunders et al. 2024; Willett et al. 2022). However, it is un-
clear to what extent these results were affected by demand ef-
fects. That is, motivated people would be more likely to attend
and say the intervention worked to satisfy researcher demand
(McCambridge et al. 2012). Moreover, as typical for environ-
mental psychology studies (Brick et al. 2024), those participants
were only interviewed right after the intervention, so it is also
unclear how durable motivational effects would be and whether
participants would change their behaviour over time.

1.5 | A Quasi-Experiment on Clothing Repair
Workshops

The goal of the current study was to test whether a group work-
shop could motivate repair and reduce consumption among
young adults. Unlike previous studies, we implemented a quan-
titative quasi-experimental design with baseline measures and
an online control group. This design addresses some demand ef-
fects because both groups signed up expecting to participate in
a repair workshop, learned about clothing repair, and completed
multiple surveys. Yet, only the intervention group interacted
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with the researchers in person, which might lead to more so-
cially desirable responses in the intervention group. Moreover,
to isolate the effects of behavioural mastery in a group setting
from merely learning about the environmental benefits of repair,
we delivered an environmental appeal to both groups. Unlike
previous studies, we surveyed participants not only right after
the intervention, but also 4 weeks later. This allowed us to assess
how durable motivational effects would be and to assess group
differences in self-reported purchases, repair, and disposal.

Our first aim was to test workshop effects on psychological con-
structs. We expected that workshop participants would report
higher self-efficacy to repair, social identity (identifying with
others who repair clothes), environmental concern, collective
response efficacy (believing that clothing repair is an effective
environmental practice), positive anticipated emotions, be-
havioural intention, and lower negative anticipated emotions
than the control group (preregistered hypothesis 1). Our second
aim was to gauge changes in real-world behaviour 4 weeks later.
We expected that workshop participants would report more re-
pairs and fewer purchases and disposals than the control group
(preregistered hypothesis 2).

2 | Method
2.1 | Open Science

Materials, anonymised data, and code are available at the Open
Science Framework (OSF) (https://osf.io/34fqe/overview?view_
only=663d93e2dd064ab48af8ffbe26a7187b). Our study was
preregistered (https://osf.io/528ut, updated version: https://
osf.io/xkyvw in which we added a separate research question)
(Zhou, Bosshard, et al. 2026), and deviation and exploratory
analyses are labelled. The study received ethical approval from
the University of Amsterdam with protocol number FMG-
1190 2023.

2.2 | Design

We set up a quasi-experiment in collaboration with the The
United Repair Centre, an Amsterdam-based company that or-
ganises group workshops on basic repair skills like sewing on
a button and patching a hole. We ran a mixed design with the
between-subjects factor intervention (workshop with persua-
sive messaging vs. persuasive messaging only) and baseline
covariates.

2.3 | Sample

The largest practicable sample size was determined based on re-
source constraints of recruitment and cost. Eight workshops were
planned that had space for 15 participants each (total n=120),
and we aimed to recruit 120 control participants. 210 participants
at least partly completed the baseline survey and were invited to
aworkshop (intervention group) or sent the control survey 1week
later. Sixty-two participants completed one of seven workshops
and at least parts of the survey, and 51 participants completed
at least part of the control survey (post-condition). This is after

excluding two control participants who did not complete the ma-
nipulation check post-condition, though they completed baseline
and follow-up. Fifty-four participants in the intervention group
completed the follow-up survey (17.7% dropout) as well as 32 par-
ticipants in the control group (40.7% dropout).

2.3.1 | Power

We ran sensitivity power analyses based on the lowest sample
sizes across dependent variables with missing data in R using
the pwr package (Champely et al. 2017) using multiple regres-
sion with two predictors as an approximation for a mixed re-
gression with one predictor and a baseline covariate. There
were 112 participants post-condition which revealed 80% power
to detect effects of f2>0.09 (d>0.59) and 90% power to detect
effects of f°>0.12 (d>0.68) at «=0.05. There were 83 partici-
pants at follow-up which revealed 80% power to detect effects
of f2>0.12 (d>0.69) and 90% power to detect effects of f2>0.16
(d>0.80) at «=0.05. We caution that these approximations over-
estimate power because they do not account for the partially
nested random effects (clustering in the intervention group) and
the unequal sample sizes across groups, both of which reduce
power (Flight et al. 2016; Konstantopoulos 2010). Simulation-
based power analysis using the simr package (Green and
MacLeod 2016) could handle multilevel structures. However,
such simulations require well-justified parameter estimates.
Because we lacked both pilot data and comparable previous
studies to inform these parameters, we opted for an approach
that requires fewer assumptions.

2.3.2 | Demographics

Most participants were young students, politically left leaning, and
identified as women (Table 1). Wilcoxon rank-sum tests revealed
no between-group differences in age (W=1396.5, p=0.282),
political ideology (W=1627, p=0.780), proportion of women
(x2=0.56, p=0.455), or education level (W=1324, p=0.247).

2.3.3 | Recruitment

Participants were recruited through posters at the University of
Amsterdam, social media, email groups, newsletters, and the
university subject pool. The inclusion criteria were initially lim-
ited to students but, upon the start of data collection, expanded
to local residents to facilitate recruitment.

2.4 | Procedure

During the first 2months of data collection (February and
March 2023), participants were assigned to the intervention
group and could register for a workshop at the end of the survey.
In the subsequent month of data collection (April-July 2023),
all participants were assigned to the control group. At sign-up,
all participants completed the same baseline survey. They then
either received the workshop or control condition followed by
the post-condition survey. Four weeks later, they were sent fol-
low-up surveys.
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TABLE1 | Demographics.
Intervention group (N=62 at baseline) Control group (V=51 at baseline)
N % M SD N % M SD

Age 23.15 5.45 239 9.43
Right political ideology (1-7) 2.73 0.79 2.73 0.8
Gender

Woman 45 72.6 41 80.4

Man 14 22.6 7 13.7

Non-binary 2 3.2 2 39

Prefer not to state 1 1.6 1 2.0
Education

High School up to 16 years 3 4.8 1 1.9

High School (e.g., A-levels) 31 50.0 34 66.7

Vocational training 2 3.2

Bachelor's degree 18 29.0 9 17.6

Master's degree 6 9.7 4 7.8

Doctoral degree 1 1.6 1 2.0

Prefer not to state 1 1.6

Other 2 3.9

2.4.1 | Group Assignment by Date of Recruitment

Due to the low recruitment rate, we did not randomly assign par-
ticipants to groups. To minimise selection bias between groups,
identical recruitment texts were used for both periods, adver-
tising an in-person clothing workshop. Control participants
were informed that the workshop was unavailable but that they
could participate in an online study on a similar topic. We also
re-invited participants who completed the baseline survey but
had not attended a workshop. This generated 15 responses post-
condition, of which 10 participants completed the follow-up.
Participants were debriefed by email after data collection was
complete.

2.4.2 | Participation Incentives

First-year Psychology students at the University of Amsterdam
could select research credits as reimbursement. Alternatively,
all control participants could receive monetary reimbursement
(6 EUR). We introduced this incentive to enhance participation
as control participants were told the workshop was no longer
available.

2.4.3 | Control Group

The control group read a text online before completing the
post-condition survey. The text stressed the environmental im-
pacts of fast fashion and the role of governments, companies,
and consumers (in high-income countries) to make a change.
Moreover, the text presented clothing repair as a possible

solution highlighting both environmental and personal benefits
(wearing clothes for longer, saving money, and protecting the
environment). To verify that control participants read the text,
they were given an open-response comprehension check: “What
was the recommended behavior in the text that you just read?’
All participants passed the inclusion check.

2.4.4 | Intervention Group

The intervention group participated in a 1.5-h English-language
workshop on simple stitching techniques and embroidery. Two or
three instructors facilitated the workshops depending on group
size (Table 2). The workshops began with a short introduction
to the environmental impacts of fast fashion, the importance of
clothing repair, and the work of the United Repair Centre. The
introduction aimed to mirror the information given to control
participants. Participants practised on a piece of cloth, and some
repaired their own clothes. The first author was present and after
the workshop distributed a QR code for the post-condition survey.

2.5 | Measures

2.5.1 | Demographics

Education was measured as the highest level of school the par-
ticipant had completed (e.g., apprenticeship/vocational train-
ing; Bachelor's degree). Age was measured with open response
and constrained to integers. Gender identity was measured as a
categorical scale (male, female, non-binary/third gender, prefer
to self-describe and prefer not to say). Political orientation was
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TABLE 2 | Completed surveys after each intervention workshop.

Workshop 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

n 3 11 11 10 6 8 13

measured using an ordinal scale from 1 (extremely left wing) to 7
(extremely right wing).

2.5.2 | Psychological Constructs

These items were quantitative and rated from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree) unless otherwise indicated. Reliability was
assessed for each condition and at each time point. We had pre-
registered using Cronbach's alpha («) for all scales but deviated
from that plan for two-item scales and instead used Spearman-
Brown (p) because Cronbach's alpha can underestimate the true
reliability of two-item scales (Eisinga et al. 2013). Mean compos-
ites were calculated for constructs with reliability coefficients
>0.6. We had preregistered analysing a single item in cases of
low internal consistency (<0.6) but we did not specify which
item. Therefore, we deviated from this plan and analysed the
respective items separately to avoid introducing an unregistered
exclusion. In addition to the constructs below, participants also
completed qualitative and quantitative measures of experienced
emotions reported for exploratory purposes (reported on OSF).

2.5.21 | Social Identity. Participants rated three state-
ments adapted from a measure of environmentalist identity
(Brick and Lai 2018). An example item was: ‘T identify with
others who repair clothes’. Internal consistency ranged from
acceptable (x=0.79) to good (¢ =0.89).

2.5.2.2 | Self-Efficacy. Participants rated two statements.
The items were: ‘T am confident in my abilities to repair my
clothes’ (Diddi and Yan 2019) and ‘Repairing clothes is a chal-
lenging task for me’ (McQueen, Jain, et al. 2022). Internal con-
sistency ranged from questionable (o =0.67) to good (0 =0.86).

2.5.2.3 | Environmental Concern. Participants rated
their concern about four environmental impacts of the cloth-
ing industry separately on a scale from 1 (not at all concerned)
to 10 (extremely concerned). The measure was developed ad
hoc and the impacts (water use, river pollution, greenhouse gas
emissions and garbage dumps) were chosen based on relevance
and comprehension. Internal consistency ranged from accept-
able to good (as =0.78-0.85).

2.5.2.4 | Collective Responsibility and Response Effi-
cacy. Participants rated two statements that were adapted
based on Meijers et al. (2023). The items were: ‘Our consumption
behavior is an important driver of the environmental problems
of the clothing industry’ (collective responsibility) and ‘It is use-
ful if everyone starts repairing their clothes, because together
we can protect the environment’ (collective response efficacy).
Internal consistency ranged from unacceptable (p=0.57) to
good (p=0.84). Therefore, we analysed the items separately.

2.5.2.5 | Anticipated  Emotions. Participants rated
the statement ‘If I repair my clothes in the future, I will feel...

for three positive emotions (good, satisfied, and happy) (Zhou,
Brick, et al. 2026) and two negative emotions (bored and frus-
trated) that were displayed in a random order. For positive antic-
ipated emotions, internal consistency ranged from acceptable
(=0.74) to good (=0.88). For negative anticipated emotions,
internal consistency was unacceptable (highest p =0.48). There-
fore, we analysed both items separately as anticipated boredom
and anticipated frustration. These items were rated at baseline
and follow-up (not post-condition).

2.5.2.6 | Behavioural Intention and Goal Importance
(Repair). Participants rated two statements that were
adapted based on (Zhang and Hale 2022). The items were: ‘T
intend to make time to repair my clothes in the coming months’
(behavioural intention) and ‘An important goal of mine is to learn
new skills to repair my clothes’ (goal importance). Internal con-
sistency ranged from unacceptable (o =0.58) to good (0 =0.86).
Therefore, we analysed the items separately.

2.5.3 | Self-Reported Behaviour

At baseline and follow-up, participants reported their pur-
chases, repairs, and disposals using binary single items: ‘Have
you bought/repaired/recycled or thrown away one or more pieces
of clothing in the past four weeks?’ If participants affirmed, they
specified the clothes they had purchased, disposed of, and re-
paired. Two authors independently coded the number of pur-
chases, repairs, and disposals based on a coding scheme (see
OSF) and resolved disagreements through discussion.

3 | Results

Per outcome, we ran separate linear mixed models using the Ime4
package (Bates et al. 2015) (for psychological constructs) and the
glmmTMB package (Magnusson et al. 2020) (for self-reported be-
haviours) in R Studio (R Core Team 2024). Treatment (workshop
vs. control) was a fixed effect, baseline scores were mean-centred
covariates, and workshop session was a partially nested random
effect (Candlish et al. 2018). We had preregistered additional ran-
dom effects by participant ID but deviated from this plan because
we modelled only one observation per participant, so this random
effect was not possible. Moreover, we had preregistered using the
Ime4 package (Bates et al. 2015) to model self-reported purchases,
repairs, and disposals. However, these were counts following
over-dispersed Poisson distributions violating residual normality
and homoscedasticity assumptions (Coxe et al. 2009). We there-
fore deviated from preregistration and used negative binomial
regressions using the glmmTMB package (Magnusson et al. 2020)
for self-reported behaviours. This analytic decision did not affect
the results (Table S4), and further robustness checks revealed that
assumption violations, removing one outlier respondent, and con-
vergence issues also did not affect the results (Tables S5-S9).

3.1 | Workshop Effects on Psychological
Constructs (Aim 1)

The first aim was to test whether workshops would affect
a range of psychological constructs. Tables 3 and 4 have
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TABLE 3 | Means and standard deviations at baseline and post-condition.

Control (n=50)

Workshop (n=62)

M (SD) M (SD)
Baseline Post-condition Baseline Post-condition
Self-efficacy 3.18 (1.38) 3.26 (1.42) 3.23 (1.50) 4.58 (1.14)***
Social identity 4.30 (1.06) 4.53 (1.34) 3.90 (1.57) 4.89 (1.16)**
Concern 7.95 (1.52) 8.04 (1.53) 7.51 (1.78) 7.88 (1.82)
Collective responsibility 6.22(1.13) 6.34(0.92) 6.29 (0.96) 6.37 (0.85)
Collective response efficacy 6.18 (0.83) 5.94(0.93) 6.10 (1.04) 6.27 (0.87)
Behavioural intention 5.46 (1.28) 5.34(1.57) 5.31 (1.31) 5.87 (1.06)**
Goal importance 5.72 (1.20) 5.48 (1.30) 5.71 (1.26) 5.60 (1.21)

Note: **p <0.01 and ***p <0.001 for testing group differences with baseline scores as covariates and workshop day as a random effect using linear mixed models.

TABLE 4 | Means and standard deviations at baseline and follow-up.

Control (n=30-32)

Workshop (n=53-54)

M (SD) M (SD)

Baseline Follow-up Baseline Follow-up
Self-efficacy 3.42 (1.40) 379 (1.32) 3.23 (1.48) 4.49 (1.21)%**
Social identity 4.46 (1.63) 4.87 (1.22) 3.88 (1.63) 4.6 (1.44)
Concern 7.72 (1.56) 7.58 (1.55) 7.35 (1.80) 7.67 (1.70)
Collective responsibility 6.13 (1.07) 5.97(0.93) 6.26 (1.00) 6.11 (1.20)
Collective response efficacy 6.03 (0.85) 5.87 (1.01) 6.11 (1.10) 5.87(1.36)
Anticipated positive emotions 6.23(0.81) 6.02 (0.74) 6.15 (0.62) 6.21 (0.54)
Anticipated boredom 2.16 (1.24) 3.13(1.36) 2.57(1.31) 2.74 (1.35)
Anticipated frustration 2.87 (1.63) 3.84(1.39) 2.79 (1.47) 3.17 (1.82)
Behavioural intention 5.32(1.28) 5.45(1.36) 5.26 (1.36) 5.44 (1.66)
Goal importance 5.74 (1.03) 5.45(1.23) 5.61 (1.29) 5.02 (1.61)
# purchases 1.88 (1.90) 2.34(2.86) 1.67 (1.93) 1.28 (1.96)
# repairs 0.62 (0.75) 0.75 (1.14) 0.37(0.73) 0.87 (1.17)
# disposals 0.50 (1.22) 0.56 (0.84) 0.31 (0.70) 0.19 (0.55)*

Note: *p <0.05 and ***p <0.001 for testing group differences with baseline scores as covariates and workshop day as a random effect using linear mixed models.

descriptives, data are plotted in Figures 1-4, and full regres-
sion tables are in the Supporting Information. Workshop
attendance strongly (d=1.27) increased self-efficacy post-
condition, b=1.30, 95% CI [0.91, 1.68], SE =0.20, £(109) = 6.62,
p<0.001, which was also present (d=0.82) at follow-up,
b=0.80, 95% CI [0.38, 1.23], SE=0.22, #(82)=3.71, p <0.001.
Workshop attendance also strongly (d =1.46) increased so-
cial identification with others who repair, b=0.58, 95% CI
[0.25, 0.92], SE=0.17, £(21.28)=3.37, p=0.003, and moder-
ately (d=0.54) increased the intention to make time for re-
pair post-condition, b=0.61, 95% CI [0.19, 1.03], SE=0.22,
£(109) =2.80, p=0.006, but not at follow-up (social identity:
b=0.09, 95% CI [-0.38, 0.56], SE=0.24, t(24.59)=0.36,

p=0.719, intention: b=0.04, 95% CI [-0.57, 0.65], SE=0.31,
£(23.33)=0.12, p=0.905). There was no difference between
the workshop and control group for any other psychological
constructs at either time point.

Last, follow-up completion varied across participants, with
workshop participants completing the survey after 33.44days
(SD=7.43) and control participants after 30.36days (SD =2.69)
on average. Exploratory analyses revealed a negative interac-
tion (d =—0.57) between group and individual follow-up timing
on self-efficacy, b=-0.01, 95% CI [-0.01, —0.00], t(80)=—2.59,
p=0.011, suggesting that workshop effects may attenuate over
time (Table S11).
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FIGURE1 | Self-efficacy and social identity by group and timepoint. Note: TO=Dbaseline, T1= post-condition, T2 =follow-up.
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FIGURE2 | Environmental attitudes by group and timepoint. Note: TO=baseline, T1 = post-condition, T2 = follow-up.

3.2 | Workshop Effects on Self-Reported Behaviour
(Aim 2)

The workshop slightly decreased (d =—0.40) self-reported dis-
posal at follow-up, b=-1.21, 95% CI [-2.40, —0.02], SE=0.61,
z=-2.00, p=0.046. However, the workshop did not affect self-
reported purchases, b=-0.61, 95% CI [—1.34, 0.13], SE=0.38,
z=-1.62, p=0.105, d=-0.42, and repairs, b=0.30, 95% CI
[-0.29, 0.89], SE=0.30, 2=0.99, p=0.325, d=-0.18. Hence,
there was partial support for Hypothesis 2. Table 4 has descrip-
tives, data are plotted in Figure 5, and regression tables are in
the Supporting Information.

To explore whether these differences were driven by behaviour
changes among workshop participants, we conducted explor-
atory analyses within the intervention group. These analyses
suggest a small increase in repairs (d=0.27) from baseline to

follow-up in the intervention group, b=0.45, 95% CI [0.15, 0.74],
SE=0.15, 2=2.99, p=0.003, but there were no changes in pur-
chases, b=-0.15, 95% CI [-0.40, 0.11], SE=0.13, z=-1.12,
p=0.262, or disposals, b=—-0.22,95% CI [-0.72,0.27], SE=0.25,
z=-0.89, p=0.373 (Table S10).

3.3 | Zero-Order Correlations at Baseline
(Exploratory Analyses)

To explore associations between psychological and behavioural
outcomes, we assessed zero-order Spearman correlations cor-
rected for multiple comparisons at baseline (Figure 6 and
Table S12). Feeling able to repair (self-efficacy) (r=0.36, 95% CI
[0.23, 0.48], p<0.001) and identifying with others who repair
(social identity) (r=0.38, 95% CI [0.25, 0.50], p<0.001) were
moderately related to more repairs at baseline.
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FIGURE3 | Anticipated emotions by group and timepoint. Note: TO=baseline, T1 =post-condition, T2 = follow-up.
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FIGURE4 | Goal importance and behavioural intention by group and timepoint. Note: TO=baseline, T1 = post-condition, T2 = follow-up.

4 | Discussion

Clothing repair hinges on practical skills. We tested the mo-
tivational and behavioural impacts of a clothing repair work-
shop among young residents of Amsterdam. The workshops
boosted self-efficacy in participants and identification with
others who repair clothes. However, there was limited evi-
dence for behaviour change. Any null findings should be in-
terpreted in light of the study being underpowered for small
effects, and we provide further interpretations and future di-
rections below.

4.1 | Workshop Boosted Self-Efficacy

The workshop strongly increased self-efficacy, and this effect
remained present 4weeks later. This suggests that even a brief
workshop on basic repair techniques can make people feel more
confident about their behavioural skills. These large effects
align with the importance of mastery for changing cognitions
(Bandura 2010). Moreover, as typical for young residents of
high-income countries (Laitala and Klepp 2018; McQueen, Jain,
et al. 2022), the participants expressed low confidence in repair
skills at baseline, indicating substantial room for intervention
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FIGURE 6 | Heatmap of Spearman correlations at baseline
(ns=171-208). Note:*p <0.05 after Bonferroni correction for multiple
comparisons.

gains. Future studies in different populations could assess prior
experience and skills before a workshop for a more tailored
approach, for instance by creating separate workshops by skill
level. Exploratory analyses indicated that the self-efficacy ef-
fects decayed over time (based on participants who responded,
e.g., 4 vs. 5weeks after the workshop) and that the workshops
did not alleviate frustration associated with repairing clothes at
home. Participants may become less confident or simply forget
what they learned over time, underscoring the need for repeated
workshops.

4.2 | Potential for Consumption Reduction

Although practical skills are critical for clothing repair (Cooper
et al. 2015; Diddi and Yan 2019; Gwilt 2013; McQueen, Jain,
et al. 2022; Zhang and Hale 2022), and group activities can sup-
port identity formation (Jans et al. 2015; Wenger 2010), we found
limited evidence for broader motivational and behavioural ef-
fects. Participants moderately identified more with others who
repair their clothes and expressed higher intentions to repair in
the future (exploratory finding), but these effects were uncertain
and not durable.

Moreover, workshop participants did not repair more clothes
than control participants at follow-up. Exploratory analyses
showed a small increase in repairs within the intervention
group from baseline to follow-up. However, it is unclear how
much demand characteristics and overreporting contributed
to this effect (participants could bring their own clothes to the
workshops and might have reported this repair at follow-up). A
single workshop may thus spark motivation but not materialise
in behaviour change. To be effective for environmental mitiga-
tion, behavioural interventions may need to provide sustained
opportunities to repair (Albarracin et al. 2024), for instance
through drop-in repair cafés or repeated workshops.

Previous work suggests clothing repair workshops could also
facilitate consumption reduction more broadly (Durrani 2018;
Saunders et al. 2024; Willett et al. 2022). Against expectations,
the workshop did not decrease the number of clothing purchases
4weeks later. We interpret that brief interventions can be insuf-
ficient to counter pervasive consumerist messaging. Workshop
participants disposed of slightly fewer clothes at follow-up
than controls. However, this result should be interpreted with
caution due to the low statistical power for small effects, high
uncertainty around the estimate, and exploratory analyses sug-
gesting that the between-group difference was not driven by re-
duced disposal over time. Future work is necessary to establish
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whether mastering repair of a clothing item makes it less likely
for people to throw it away and reduces the perceived disposabil-
ity of clothing across clothing categories.

4.3 | Tracking Consumption Reduction

The lack of behaviour changes might reflect that the 4-week fol-
low-up window was insufficient for workshop effects to mani-
fest. For instance, participants disposed of less than one clothing
item on average at baseline which constrains further reductions.
Inasurvey of Norwegian residents, most respondents disposed of
clothes once or twice a year (Laitala and Klepp 2015). Similarly,
among United Kingdom residents who repaired clothes, once a
year or every 6 months were the most common intervals (Zhang
and Hale 2022). Here, participants repaired their own clothes
during this workshop, potentially reducing immediate repair
needs. Well-powered studies with longer follow-up periods are
critical to track potential behaviour changes over time. Tracking
the frequency of purchases, repairs, and disposals in a given tar-
get group prior to administering interventions might be helpful
for informing adequate follow-up periods.

4.4 | Ceiling Effects in Environmentalism

Contrary to our expectations, the workshop did not increase
participants’ concerns and sense of responsibility for the en-
vironmental impacts of the clothing industry. Neither did it
enhance participants' perception of repair as an effective pro-
environmental behaviour nor boost positive emotions associated
with repairing clothes. Baseline scores of these constructs were
quite high, suggesting ceiling effects due to self-selection of po-
litically left leaning and environmentally engaged students that
were positive towards clothing repair from the start. Moreover,
environmental information was not a central aspect of the work-
shop. It might be more feasible to integrate such information in
longitudinal interventions (cf. Castiglione et al. 2022).

4.5 | Limitations

The present study has a few limitations. First, the control group
design did not rule out all inferential concerns. Non-random as-
signment and staggered participation can let individual differ-
ences or external factors such as season or exam periods obscure
experimental effects, with the latter especially applying to infre-
quent behaviours like repair and disposal. Given the slight, albeit
non-significant baseline differences in self-reported behaviour,
the observed effect on disposal could be a false positive (and the
lack of effects on repairs might be a false negative). Moreover,
workshop participants interacted with the researcher in person,
while control participants only corresponded remotely, poten-
tially increasing intervention effects due to social desirability.
Future research could address this limitation by matching re-
searcher contact across groups (like by having both intervention
and control participants complete questionnaires in person).
Such a design would not eliminate expectancy effects, i.e., im-
provements that occur simply from knowing that one is receiving
treatment. Designs that vary workshop frequency (multi-session
vs. once) could help disentangle intervention from expectancy

effects, test whether mastering repair reduces consumption,
and identify underlying motivational mechanisms (like self-
efficacy). Last, inconsistent incentives across groups might have
introduced noise. Psychology students received credits in both
groups, and some non-Psychology control participants received
a reimbursement to enhance participation, but non-Psychology
workshop participants did not receive reimbursement beyond
the free workshop.

Another limitation is that the sample mostly consisted of left-
leaning and environmentally engaged university students, cur-
tailing the generalisability of the findings to other populations.
For instance, effects of environmental engagement might be
observed in groups with weaker a priori beliefs, while the work-
shop could be too simple for people with better repair skills.
Collaborating with schools or employers that offer the workshop
as a leisure activity could help attract different demographic
groups.

Observing real-world behaviour was outside the scope of
our study and we relied on self-reports of the month after the
workshop. Future work could use experience sampling meth-
ods for more immediate behavioural reports (Nielsen and
Hofmann 2021; Pauer et al. 2024) or index real-world behaviour
by tracking whether participants attend events (Castiglione
et al. 2022), such as clothing swaps or additional workshops to
further develop repair skills.

Last, the baseline and follow-up surveys had the same question
order. Due to a technical error, the post-condition survey acci-
dentally started with the emotions block. Although this error
was consistent across groups and therefore does not affect treat-
ment analyses, having participants reflect on how they did or
would feel when repairing clothes might have increased inter-
vention effects on later responses (self-efficacy, social identity,
behavioural intention and goal importance).

4.6 | Conclusion

Collaborating with local sustainability initiatives is one way for
researchers to move beyond verbal persuasion and study the
motivational and behavioural impacts of hands-on practice. In
this longitudinal quasi-experiment, even a brief group work-
shop durably boosted young adults’' confidence in repairing their
clothes. However, it remains uncertain whether such workshops
promote repair and reduce consumption over time. Studies with
repeated workshop sessions as well as larger samples and fol-
low-up windows are necessary to evaluate the environmental
mitigation potential of repair skills interventions.
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