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Abstract

What does it mean to be in solitude? Researchers building this nascent field are learning much about the potential affordances
of solitude, but lack an agreed-upon definition or set of definitions. Arriving at that meaning is crucial to forming a solid
foundation for studies that use both naturalistic and laboratory designs to explore outcomes of solitude. This study identified
themes from semi-structured interviews with adults aged 19 to 80 from diverse backgrounds. We concluded that solitude
is a state in which the dominant relationship is with the self. If not physically alone, people in solitude are mentally distanced
from others and away from active technology-mediated interactions. Complete solitude involves both physical separation
and inner focus, but solitude is best defined through a taxonomy that recognizes physical separation and internal focus as
independent, sufficient characteristics. An internal focus benefits from (but is not defined by) balancing solitude with social

time, quiet, and choice.
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States of Positive Solitude in Everyday
Life

Researchers and laypeople alike are coming to understand
that along with their social pursuits, solitude—time alone—
is a common and consequential part of daily life. In recent
years, there has been evermore research exploring the topic
from social, psychological, developmental, and personality
perspectives (R. C. Coplan et al., 2021). This body of work is
based on rich traditions within psychology, stemming from a
psychodynamic theory that solitude presents a challenge to
engage the self (Winnicott, 1958) and earlier from spiritual
and hermetic traditions outside of psychology (Storr, 1988).
There is vast opportunity for the growing body of research to
pursue a deeper understanding of the benefits and costs of
solitude; who benefits from or suffers in solitude and when;
and how to intervene to promote positive solitude. To achieve
this, the nascent literature on solitude must grapple with two
main challenges: First, there is a continued need for unifying,
agreed-upon definitions of solitude to study it systematically
as a meaningful phenomenon and to communicate those
findings. This definition is made evermore complex because
the presence of devices that offer opportunities for virtual
social interactions means we cannot simply reduce solitude
to physical separation (Campbell & Ross, 2022). Second, we
must recognize a major assumption about the nature of soli-
tude—that it plays a substantive role in daily lives as a state
that is in itself meaningful, regardless of whether or not the

subjective experience of that state is positive or negative (R.
J. Coplan et al., 2019). To build an understanding of solitude
based on recognition of these challenges, the current project
was designed to examine the nature of daily solitude by
exploring its definition(s) in the context of daily life. We
used a qualitative method and thematically analyzed in-depth
interviews with individuals to form a conceptual model not
bound by assumptions made in the existing literature—that
is, we took an inductive, “bottom-up” approach (Patton,
2005) to the data.

Definitions of Solitude

Solitude can be conceptualized as “being alone,” but this
understanding does not constitute an operational definition,
and the literature is mixed regarding how to approach a
nuanced and specific definition of solitude. Prominent views
include those of Larson (1990), who argued that solitude
refers strictly to a physical and virtual separation from others
that eliminates immediate social and interpersonal cues.
Offering a different perspective, Long et al. (2003) argued
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that physical separation is not necessary provided there is no
social interaction. Consider as an example “dinner for one”
at a restaurant. Others are present, yet one is arguably in soli-
tude—in their own space and not responding to others’ con-
tinual social cues and expectations. Building on this
distinction, Nguyen et al. (2021) delineate “private” solitude
that is physically removed from others from “public” soli-
tude where others are present but not actively interacting.
The authors also argued that we do not yet know whether
others’ presence influences individuals’ thoughts and behav-
iors while in public solitude, or the extent to which that state
is qualitatively different from private solitude, where one is
physically separate from others. The importance of the dis-
tinction rests on a number of factors, including whether soli-
tude is best understood as a physical state where physical
aloneness is essential (and therefore only private solitude
represents real solitude). Or, whether solitude is in fact an
inward-focused psychological state that can exist in physical
aloneness or in the presence of others as long as one is not
interacting with others.

The current study sought laypeople’s views on the nature
of solitude to define it. In past research, laypeople have
been similarly tapped to expand on intuitable (e.g., because
they are in the public discourse or accessible human experi-
ences) ideas that are scientifically examined, and they can
offer a broader and multifaceted perspective to the scien-
tific discourse. For example, laypeople have been queried
about how body mass index (BMI) relates to their under-
standing of ideal body weight (Crawford & Campbell,
1999); to grasp the nature of religion and spirituality
(Schlehofer et al., 2008); and to characterize mindfulness
(Haddock et al., 2022). In some contexts, such as when
defining quality of life, lay responses have been used to
create taxonomies that describe constructs through their
multiple facets (Farquhar, 1995). In others, researchers
have queried laypeople to inform scientific discourse when
scientific definitions are too narrow (e.g., in the case of
healthy aging, Hung et al., 2010). Indeed, in the health sec-
tor it has been argued that rather than being watered-down
versions of scientific definitions, popular perceptions are
complex integrations of historical and cultural beliefs and
experiences that inform and enrich scientific understanding
(Hughner & Kleine, 2004).

The current article is not the first attempt to build defini-
tions of solitude from laypeople’s perspectives. The very
understanding of solitude as a distinct construct has come
from researchers trying to understand whether individuals
can distinguish the state. For example, Galanaki (2004)
explored with children the differentiation between being
alone and the feeling of loneliness and found they could rec-
ognize aloneness as an orthogonal state worth pursuing.
Similar findings were reported by Buchholz and Catton
(1999) stemming from their interviews with adolescents.
These qualitative investigations with youngsters have since
received empirical support from quantitative tests of

loneliness and attitude toward solitude measures (Goossens
et al., 2009).

More recently, in a phenomenological study conducted to
understand what people do when they are in positive soli-
tude, Ost Mor and colleagues (2020) asked participants
across much of the adult age range (from 18 to 85+ years) to
write about the most important aspects of their positive soli-
tude. The authors identified categories of solitude character-
ized by actions or goals pursued in those moments, including
quietness, spirituality, stress control, nature connection, and
recreational activities. The authors also highlighted that posi-
tive solitude experiences are characterized by choice, are
uniquely agreeable, and hold meaning for individuals. From
those themes, they offered a description of positive solitude
(PS) as:

The choice to dedicate time to a meaningful, enjoyable activity
or experience conducted by oneself. This activity/experience
might be spiritual, functional, recreational or of any chosen type,
and might take place with or without the presence of others. It is
independent of any external or physical conditions; yet,
individuals have each their own setting for engaging in PS. (Ost
Mor et al., 2020, p. 15)

This comprehensive description provided ample aspects
of the prototypical positive solitude, including conditions
(i.e., antecedents) and consequences (e.g., quality of life)—a
prototype illustrating the very best aspects of solitude.

This work has catalyzed researchers’ understanding of
solitude as a distinct state. However, there is still little consen-
sus in the field about what the core definition(s) of solitude
entails. The efforts to define “positive solitude” are a reaction
to its alternative—loneliness—an omnibus construct that is
fundamentally distinct, and often diametrically opposed, to
solitude. Namely, solitude is distinguished from a closely
related concept—social isolation—in part because the latter
involves unwanted but unavoidable time spent alone
(Chappell & Badger, 1989; Wichers, 2014), whereas the con-
struct “positive solitude” must be self-selected and is often
pursued (Ost Mor et al., 2020). As a result, recent research has
made huge advances in achieving their stated aims of differ-
entiating solitude from isolation and loneliness.

But, in building a separate study of positive solitude,
affordances (i.e., positive outcomes) of solitude often have
been lumped together with aspects of its core definition.
While it is important that we understand the affordances of
solitude, we believe more foundational work is needed to
understand the basic qualities that define solitude, which can
be used by researchers to guide future empirical models of
how time spent alone is impacted by culture, personality, or
context (i.e., antecedents) and how it yields both positive and
negative experiences.

In part, we still lack an understanding of whether, or how,
the meaning of solitude may depend upon our position vis-a-
vis others. Researchers have suggested that the fundamental
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nature of solitude and how it is experienced relies on estab-
lishing a balance between social time and periods of solitude
which connect an individual with themself (R. J. Coplan
et al., 2019; Weinstein et al., in press). The distinction
between social time and solitary time becomes even more
unclear as we grapple with the role that technological
advances play, making parasocial interactions easily avail-
able even when people are physically alone (S. W. Campbell
& Ross, 2022). The increasing accessibility of remote com-
munications and the pervasiveness of social media makes it
all the more difficult to define solitude.

Current Research

The current research sought to fill a gap in our understanding
of what is central, rather than subsequent, to the definition of
solitude, and what psychological processes and environmen-
tal affordances precede and give rise to solitude. Based on a
phenomenological epistemology (see review by Davidsen,
2013), we designed the current study to explore the subjec-
tive experiences of solitude in everyday life by considering
how individuals from diverse backgrounds and adult ages
understand its meaning and how they view the balance
between solitude and social time. Said another way, expert
researchers may endorse a conceptualization of solitude as
someone physically alone or not interacting with another
person which allows them to operationalize it and study it
objectively (i.e., positivistic perspective), but this research
was designed to understand how the word “solitude” can
carry different and subjective meanings for people (i.e., phe-
nomenological perspective), taking a bottom-up approach
that relied on participants’ first-person accounts to build a
better understanding of what “solitude” entails.

To understand the meaning of solitude derived from sub-
jective experiences, there were several phenomenological
approaches we could take. One popular approach is interpre-
tative phenomenological analysis. This approach is com-
monly used in clinical research to study in-depth stories of a
relatively homogeneous group of research participants that
have gone through a similar experience, such as a chronic
illness or a specific type of treatment (Larkin & Thompson,
2012). However, we did not aim to highlight the uniqueness
of individual cases of solitude; instead, we wanted to survey
a broad range of experiences. Reflexive thematic analysis
was more appropriate for this purpose because we integrated
perspectives across a heterogeneous group (Braun & Clarke,
2021).

We sought to understand solitude by considering how
individuals position themselves with respect to others (para-
doxically, what role do others play in our solitude?) in two
ways:

Research Question 1: In defining solitude for ourselves,
does it matter if we are with/without people?

Research Question 2: When we are on our own, are we
longing to be with others or trying to avoid them? Or are
we looking to solitude to balance what we get from our
core selves with what we need from others?

Method

Participants

We conducted 60 in-depth interviews with adults aged 19 to
80 years who were recruited through advertisements within
the community and Prolific Academic. We sought to maxi-
mize participants in terms of culture, education and socio-
economic level, gender, adult age, and geographic location.
Therefore, we intentionally recruited participants from a
cross-section of backgrounds by using a stratified sampling
approach for 75% of the sample (n = 45) using Prolific
Academic’s prescreen questions regarding ethnicity, country
of origin, age, and gender. Participants were from 20 differ-
ent countries of origin and represented individuals of various
ethnicities. All were conversant in English, the language in
which interviews were conducted. The interviewer experi-
enced only occasional difficulties in terms of language and,
in those cases, the interviewer would ask for clarification or
paraphrase what the participant had said and ask if she had
accurately represented the participants’ meaning. See the
project website (osf.io/xpj37/) for a table listing participant
characteristics. Ten standard questions, and follow-up inqui-
ries, were asked of all participants. The questions were
designed and ordered to allow participants to describe what
alone time looks like for them and what meaning it has—or
not—to well-being (the latter for a separate project). Data
were extracted from anywhere within the interview when rel-
evant for understanding the nature of solitude. Data feeding
into themes are also presented in a supplementary table on
the project website.

We also sought participants who could speak in-depth
about their personal experiences of solitude, including but
not limited to positive solitude, by selecting 75% of the sam-
ple after they responded to our own prescreen question “what
is your experience of being alone?”” The first author selected
those individuals who (a) reflected on their internal experi-
ence (e.g., feelings, thoughts), rather than just behavior (e.g.,
watching TV); (b) used full sentences to describe their expe-
riences; and (c¢) demonstrated some level of self-inquiry
about their experiences (e.g., I felt X because of Y; I would
have liked to have been. . .). This approach was taken because
we were also investigating resilience predictors at personal-
ity and situation levels for a separate project (Hansen et al.,
under review) and felt that surface descriptions of solitude
could not take us much past the existing body of work.

As a result of these procedures, our participants were
likely biased toward understanding solitude in a generally
positive way and ensuing definitions they provided are espe-
cially applicable to positive solitude. However, beyond


http://osf.io/xpj37/

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 00(0)

selecting participants who could reflect deeply about experi-
ences of solitude, we did not orient participants toward posi-
tive solitude or exclusively to positive experiences within
solitude. Instead, all questions referred to solitude, broadly
(e.g., “What comes to mind when you hear the word “soli-
tude?” What does solitude mean to you, personally?”).

Interviews took place by videoconference or phone and
lasted approximately 45 to 60 min. Interviews were semi-struc-
tured, and started with a question to directly address our inquiry
here: What does solitude mean to you? The interview schedule
can be found on osf.i0/xpj37/, and the planned analysis process
can be found on osf.io/upmh5. This registration lays out logic
and plans before data collection and again at the start of analy-
ses. As data were analyzed through reflexive thematic coding,
we did not use a codebook. However, we recorded our thoughts
at the start of the study and early themes for some understand-
ing of how our own thinking evolved on the project. The final
interview schedule was produced after additional conversa-
tions between the research team members.

Meaning of Solitude

Interviews began with the question, “What comes to mind when
you hear the word ‘solitude’?”” The decision to do this was made
for two reasons. First, solitude often has a negative connotation
(outside of the psychology literature, dictionary definitions con-
flate it with being “alone,” “lonely,” or “uninhabited”), and that
gave respondents an opportunity to distinguish between the out-
side perception of solitude and how they personally experience
it. Second, solitude is in the eye of the beholder. Our dozens of
lengthy, qualitative interviews confirmed that one’s experience
of aloneness is as simple or complex, as freeing or confining, as
our own perceptions and circumstances. We got informative and
inspirational takes on what it means to them, personally, and
how that may differ from the conventional definition. By talking
about participants’ activities in solitude, and what is desirable
about that state, we were able to reflect on how those needs and
desires shaped a person’s definition of solitude and understand-
ing of their solitude space.

Positionality Statement

The research process benefits from a reflection on the social
and political perspective of the authors because, inevitably,
questions are designed and findings are processed through
the lens of their worldviews (e.g., Rowe, 2014). As research-
ers, we are aware that everyone moves through the world
with bias. We have preconceptions about others, just as they
categorize us based on what they see and hear. But we also
know that making assumptions is fruitless because it dis-
misses the tremendous variety of human experiences that
influence our worldviews. Setting aside preconceptions
entirely is impossible but being aware of them during the
course of research and investigation and striving to be con-
scious and continuously self-reflective while actively seek-
ing alternative ways of seeing can allow for evolving

viewpoints and can guide robust analysis. The authors devel-
oped a social identity map that explores their sociocultural
qualities and the impact this may have had on their thinking
(Jacobson & Mustafa, 2019).

This team of authors includes three researchers raised in
different countries and with different languages, religions, and
socioeconomic backgrounds (see osf.io/xpj37/). We do not
claim to be able to sidestep prejudice, but with decades of
combined experience in conducting interviews we have
learned to let other people tell us who they are (and not assume
we know based on demographics). Our objective is to stay
aware of potential influences, display openness and genuine
inquisitiveness, and to practice a lack of judgment, both to
encourage subjects’ candidness while also yielding the most
accurate and complete answers to research questions.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis (Braun
& Clarke, 2006, 2012), which allowed a detailed yet system-
atic accounting of data based on patterns we freely observed
within the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The second author
identified an initial list of codes informed fully by the data,
and the second and first authors discussed conceptual models
that best described the relationships between those codes.
The third author was not involved in the initial coding proce-
dures but contributed to further refining the conceptualiza-
tion after an initial model had been formed. The first and
third authors are familiar with the literature on solitude. They
aimed to be open while recognizing such knowledge would
bias their understanding of the data. We used a multistep pro-
cess to code data, starting with familiarizing ourselves with
data at the outset and then generating initial and, ultimately,
increasingly refined codes. We created themes keeping in
mind their internal homogeneity and external heterogeneity
(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Patton, 2005). Multiple steps were
taken to increase the rigor of the research, including consid-
erations of data saturation and bias. The first of these, data
saturation is understood in terms of building rich data that
expands the scope and replication of the study (Morse, 2015).
This was achieved by recruiting strategically for diversity,
asking complementary interview questions that attempted to
elicit views on the topic from different angles, and examin-
ing the saturation of responses along different aspects of the
coding scheme throughout the process of collecting data. We
also considered reflexivity, the perspective, and background
of the lead interviewer and analyst (Schoenberg et al., 2007).
The lead interviewer kept a diary of interviews, codes, and
her assumptions and reactions: (osf.io/xpj37/) following best
practices (Ezzy, 2002).

Results

Context Observed

Some participants spoke about how they have experienced
both negative and positive periods of solitude across their
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Figure |. Conceptual model reflecting themes.

lifetimes, although the vast majority described presently hav-
ing a positive relationship with time alone. Many even
actively anticipate, plan for, or seek periods of solitude as a
way to strike a balance with their noisy, outer worlds. By first
asking participants in our qualitative interviews what came
to mind when they heard the word “solitude,” we allowed
participants to explore their personal meaning for time alone.
We also heard about a wide variety of circumstances in
which people tap into the benefits of solitude, as a time and
space in which to, for example, relax, meditate, self-reflect,
or pursue a goal.

Interviews took place in 2020-2021 and so inevitably
touched on experiences during COVID pandemic isolations.
At the start of the discussion, the interviewer recognized the
change in lifestyle as the start of the pandemic and gently
encouraged participants to think about solitude across time
(recently and before the pandemic). Indeed, some responses
referred to moments of pandemic-related solitude, although
most others focused more broadly on solitude memories
across time. Thus, the following themes can be thought of as
colored by COVID experiences but not restricted to them.

Meaning of Solitude

Overview of results. Solitude has a different meaning to each
individual. In fact, it seems, we all have our own definition,
and our own set of conditions or expectations that makes

alone time a positive experience. That said, in our qualitative
interviews, we identified several basic themes, summarized
in Figure 1, relating to how people define moments of soli-
tude in their daily lives. These themes surround whether or
not a person needs to be physically alone for solitude to be
gained, and whether or not they need to be mentally, or psy-
chologically, apart from others. While physical separation
was important to most people, there was no consensus around
needing it to achieve solitude. There was, however, a strong
consensus that solitude requires a mental separation from
others. As a result, our conceptual model recognizes both
types of separation (physical and mental) as legitimate forms
of solitude. We identified the following subsections of
themes (listed as subheadings below), which were most cen-
tral to definitions of solitude. Examples of each theme can be
found in Table 1.

Solitude involving physical separation. For the clear majority of
our participants, physical separateness from others was an
important factor in achieving positive solitude. It matters if
others are around because it affects one’s ability to settle into
a meaningful space in time alone (e.g., writing, cooking,
meditating, dancing, and singing). In many interviews, we
heard words and phrases like “solitary space” and “com-
pletely shut off” to describe how and when participants are
able to access positive solitude. As solitude was defined by
some totally in terms of physical separation from others, we



(panunuos)

(6¥d) 2w 521 ‘mou Y311 Juasald 01 Juem | SUIY) JOASIBYM ‘[93} O] JUBM | SUOIIOWD JIADIBYM ‘DAIZ O JUeM | ASIDUD JOASIBYM 3)|I| S 3| "dWIN dw

S| ‘Op O1 JUBM | J9A9IBYM jI| Ishl S 3| "9q UBD | ‘pPUOIDS IXdU Y1 pes 9q 01 JueM | J| “Addey aq pjnod | ‘mou 1y311 Addey aq o1 auem | j1 ‘oy)1] asnl a4,noh os usays puy
(g€d) "oduatiadxa Aw ul A|[eaJ 31 JO INO PUE UI MOJ} B SI 9)I| 9SNBI] ‘D|qen|eA

Ajjead s1 olweuAp 1eys olul dea 03 saniuniioddo ajdoad BuiAlg pue sAem asoya Suliojdxa Uiyl | pUB ‘SSSUPaIIAUUOD JO ISUIS B SUIABY |[13S IS|IYM DPNII|OS SABY UBD NO L
(80d) "puno.e auoAue INOYUM J|9sanoA Aq duiya

03 awi3 aAey 3sn[ 01 poos Ajjead si siy3 ‘Ajjen3oe ‘Yo eyl Suioas sw Isnf usy3 pue ‘looyds pue suonenis [e120s Asnq ul Ised3uod ay3 Suieas asnf adow sem 31 ssang |
(10d)
*Ajlemaoe winqinba urejurew 03 oyl Aw jo ed juersodwi AusA & ‘queiiodw ue 93inb si 9agAew 11 Moy pue sem 11 Jueriodwi moy pasijead aanb jupey | * - - SuljPdy

JUBIRYIP A4SA B S3] "UMO InoA uo A[239|dwod Suleay pue swoy Suiaq Wouy JUBIYIP S 3] 29 Isn[ UBD | BUSYM SpNIIOs ‘Dl I3INb ‘DWIIUMOP SIy3 pasu | eyl JuJed| dA,|
(£1d) ow oy ssed0.d Suixe|ad AIaA & s3] “Suiwed A4aA asnl s 21 ‘AISA osje s 31 JoAdIeyM & 398 3 uop | pue ‘uld

© 193 3,uop | pue dn dod e 193 3,uop | pue pasndo} A4aA s a1 s3ulyl Jaylo Inoge Supjuiyl w| se yonw sy ‘[1e] Supjoo| w,| 3uiys auo Ajuo Ajjead s,249Y3 uIpead W,| USYAA

(Z0d) "PeaYy Aw Jea]d pue >uIyl A|[en1de Ued | sueaw 1| dSNEII] W .10} dpNII|OS Jo Jed 8iq & s,Jeyl pue ‘@ILM |

(g£1d) @sJ4eoy >oeq awod | ‘Buoje 3uis | dO1snw Aw 3se|q | “A|jed1dA1 disnw pood Yaim duoje dALIP pue oZ Isnl 01 SAO| | *SDALIP SUO| dAO] |
(£bd) "4o139q s ey3 djuIyd

03 pual | ‘@SB AW U| "9SJOM JO} IO J2139q J0) s1ySnoys umo Aw pue ‘yasAw Aq yms asnf s21 - 9jdoad Jayro wo.y pa129uuodsIp A|[2103 W, |I| S| SW 10} dpNIIjOS
(617d) “BuIAi aa Aa3 3ey3 A3u3Ud JBY) O3 WIOJUOD O ‘A3udud

7243 Yaim 93e3ud ‘Aem e ul Jo ‘01 Juasaud Jo pup| 01 Apoqou si aJayl * * * AeMm B Ul ‘9DUIIPNE OU S| 343y ‘@deds AJe1l|os B Ul 94,n0A pue dUO[e 34,n0A uaym 1| |93} asnl |

(0¥d) "Inoge A1iom 01 suoAue aAey 3,Uop no ) "duoAue Aq paydiem 3ulaq 10U 3.4,n0A—AUe dABY 3 UOP NOA BUOJE 34,NOA USYM IBY 108} 32 S|

(9€d) "2uoAue Jo 3uiyadue Inoge A1I0M 01 9ABY J0U PUE ‘Ol 39 Ish[ pUe P|JOM DPISINO Y3 WO.J JJO UDIIMS 03 ‘Duoje 9q 03 9dead dY3 SOWIIDWOS SWOodPM aInb |
(60d) “A12A0] s3BY3 ‘Yo Moy

PUE USYM ‘SUOp 5198 1BYM JO |03U0D Ul 3UISq JO 210S pue SUOfe 3UISq’ * "JSASIBYM IO |[9GJOOP 3 JSMSUE IO ‘DUaymAUE Way) el 4o ApogAue pas) 01 9ABY J,UOP |

(92d) "uondnuusaul 3noyum Sulyaswos Yaim uo 193 01 d|qe 3uiaq puy 3eya Aolus asnl ‘yes A “Ajinbue.y pue aead aya Aolus 1snl ‘yes A 9dud|is ay3 Aolus uayyo |

(zzd) "°9Aew >00.q ® Jo 3|qqeq ‘19Inb 9ok ‘Aeme Sulysly ‘UoIIEIO| A|9AO| “UI9ALI A[9AO| ‘A|]9AC] ‘puno.e asjo Apoqou ‘Bulysly 94,no4 31| ‘UMO anoA uo 9ainb ‘edesy

(65d)
"P2.433UNodud 3A,NoA 1BY3 SUIYIAIDAS $S220.d O3 S3LI3 JO 140S 31 MOY pUE S903 pulll UNOA 343ym Jo pun| 01 daap 21inb 03 ued noA ‘umo unoA uo asnl au,nok usym usAg

(ed)
'sa1|[eu.IaIXd 03 Sundead sAkeme 01 patedwiod dAIISIP | eyl dWil 3Y3 JjasAw A8 pue ‘asned pue ayiea.uq 01 Wil NOA SAIZ UBD UONDB|JR [BUIDIUI JO PUD] JBY ‘05
"3pIsINo 3y3 uo suaddey 1eym 01 pasedwod aji| 01 SUONDEA S SUOIIOWS pue sSUID3) [BUISIUI JO PUD| UMO JNOA U3aMIaq diysuolre|a. aya puelsiapun o3 uiSaq nox
(0€d) "PrY SuiAey 01 pasn w,| 37BYM s eyl asnedaq ‘A|[eausw pue A|jedisAyd yroq ‘@deds [euosiad umo Aw aAey 01 dw 10} poos s
(50d) “Apogawios yam adudjis
sjqeuoiuedwod aq ySiw 3] ‘woo. 3ulAl] 3y Ul 3.1y aya Aq Sunais aq ySiw 11 9q 30u Aew 1 ‘@unieu ul 9q Aew I Aj[edisAyd umo Aw uo A919]dwod aq 01 SAeY 1,USA0P 3|
(9£d) 3 pakolusa | Inq 03 pey | asnedaq 30u “3INb A30344ad Uayrey Aw 03 3xau Sunis
asnl ‘uiyadue Suiop 10u 32Inb Apdayiad ausya unais asnl ‘Auowaw pIAIA A1aA ‘AusA & sJey] ‘ssaulainb pue adead 103449d ul Jayaey Aw 03 3xau Isn[ ‘sawey | JSAIY Y3
u1 1399} Aw 3uBuep >juequaAl 9y 3e Sunais asnl pue Wiy Yaim o3 uso pINOM M pue 3ulysly 0aul AISA Sem Jayae) AW ‘syj[em 3uo] JO SOLIOWSW PIAIA 393 9AeY Isnl |
(0§d) "@2uaplyuod-jas dojpaap 01 sdjay 11 ‘A|[BNIUDAS ‘Se ||om Sy* * “3UlUIed|-J|9S PUE ‘YIMO.S-J|9s 1939|jaJ-}|9s 01 ddueyd d|doad
saAIZ apnaijos "3undajya. asnl ‘suofe daed aya 01 yjjem e upjer asn[—3uiaq asnl sawnswos Aofua | ‘yeak ‘s | "aJ40joq umouy| aAeY J0U Y3 A3yl JBY) SIA[RSWSY)
01 9pIs Jayroue mouwy| 01 3|doad sdjay 1sn| ‘sossaudeam pue syIBuS.IS JISYI MOU]| “19139q SOA[ISWSYI MOUd| 01 Jjasauo sdiay ‘Yeak ‘sdjsy apnaijos aAsiaq Op |
(Z0d) “ulys pue Mopuim a3 Jo 1IN0 > 00| Ish[ UBd | 3SNBIDQ ‘D O3 IXdU SAIs Apoqou se 3uo| Os ‘W Joj Juel||liq S,3BYd ‘AsuJnol urey 3uo| & uaAIS w,| §|
(97d) 249ymAue aq pInod 11 ‘Ajjead ‘mouy| no | "adeds
uado ue Ul ‘SWoy UMO JNoA U] "au9ymAUER 9q pP|NOd I—a3GABW ‘MOU>| NO A |[B 3B ‘PUnO.IE 3|9 APOqou YaIm UMO InoA uo A[219]dwod Suiaq suesw ‘Sw 03 ‘9pniijos
(£4d) 11om se siya Suipueasaapun 03 3unsauaiul ainb aq pjnom 1eys ‘eseds d1gnd e ul Suieq jo sadedwi
2y aJe JBYM Os ‘9deds 9|qeIIojod JO pub| UMO JnoA ul 4o 3deds a3eAlld B ul Ajurew ‘@3eAlid e ul sAem|e 24,n0A awil 9pNIIjOs Ul dUO[E 34,n0A uaYM A|SNOIAGO asnedag

(zod)
"apnaljos y3nous SulABy INOGE S 31Uyl | ‘OS )1 In0ge AY23IM] 91Inb |99} | ‘Ow Joj dwes Y1 10U s3I ‘DJaYy a4 9|doad Jay10 JI 9snoy aya ul 9pNaIos puly 03 Suli) USAT

swn s

apnmjjos
Sujuyap ur 9duefeq JoO 3j0d Y|

SIIIIAIIDE UISOYD

Aq paaeai|ioey st spnayjos

suonoe.asip
Aq paysiuiwip s 3pnajjos

ERITETN
Jo “39Inb sauinbau apniijog

Spniijos [e10 |

apnjjos aeuoluedwor)

apnaIjos 21jqng

uone.edss [ed1sAyq

(@l 3uedidnaed) s10nd

sway |

‘(uwnjo) ya7) sa1I0891BY) SSOUDY sawaY | 3undspey (uwnjo ySry) seaond auedpnued *| sjqeL



(8€d) AL Yoaem | 00q B yum Xe[ad | ‘wood 3ulAl] Aw 03 03 | Xe[a.J 03 JUBM | J|
(§5d) “IIe 28 30'3UO0D UeWINY AUe SUIP99U INOYIM SABP [BNIDE 10J J]9SAW UIIIDIUD UEd | pu. Uo A ] 9Y2 Ind ‘uo disnw swos and s 01 asnl Addey sanb w|
(61d) -2uoje awn Aw Sulkolua Ajjeau asnl pue ‘s3uiys A|jis 1e Supjoo| ‘@qnjno A ‘42andwod Aw uo 3snl aw ‘Jey3 INOGe JUIYl | UBYM puy
(Sd) “8urya umo aray3 3uiop wWoou Jidy3 ul Isnf s 2UOAI9AS asNedq dSNOY dY) Ul 3S[2 dUOAUE 335 A|[eaJ 3,UpIp
| asnedaq JjasAw Aq awil se Jeyl JSPISUOD Isn| PJNOM | pue UO A | 3yl Ind pue UME.Ip SUIEIIND 31 SABY P|NOM | PUB WOoOo. AW ul puasaam aya Suipuads aq snl pjnom |
(07d) 03 3ueMm | ueyl dJow ou Inq
‘01 JUBM | SE UdNW SB 9DUEISIP B JB 1DBJIDIU| UBD | 9SNBIAG UMO AW UO awi puads pue o3 01 paleAlloOW 310w USAS aw apew A|qeqo.d sey A3ojouydal aAnedIuNWWOod
pue ASojouyda1 Mau aY3 128 Ul pUe ‘9q ABW 1| JSASIBYM ‘J31IIM | B HOO| Ued | ‘pead pue s ued | ‘9jdoad Jaylo 01 3j|e1 01 dABY I,UOP | 243U OP | JBYM JO |0IUOD
ul w,| asnedaq ‘urede ‘asoddns | ‘umo Aw uo 94ed & 01 4o qnd & 01 03 01 ISOOYD ||,| SIWIIBWOS JBY] S| dWII JUS.LIND Y] INOGe Aes 01 dAeY | SUIY3 JBYIO dYI UBSW |
(£5d) 1] Aoya 3eyM “asod Aaya Jeym ‘op Aay1 1eym pue 9|doad Jay1o 93s 01 JUBM | B)I| JO SJOW S 1| ‘WE.SeISU| JO 500qade] SUl||0IdS W | dWI Y3 JO kg
(5€d) oW [njSujueaw-uou ‘Dwil PaISEM 1| [934 S0P 1 USY 1BYL Ul Yonw
001 3PI[S | USYM PUE Op O3 JUBM J,UOP | SuIYIdWOS Ydnw AJI9A S.31 9SNEIQ ‘YdNW 003 1Y) SUIOP UI3q A | JBYI SJ1I0U | JI ‘SW 10} 31q SUneISNI) ISOW dY) sAem|e
S1 3BY2 SUIY | “umop 3uljjoJds ure.q Jnok dosy 01 pausisap sdde uo 3uijjouds ssajpus aya pue 500qade ay1 ‘@deun) dY1 ‘DI ‘03Ul paaNs 193 ||1Is 03 ASED S UIYI |
(9¢d) "snojeal aq pjnom jo pupy| pue ‘SUlOp aJe NOA PUNO.E 35| SUOAIDAD JBYM 93S NOA H00gade] UO d4,N0A ‘WeaSesu| uo a4,nok og
(£1d) auoAue 01 >j|e1 10 dUOAUE 335 3 UPIP | |I| 3,uUsem 11 os )i Aw ul djdoad Jueriodwil aY1 YIm Ja3uassaly pue ‘Wooz pue adAdg pjnom |
(95d) "waya uo ur >payd pue 1y Aes 01 asnl ‘Suiyrawos Jo suoyd e Jo pus ay1 Uo 3dI0A A|pualy & aq 03 31U asnl s 31 Uy - °[|]
(09d) "2uoje |99} A|luessadau J0u Aew noA sueaw eyl A|qissod Og 943yl INO PIOM B S| 249Y) IBY] SJBME 34,N0A IBY2 PUB BIPOW [BI120S YIIM A|[e1dads]
(8£d) "Apogawios 01 j|e1 SAeM[e UBD 9M INQG SUOJE dJ,9M
AJ[edisAyq "A|[ed1uyo9) ‘Ouoje 10U 9.4 ,9M A|[BDIUYDI—SABMIE 9B OM H|00GSE4 DAY SM ‘WO0Z SABY 9M ‘9dAjS 9ABY SAA SN 2I0JWIOD UBD 1BY3 SSUIYD JO 10| B SABY SAA
(6¥d) .. 2/doad £eg uayio asayy Jo ‘|opow Joyr0
SIU3 3B 500] ‘MOM ‘YO, ‘1| 8ulaq sJay1o 03 Jj3sdnoA asedwod Jo pup| NoA uayl Jeys Je 00| NoA UaYM puy ‘sauoyd [|92 N0 UO 34,9M JO IDUISIUI YL UO dUIAA
(£¥d) is8uiya asoya jo ||e ‘elpawl [BID0S YIM ‘sh SuipJequioq sSUIYl aY3 [[e YIIM ‘DpNIIjOS Ul A|[BNID. JSAS | WE ‘1] W,

(£2d) "os|° Suiyakue uo elpaw [B120S 33 INOYIIM Jj3sAw 3q 01 3|qe Sulaq O3 SI943. SPNII|OS HUIYI PINOM | BW IO} HulYyl | OF
(6€d) "ano u a4n3yy asnl pue 1sede s3uiyy deauq 01 * * * saduslIadxa Aw Inoge uiyd ‘syysnoya
swos Jayred 01 paau asnl | usaya anq Joyra301 Sulyrswos 3ulop pue spudlly AW Yam awil Aofus Ajjead | ‘OS a1 W Spaau oym uos.aad Jo pup| ay3 J|9sAw JapISUod |
(6%d) Pwod[eMm AJBA [|3s 3J4E SIYSNOYL AW YIM SUOJE PUE ‘J[asAW YIIM SUOJE Swid 3y ‘Uos.Jad [BIDOS B W, | S YdNW S ‘9qAeW [93) | SSWIIBWOS
(90d) "@210y> © 108 3A,NO A "UlESE IDI0YD SUIY) [—MOU| NOA §|3SIn0A YIM 1IS P|nod nok
‘JJe3Y PUB PUIW UMO INOA PUB UDJS UMO InOA Ul 3|qe3J0JWO0d 3q 03 Pa3U NOA JBY3 308} Y3 WO} SPISB—SBW JBY3 SUIY3 Y3 HJUly3 | "3JUB[RG B PISU 9M MUIYD | ‘||PAA
(5€d) "03 31 3ueM nOA
J1 0s 21 W ued 31 03Ul d91s NOA YDIYM M SSSUSIBISQISP 343 Uiyl | pue ‘|njSujuesw oq o031 [enuslod sy sey sAemfe 31 anq ‘|njSuiuesw sAeme 10U s 31 ABS P|NOM |

(80d) "HN3Is UO 3103} O3 WOOJI UMO I3y} peY JaA3U 10 dwi 39inb 308 uaasu ajdoad jo 30| B 38yl 2oUR|Rq JBYI DARY O3 APN| U] dA,| ‘ssans |

(95d) "dw Joj pasu | 7eym Op pue 133}49. UBD | pue Suipead Aw op ued | pue ‘Apnis Aw op ued | aJaym JjasAw 01 s1y3iu 19Inb 9SOyl SABY | OS ddUE[Eq JBYI DARY UED |
(evd)
'S3131[BUIRIXD O Sundead sAem[e 01 patedwiod 9AISSIP | I8yl SWI Y] JjosAW AIS pue ‘@sned pue ayiea.q 01 dwil NOA SAIS UeD UOIIDD|JRJ [BUIDIUI JO pUD| JBYD ‘OF

*9pIsIno 3y uo suaddey Jeym 01 paedwod 9| 01 SUOIIDBII SB SUOIIOWSD PUE S3UI|) [BUIDIUI JO PUD| UMO INOA uUdamiaq diysuonejal ayl pueisiapun o1 uidaq nox
(p7d) "dwoy sawod ays usym Joj [esw ad1u & 3uliedaud Sunedidnue aq ||| 9snesaq Jay1a30a J9so)d sh s3uliq Il ‘Dwn

swies ay3 Je ‘Ing "nok dABY Jeym pue yo pjol Suiaq Jo Jedy INoylim sSulyl op ued | ‘0§ ‘skep omi 1oy Sop ay3 pue sw Isnl s 31 ‘Yeak eyl Ssuas Y3 Ul BWil S, S ‘0

apmyjos sausws|dwod
A3ojouyda3 aAIssEY

SAIIsod :swLIoy dAIsseq

9AINESDU ISULIO DAISSEY

A3ojouyda
JO SWLIOJ dAIIBDIUNWIWOD

9dueg|eq spasu S1J3A0J3X3

asloyd
saJinbau aouejeq Suiaaiydy

SN0} JaUUl SaUIJopUN dduefeg

(@l ruedipnaed) s10nd)

sway |

(panupuod) | sjqe



Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 00(0)

labeled this physical separation as a recognizable form of
solitude titled, simply, being alone.

Solitude, to me, means being completely on your own with
nobody else around, at all. You know, maybe—it could be
anywhere. In your own home, in an open space. You know,
really, it could be anywhere. (P26; see additional examples in
Table 1)

Solitude is a mental space characterized by inner focus. For
many people, solitude means being in a space where they can
focus solely on, and connect exclusively with, themselves.
These internal experiences were characterized by an inner
focus, for example, by attending to one’s “inner world,”
thoughts, or feelings or generally connecting to oneself. Or
in the words of one of our participants, “In the mental world,
oh, you’re free to do virtually anything you want—just float
off—you can be Superman if you want.” (P22) We noted that
for many, establishing inner focus was more pressing in
defining solitude than strict physical separation, and we
identified two subthemes that characterized that state of
mental separation in the presence of others: public solitude
and companionate solitude.

Public solitude. Participants described achieving positive
solitude with “a lack of human engagement,” and by creat-
ing a defined mental distance from others, even in a place
crowded with people while walking in a park, riding on a
bus, reading in a cafe, or swimming in a pond. Even at those
times, they feel they are still autonomous agents because
they are psychologically alone, provided they remain disen-
gaged from others.

It’s, yeah, I enjoy sometimes just being—just taking a walk to
the park alone, just reflecting. (P50)

Companionate solitude. For a subset of participants who
did not describe physical aloneness as essential to their
definition of solitude, the emphasis was to feel, or perceive,
themselves as mentally distanced from others, even if the
physical distance was not desired, or achievable, in practice.
This could be thought of as “companionable silence” in the
context of a long-term partnership in which two people are
sitting in a room, together but pursuing their own thoughts
and interests, or even while traveling with a close friend and
having different personal perceptions and experiences of a
space. Some participants described this state as creating their
own “bubble” in which they are technically with someone
else but are “alone in my head” and feel free to pursue their
own interests.

It doesn’t have to be completely on my own physically; it may
be in nature, it may not be; it might be sitting by the fire in the
living room. It might be companionable silence with somebody.
(P0OS)

Total solitude. For some participants, the two experi-
ences—physical separation and internal focus—were often
mentioned together as if they were simultaneous require-
ments of solitude. To represent this state of both (and all)
aspects of solitude and consistent with recent solitude work
(Nguyen et al., 2021; there called “true” solitude), we termed
this total solitude." Extrapolating from the themes explored
below, we posit that “total” solitude has both physical and
mental separation, representing the most conservative mean-
ing of solitude described by participants.

Even when you’re just on your own, you can go quite deep to
kind of where your mind goes and how it sort of tries to process
everything that you’ve encountered. (P59)

Drivers of Inner Focus in Solitude

While our focus was on definitions of solitude as described
above, we noted the presence of what seem to be proximal
drivers of solitude. Specifically, participants described sev-
eral overarching themes that seemed to promote the mental
(not physical) aspect of solitude. At first glance, they appear
contradictory, but the diversity of conditions is consistent
with the complexity of each individual defining solitude in
their own way.

Solitude can benefit from quiet. For a few people, positive
solitude means ultimate quiet—sitting in a silent room while
drawing or enjoying the silence of swimming underwater.
For many, silence was required to achieve internal focus and,
therefore, meaningful solitude.

Solitude is diminished by distractions. The reasons why physi-
cal aloneness is critical varied among participants, but they
followed some common themes around being purposefully
“disconnected” from others, including entering a desirable
space lacking stimulation or distractions, including other
people’s opinions.

For many participants, being in positive solitude required
physical separation from others because the space represents
a freedom from needs and desires other than their own.
Physical separation opens up an opportunity to focus on
one’s own needs and desires. Physical separation was also
important to many because the absence of others also means
a lack of perceived attention or scrutiny from others. For
many of our interviewees, physical separateness was the
starting point for them to enter a space in which inner focus
is possible and productive. This was true particularly for par-
ents or caregivers living with dependents and for people
whose work requires caregiving and sustained empathy.

I quite welcome sometimes the peace to be alone, to switch off
from the outside world and just be me, and not have to worry
about anything or anyone. (P36)
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Solitude is facilitated by chosen activities. Others are less con-
cerned with blocking outside stimuli, and instead, their focus
is directed toward (while still being physically alone) chosen
activities engaged in during alone time. To them, solitude
can be achieved while driving alone in a car and singing to
blaring music, or watching a favorite television series at
home alone.

I love long drives. I love to just go and drive alone with good
music typically. I blast my music, I sing along, I come back
hoarse. (P13)

The Role of Balance in Defining Solitude

In most of our qualitative interviews, participants defined or
described solitude in terms of the extremes of either con-
stantly being with, or without, others, and many expressed a
desire to, and practice of, striking a balance between solitude
and social time. Even in one extreme case in which one par-
ticipant has lived, by choice and for decades, in only sea-
sonal interaction with others there was an expressed desire to
take advantage of human contact when it was available.

I’ve learnt that I need this downtime, quiet time, solitude where
I can just be. It’s different from being home and feeling
completely on your own. It’s a very different feeling . . . [ hadn’t
quite realised how important it was and how it maybe is quite an
important, a very important part of my life to maintain
equilibrium actually. (PO1)

Interestingly, comments on balance were made
unprompted; there was no specific question posed about a
need or desire for “enough” time alone or together with oth-
ers. Participants were aware of various needs and obligations
related to both states and sought to honor those according to
their individual needs, whenever possible. The topic of bal-
ance was raised in several cases by participants who alluded
to their definition of solitude as “me time.” That concept, of
choosing time alone as an act of self-care, was positioned in
contrast to time with friends or family. “Me time” was spent
entertaining one’s own thoughts and emotions and pursuing
one’s own interests.

And then so you’re just like, if I want to be happy right now, I
could be happy. If I want to be sad the next second, I can be. It’s
just like whatever I want to do. It’s me time. It’s like whatever
energy [ want to give, whatever emotions I want to feel, whatever
thing I want to present right now, it’s me. (P49)

Balance underlines inner focus. Participants described the right
balance as leading to solitude that is productive and focused
internally—solitude that is rejuvenating. In those circum-
stances, solitude is not characterized by what it lacks—they
are not missing interactions with other people. Instead, they
are tending to their own needs and desires—and that

emphasis on inner focus facilitates solitude being a useful
place of self-reflection and, often, growth.

I can have that balance so I have those quiet nights to myself
where I can do my study, and I can do my reading and I can
reflect and do what I need for me. (P56)

Achieving balance requires choice. Achieving a balance
between the solo and the social requires the ability to see the
need for that balance and the latitude to be able to choose
when to engage in one or the other. Some of our participants
described having to carve out time for themselves in their
daily routines, and even demand it in some cases, under-
standing the personal importance of balance. Several also
expressed the notion that being able to spend time in solitude
was an opportunity, an advantage, and even a privilege of
which they gladly partake.

I guess, I’ve been lucky to have that balance that a lot of people
never get quiet time or never had their own room to reflect on
stuff. (PO8)

Extroverts needs balance. Balance plays a role in the meaning
of solitude, even for extroverts. Some people who described
themselves as extroverts or “the life of the party”—who
understood themselves to be recharged in interactions with
others—also felt the need to step away from that public per-
sona to engage solely with their own thoughts. Others who
thrive in relation to family and friends also described carving
out time for themselves in solitude.

The Role of Technology in Defining Solitude

Communicative forms of technology (e.g., phone, social
media) where individuals were actively conversing with
another through their devices were seen to reflect brief
breaks in solitude. Some participants saw them as
counter-definitional:

So I think for me I would think solitude refers to being able to be
myself without the social media or anything else. (P23)

The benefit of these communicative forms of technology
was that they could be used strategically to enable partici-
pants to move in and out of solitude to social spaces at will,
a benefit that spoke to earlier themes of having a balance
between the two forms of experience.

Especially with social media and that, you’re aware that there is
aworld out there. So possibly that means you may not necessarily
feel alone. (P60)

Passive forms of social media were not antithetical to
solitude but rather created a proxy social world that could be
observed by participants. For some, the salience detracted
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from positive experiences of solitude by cuing people into
their social worlds. But for others it was quite beneficial.
Thus, passive forms of social media did not define positive
or negative solitude but were one of many activities that
could be engaged in during solitude. In all, passive technol-
ogy complemented solitude, especially for “being alone” and
unwinding. Our participants described their solitude time
involving passive television watching, listening to music, or
using the internet for reading and researching. These activi-
ties were part of their relaxation or diversion methods, and
were seen as neutral or even beneficial aspects of solitude.

And when [ think about that, me just on my computer, YouTube,
looking at silly things, and just really enjoying my time alone.
(P49)

Discussion

To explore the defining characteristics of solitude, we asked
adults to explore its meaning from their own perspectives.
We were particularly interested in learning whether solitude
is a state that specifically requires physical aloneness or if a
state of psychological aloneness can be reached without
physical separation from others. There was little consensus
among participants about whether solitude was either totally
a physical or a mental state. For some, physical separation
was key, but many others felt strongly that they could have
solitude even in the presence of close others by looking
inward. Our findings suggested that a retreat from immediate
social demands, and noncommunication in general, form the
basis of solitude and involve either mental separation or
physical separation. This core definition supports Long and
Averill’s (2003) conceptualization of solitude as, “a state
characterized by disengagement from the immediate
demands of other people” (p. 23), and S. W. Campbell and
Ross’s (2022) definition of solitude as noncommunication.
Disengagement may mean a complete absence of other peo-
ple, or it may exist on a continuum defined by levels of inner
focus, and levels of external distraction or demand.

There were, therefore, multiple expressions of how indi-
viduals perceived the state of solitude, and the factors that
facilitate or foil beneficial solitude. Several participants set an
early alarm to get a few minutes to themselves in the morning
before a would-be noisy home stirs to life. For them, solitude
requires total aloneness and quiet. Others defined solitude as
mental distancing from others that are nearby. For example,
in a public space when other people are around, solitude was
characterized by a withdrawal of attention from others, an
escape from one’s social surroundings, a look inwards, or a
sensation of peaceful calm. Some felt they were in positive
solitude alongside another in “companionable silence” or
could tap into solitude happily on a busy, city bus.

The data suggested that it is most appropriate to recognize
a taxonomy of solitude experiences, each with its own dis-
tinct characteristics. Considering participant descriptions as
a whole, we conceived of a two-dimensional conceptual

structure for defining solitude that resonates with the previ-
ous conceptual and operational approaches taken in the study
of solitude (e.g., Long et al., 2003; Nguyen et al., 2021).
Building knowledge in the field requires researchers to rec-
ognize how they are defining solitude, and how that defini-
tion relates to the observed effects of their study. Those
parameters also allow researchers to consider how their find-
ings may relate to other forms of solitude and may indicate
promising paths for future research.

A Taxonomy of Solitude

Nguyen et al. (2021) proposed conceptual distinctions
between true solitude (in this article, we call it “total” soli-
tude to avoid implying other kinds are untrue) and other
types of solitude that include either presence of others (i.e.,
public or companionate solitude) or engagement in chosen
tasks and activities. We represented those conceptual distinc-
tions in the model depicted in Figure 1. Participants were
consistent in views that solitude is qualified by both physical
separation and mental distancing from others. In this sense,
the ways our participants thought about the word “solitude”
are consistent with how previous literature has operational-
ized this state (e.g., physical separation is consistent with
Larson, 1990; mental distancing is consistent with Long &
Averill, 2003). However, it seems from our current findings
that any time spent physically separated from others can con-
stitute solitude, regardless of whether someone chooses to do
nothing or something. Such “alone” time may include watch-
ing television, playing video games, reading a book, or work-
ing alone. Many participants described being task-focused
but also having a sense of self-connection and recuperation
from time with others. While we often think of solitude as
time that is free from disruptions and distractions and there-
fore allows unadulterated inner focus, in our research, dis-
tracted alone time still constituted solitude for many
participants. In short, the pursuit of nothingness is not neces-
sary for solitude. Termed “solitude as alone” here, physical
separation from others devoid of a clear internal focus has
also been recognized as beneficial time within the existing
literature focused on leisure time (Buchholz, 1999). In diary
studies, “solitude as alone” has been operationalized when
participants reported no one else around (Larson et al., 1982);
here, whether or not participants engage in activities was not
an important qualifier. People appreciate even outward-
focused solitude spent doing leisure-time activities that help
them unwind. For example, the 2016 “rest test” polled 18,000
people and found that people’s favorite way to rest was
through reading (BBC, 2016), and the use of technology to
relax and relieve stress (Leung, 2015).

In our deeper examination of the role of technology spe-
cifically, we observed themes of communicative forms of
technology being antithetical to solitude, the use of commu-
nicative (social) technology as a way of organically moving
in and out of solitude, and observations that some forms of
technology (including observing content on social media)
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may be used in solitude. For some, the salience of other peo-
ple was a negative experience that interfered with well-being.
However, in the case of completely passive forms of technol-
ogy (such as TV and YouTube), activities were generally
seen as compatible with solitude and were positive for many.
We interpreted this to mean that technology only changes the
meaning of solitude for our participants when it involves
reciprocal communications with another person, a view that
closely aligns with S. W. Campbell and Ross’s (2022) view
of technology-mediated communication as undermining
solitude.

Despite the salience of physical separation, the majority
of participants described solitude as a predominantly or even
exclusively mental space, and we identified forms of solitude
that took place with others physically present. The first,
“companionate solitude,” was described as an internal, pri-
vate, mental focus in the company of a close other. This form
of solitude was described as having a certain sense of com-
fort that came from partners (often, but not exclusively,
romantic partners) agreeing to share their internal and private
time with one another. The time was described as peaceful
and relaxing—an opportunity to connect with self-chosen
activities that were interesting or rewarding to our partici-
pants in the company of others with whom they felt safe and
comfortable.

Within the literature of solitude, this experience has been
qualitatively described in interviews with individuals who go
on wilderness trips with others in the same group. In a wil-
derness environment, the comfort with solitude shared
among fellow travelers that one had not known previously
can be facilitated by the grandiosity of natural surroundings
(Hinds, 2011). Within the close relationships literature, some
allusions to companionate solitude have been made referring
to quiet time together as a value (Cantor & Malley, 2013),
and in conceptual discussions of the role that silence plays in
intimate relationships (Jaworski, 2011). These moments may
be the result of relationships that are secure and trusting,
where partners feel they can be “themselves” while together
(L. Campbell & Stanton, 2019; Gable & Reis, 2006). For our
participants, companionate solitude took the form of relaxing
moments of shared solitude either at home or outdoors, in the
presence of one close other. Extrapolating from the responses
of participants, the ability to share companionate solitude
with a partner may paradoxically underly intimacy and even
represent a positive relationship outcome.

The second form of solitude is characterized strictly by
mental inner focus. “Public solitude” consisted of being in
the presence of others but with little or no connection to
another in one’s immediate physical space. We distinguish
this from companionate solitude because public solitude
refers to situations in which participants describe being
“alone” among strangers with whom the individual is not
obligated or expected to interact. The lack of interaction
allowed participants to turn their attention inward. There is
also a unique sense of gained “anonymity,” which has been

described as one of the benefits of solitude (Long et al.,
2003). While this experience of anonymity has not been
studied empirically in solitude literature, many sociologists
have discussed the extent to which individuals can assume
anonymity in shared spaces with strangers—a sense of invis-
ibility that allows individuals to be free of social surveillance
(e.g., De Backer, 2019; Hatuka & Toch, 2017; Langegger &
Koester, 2016).

Although some participants described solitude as requir-
ing physical separation or mental distancing, for others, both
physical and mental space were necessary and interdepen-
dent to define solitude. We termed this expression “total soli-
tude,” benefiting from both aspects of separation, which has
been used as an operational definition in laboratory studies
of time spent alone (called “true” solitude in past work;
Nguyen et al., 2018; Pfeifer et al., 2019), where participants
were left alone and without distractions in a quiet lab room
for a short period of time. Arguably, it is the most conserva-
tive definition of solitude because it is clearly orthogonal to
social or interactional time. Previous research has shown that
total solitude helps to bring about low-arousal emotions and
reduce high-arousal emotions (Nguyen et al., 2018), although
it is unclear whether these regulation benefits of relaxation
and a sense of inner peace extend similar to other forms of
solitude. Indeed, reading for leisure, which in our categoriza-
tion may entail “solitude as alone”—which may not neces-
sarily be focused inward to one’s thoughts—has been found
to bring about similar benefits (Iwasaki et al., 2005; Trenberth
& Dewe, 2002). Furthermore, the evidence is mixed regard-
ing the emotional and cognitive costs and benefits of indi-
viduals being alone with their thoughts (i.e., in total solitude),
and research points to negative (Westgate et al., 2017; Wilson
et al., 2014), neutral (Nguyen et al., 2021), and modifiable
(e.g., capable of being improved through simple strategies
that support positive thinking; Westgate et al., 2017) out-
comes of time spent alone.

Supports for Mental Separation

While physical separation was characterized straightfor-
wardly by the presence or absence of others, mental separa-
tion seemed to require an optimal context, one that benefited
from specific attributes of solitude, namely, (a) quiet or
silence, (b) distraction-free, and (c) engaging in chose activi-
ties. An important support for the first of these was to experi-
ence a quiet and calm space free of distractions, consistent
with both Ost Mor’s description of solitude (Ost Mor et al.,
2020) and other theorizing on the qualities of positive time
spent alone (R. J. Coplan & Bowker, 2013; Hall, 2001).
Bridging the current and past work, choice is not essential for
defining solitude and rather facilitates a positive inner focus.
It is, indeed, definitional to the subcategory of solitude
understood as Positive Solitude. Furthermore, in our work
and others, it appears that solitude is linked in a meaningful
way to a quiet environment that does not pull individuals in
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directions away from themselves. This study offered a spe-
cific relationship between quiet and solitude. In our current
findings, quiet seemed a proximal antecedent to the “inner
focus” dimension of solitude, which required the absence of
noise and external stimulation, as well as the absence of
distractions.

Underlying positive internal space was balance. We antic-
ipated that balance would play a key role in solitude based on
previous research (R. J. Coplan et al., 2019). While we rarely
heard participants define solitude directly through “balance,”
we did hear spontaneous descriptions of balance during
reporting on solitude from the majority of participants. This
led us to believe that balance is a contextual support that
allows people to enter into the inner-focused psychological
space of solitude. It may determine whether solitude plays a
complementary or antagonistic role in our lives. When bal-
anced, solitude and social activities complement one another,
and solitude feels beneficial, while an unbalanced equation
can feel disruptive to focus and well-being.

Therefore, in our proposed model in Figure 1, we repre-
sent balance as the bridge between social space and soli-
tude, which are divided by a dotted line, rather than a solid
one, because solitude does not mean a complete cutting off
from social space. This finding builds on previous work
that suggests balance may play a role in understanding
solitude. Namely, evidence from farmers who spend sub-
stantial time alone suggest they actively balance their iso-
lation with social media connections to alleviate boredom
and loneliness (Vidal-Gonzalez & Fernandez-Piqueras,
2021). More direct early findings suggest that those who
describe a balance between solitude and social time during
interviews see their solitude in a positive light (Thomas,
2017).

In addition, participants described that when the “right”
amounts of solitude relative to social time are chosen or
selected, solitude transforms into a space that opens intro-
spection and connection to internal experiences in a posi-
tive way. In forced or excessive solitude, the sense that one
can connect or explore internal or self-processes construc-
tively or peacefully is disrupted. It is worth noting that the
“right” amount of solitude may vary, but the consensus was
that nearly everyone benefited from some of this space,
provided it was choiceful. Motivation, that is, whether or
not people are alone by choice, was therefore key to bal-
ance. This resonates with a large body of work that high-
lights the importance of motivation for well-being in
solitude (Nguyen et al., 2018, Thomas & Azmitia, 2019),
but our participants saw that motivation is important for the
perception of balance between solitude and social space. It
is also worth noting that balance between solitude and
social spaces was a factor even when solitude was charac-
terized solely by mental separation (without physical sepa-
ration). That suggests that as long as individuals can
experience mental separation from others, physical separa-
tion may not be necessary or important.

Future Research

The current research was designed to identify forms of soli-
tude that elucidate the meaning of solitude to laypeople
exploring their daily lived experiences, and by doing so,
inform a classification of solitude types with distinct charac-
teristics. We saw this work as providing a foundation to
develop coherent bodies of future work targeting one or
more forms of solitude. For example, one implicit (assumed),
but not explicit (stated) theme that we identified in our study
is that public and companionate forms of solitude required
being able to retreat to a sheltered psychological space, with
little or no immediate or pressing distractions. It would be
fascinating in future research to understand what kinds of
social contexts promote the ability to internally focus in the
presence of others. This may involve having psychological
safety (Maurer & Daukantaité, 2020), support for authentic
self-expression (Wood et al., 2008), or autonomy support
(Ryan & Deci, 2006). Further research can explore how
social contexts facilitate or undermine this internal focus.
More broadly, the current findings suggested solitude is a
space that holds psychological distance from others or an
internal focus. This state may correspond with other psycho-
logical experiences, such as feeling independent versus
dependent on others, or engaging in autonomous activities
that are volitional and self-selected (Deci & Ryan, 2008). But
it is also possible to be in solitude and feel highly dependent
on others (as in the case of solitary confinement) or engage
in nonautonomous activities (e.g., because of pressure to
achieve a deadline). Future research can build on existing
work in these areas (e.g., Haney, 2018) to understand the
interpersonal and intrapersonal experiences that improve
the experience of solitude but bearing in mind that these
models may not hold constant across different solitude states.

In addition, it would be useful to test the costs and bene-
fits of “total” solitude compared with solitude where others
are present (companionate or public solitude) or when indi-
viduals are physically alone but not sitting with their
thoughts. Some have argued that “total” solitude is also the
truest form of solitude when one can attend to one’s thoughts
and feelings in an unstructured space undistracted by media
or other activities that demand attention (Nguyen et al.,
2021). Studies regarding the emotional and cognitive costs
and benefits of total solitude to individuals (Nguyen et al.,
2021; Westgate et al., 2017; Wilson et al., 2014) have not yet
compared this state with other forms of solitude, although
direct examinations of their shared and divergent character-
istics would be relevant to social psychological research, for
example, studying the use of technology as a potential dis-
ruptor of solitude (Thomas et al., 2021).

Comparisons between “total” and other forms of solitude
can also inform clinical research, for example, studying
depression, emotion dysregulation, and rumination, areas
where distractions may offer necessary relief (Wang et al.,
2013). A few studies have suggested that unstructured
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solitude, without distractions or activities to focus one’s mind,
could be problematic for people with psychological disorders.
For example, a study by Larson and Johnson (1985) found
that patients with bulimia engaged in binge eating more dur-
ing time alone in the evening at home compared with time
alone at work. Another study suggested that the incapacity to
be alone explaines the association between attachment anxi-
ety and problematic smartphone use (Bermingham et al.,
2021). Nascent evidence suggested that solitary times, espe-
cially unstructured ones, could aggravate mental health prob-
lems, warranting future clinical research in this area. From
this research, it may be worthwhile to examine optimal forms
of solitude for individuals struggling with mental health dif-
ficulties. For example, companionate solitude may offer indi-
viduals a time to disengage but still feel a sense of connection
to others.

Solitude as a function of culture and age. Explorations of soli-
tude are best understood in the context of the full adult lifes-
pan, and as contextualized within a broader culture, because
each dimension may fundamentally change how it is per-
ceived. As individuals age, they experience solitude posi-
tively and value its opportunities (Buchholz & Catton, 1999;
Ost Mor et al., 2020; Weinstein et al., in press). When com-
pared with midlife adults, older adults described solitude as a
peaceful and quiet time (Ost Mor et al., 2020), and they ben-
efit more in terms of their emotional well-being (Larson,
1990; Lay et al., 2019; Rokach & Brock, 1998). Solitude
affordances may also change based on culture (Averill & Sun-
darajan, 2014). Culturally specific forms of extreme solitude
exist, such as the hikikomori phenomenon in Japan (Teo et al.,
2014) that is also reported in other cultures (Kato et al., 2012).
Everyday solitude can also vary as a function of culture. For
example, East Asian heritage predicts more positive and less
negative experiences of solitude, as does experiencing immi-
gration (Jiang et al., 2019). To understand solitude truly, we
must invest in work that cuts across culture and age. The cur-
rent research did that to some extent by seeking individuals
across the adult ages and from different cultures, countries,
and ethnicities. We did not believe we had sufficiently large
samples to systematically compare these groups. Large-scale
studies are needed to address this need with greater precision
and power.

Limitations. We see several predominant limitations of this
study that bear mentioning. First, the current set of interviews
were conducted—not by design—during the COVID-19 pan-
demic, and we cannot be certain results will generalize outside
of that context, including whether some forms of solitude will
take precedence over others in the future (e.g., companionate
solitude may be less frequent as individuals are not obliged to
spend time within their households). That said, we believe the
current set of findings relates to everyday experiences of soli-
tude which we are confident will extend beyond pandemic
conditions. Many of our participants lived in relatively remote

areas or were interviewed during non-lockdown periods, and
they shared experiences of solitude that were similar to those
who may have felt COVID-19 lifestyle changes more keenly.

Second, because we were interested in contacting indi-
viduals from different backgrounds who could speak to var-
ied and positive experiences with solitude, we sampled
almost exclusively those who were capable of having a
rewarding or pleasurable relationship with time spent alone.
Although we did not query these individuals about “positive
solitude,” per se, their definitions of solitude naturally gravi-
tated toward positive forms of solitude. For example, none
defined solitude as isolation or loneliness—although some
explored those negative experiences as more peripheral
experiences during time spent alone. However, it is impor-
tant to note that previous literature suggests that English-
speaking children, in general, begin to distinguish between
solitude and loneliness in early adolescence (Galanaki,
2004). Consistent with these findings, our taxonomy con-
cerns either benign or positive occasions of solitude by
default but does not directly identify or classify negative
forms of time spent alone.

Third, we are unable to draw conclusions regarding the
extent to which the current set of findings generalize to
broader populations. This is because we took an approach to
maximizing generalization that is different from the statisti-
cal generalization often used in quantitative research (Levitt,
2021). Specifically, while statistical generalization focuses
on how collected data capture variation in the population,
qualitative generalization focuses on how data capture varia-
tion in the phenomenon of interest (Levitt, 2021). To capture
our construct of interest (solitude) during the analytic pro-
cess, we explored patterns that did not fit with observations
made in previous interviews and set out to identify variations
in the meanings of solitude through this process.

Finally, the aim of our research was to identify the essen-
tial and important components of solitude (i.e., mental sepa-
ration) across narratives from diverse individuals. Yet, this
study was designed to represent diverse views but not to
inform similarities or differences among them. Because we
did not delve deeply into how each participant’s life circum-
stance might be linked to what solitude means to them (some
of our participants may have mentioned some specific condi-
tions but we did not inquire exhaustively), findings might not
be transferable to unique cases of solitude for those with
extraordinary lifestyles.

Conclusion

This work was designed to describe core definitions of soli-
tude, and we identified key forms of solitude that have previ-
ously been described in siloed studies within the solitude
literature: being alone, companionate solitude, public soli-
tude, and total solitude. We suggest that researchers studying
solitude could systematically explore one or more of these
forms. It would be fascinating to understand what
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psychological processes and outcomes are shared between
solitude forms, but we recognize that differences may exist
which preclude such generalizations.
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Note

1. We selected to name this theme “total” rather than “true” soli-
tude because it did not appear “truer” to lived experiences of
solitude than other forms participants identified. Rather, it was
total because it involved both critical aspects of solitude experi-
ences—physical and mental separation.
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