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Abstract  Character  strengths  have  been  found  to  be predictive  of  high  levels  of  life  satisfac-

tion. The  present  study  attempts  to  examine  the  relationship  between  these  constructs  but

at a  fine-grained  level.  To  that  end,  we  used  the  heart  versus  mind  classification  of  character

strengths  (Peterson,  2006),  scarcely  examined  in prior  research,  to  test  whether  affective-

component  traits  (heart  strengths)  are  more  linked  to  life  satisfaction  than  cognitive-component

traits (mind  strengths).  A sample  of  419 undergraduate  students  completed  the  measures  of

character strengths  and  life satisfaction.  Statistical  analysis  showed  that  affective-component

traits were  more  predictive  of  life  satisfaction  than  cognitive-component  traits.  These  findings

emphasize  the  need  to  devise  strength-based  interventions  aimed  at  improving  life  satisfac-

tion,  specifically  addressing  heart  character  strengths.  Implications  of  these  findings  for  future

research  are  discussed.

© 2018  Universitat  de  Barcelona.  Published  by  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  All  rights  reserved.
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Resumen  La  literatura  científica  demuestra  que  las  fortalezas  de carácter  predicen  altos

niveles  de  satisfacción  vital.  El presente  estudio  pretende  examinar  la  relación  entre  estos  2

constructos, pero  de un modo  más  específico.  Para  ello,  hicimos  uso  de la  clasificación  mente

versus corazón  de  las  fortalezas  de carácter  (Peterson,  2006),  escasamente  utilizada  en  estu-

dios previos,  para  analizar  si los  rasgos  de  componente  afectivo  (fortalezas  de corazón)  se

relacionan en  mayor  medida  con  la  satisfacción  vital  que  los  rasgos  con  componente  cogni-

tivo (fortalezas  de  mente).  Cuatrocientos  diecinueve  estudiantes  universitarios  completaron

las 2 medidas  requeridas.  Los  resultados  demuestran  que  los rasgos  de  componente  afectivo

predicen  la  satisfacción  vital  en  mayor  medida  que  los  rasgos  de componente  cognitivo.  Este
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hallazgo  destaca  la  necesidad  de crear  intervenciones  basadas  en  las  fortalezas  de carácter

para mejorar  los  niveles  de  satisfacción  vital,  poniendo  especial  énfasis  en  las  fortalezas  de

corazón. Se  comentan  las implicaciones  que  suponen  para  futuras  investigaciones  en  el campo

del bienestar.

©  2018  Universitat  de  Barcelona.  Publicado  por  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  Todos  los  derechos

reservados.

Introduction

In  recent  decades,  empirical  research  has  been inter-
ested  in  the  long-standing  experience  of  wellbeing  (Keyes,
Shmotkin,  &  Ryff,  2002)  focused  on  two  differentiated
streams  of wellbeing:  hedonism  and  eudaimonia  (Ryan  &
Deci,  2001).  Hedonism  embodies  the search  of pleasure  and
the  avoidance  of  pain  and  it  is represented  by  subjective
wellbeing  (SWB),  which  includes  life  satisfaction  and  subjec-
tive  (Diener,  2000;  Ryan  &  Deci,  2001).  Eudaimonia  involves
the  realization  of  human  potentialities  and  is represented
by  psychological  wellbeing  (PWB;  Ryff,  1989),  which  refers
to  self-acceptance,  positive  relationships,  personal  growth,
purpose  in  life,  autonomy  and  environmental  mastery  (Ryff
&  Singer,  2008).

Existing  research  has  reported  that  SWB  and  PWB  are two
conceptually  differentiated  bur  related  constructs  (Joshan-
loo,  2015;  Keyes  et  al.,  2002). Affective  and  cognitive
wellbeing  are  seen as  separate  constructs  in  terms  of  predic-
tors  and  consequences  (Diener,  Ng,  Harter,  & Arora,  2010),
despite  the  vast majority  of  researchers  employing  a combi-
nation  of  these  measures  to  examine  SWB  (Busseri  & Sadava,
2011).  Veenhoven  (2002)  suggested  that  evaluations  of  life
satisfaction  entail  a  reliable  measure  to  assess  quality of
life and  an  indicator  of  wellbeing  that should concern  policy
makers  (Layard,  2011).  Several  discrepancies  warn  about  the
validity  of  life  satisfaction  as  a  single  indicator  of wellbeing,
especially  concerning  the influence  of  affect  in  self-ratings
(Jayawickreme,  Forgeard,  & Seligman,  2012;  Schwarz  &
Strack,  1999).  However,  literature  revealed  that  affect has
a  relatively  small  effect  on  life  satisfaction  judgments  (Eid
&  Diener,  2004), especially  at a  within-person  level,  thus  life
satisfactions  may  be  considered  a relatively  stable  pattern
of  wellbeing  and  quality  of  life  (Jayawickreme,  Tsukayama,
&  Kashdan,  2017).

Positive  psychology  (Seligman  &  Csikszentmihalyi,  2000)
focuses  on  the  assessment  of  positive  individual  differences
and  interventions  to  enhance  quality  of  life.  Positive  indi-
vidual  differences  refer  to  strengths  of  character,  defined
as  thoughts  and  behaviors  that  contribute  to  wellbeing
(Peterson  & Seligman,  2004). Peterson  and  Seligman  (2004)
elaborated  the Values  in  Action  (VIA)  classification  to
describe  and  identify  24  character  strengths  within  six
core  virtues  (namely wisdom,  courage,  humanity,  justice,
temperance  and  transcendence).  Character  strengths  are
the  psychological  routes  to  displaying  the upper  virtues
(Peterson  &  Seligman,  2004). In short,  a thriving  community
must  be  built  through  the  promotion  of  character  and
virtues  (Peterson  & Park,  2003;  Peterson  &  Seligman,  2004;
Peterson,  2006). Within  this framework,  character  strengths
can  be  classified  as  heart  versus  mind  strengths  depending
on  how  they  relate to each other  (Peterson,  2006). On

the one  hand,  heart  strengths  include  zest,  gratitude,
hope,  love,  curiosity,  spirituality,  humor,  appreciation
of  beauty  and  excellence,  social  intelligence,  kindness,
forgiveness,  teamwork,  and  leadership.  On the other  hand,
mind  strengths  involve  love  of  learning,  creativity,  brav-
ery,  perspective,  perseverance,  self-regulation,  fairness,
modesty,  honesty,  prudence  and  judgment.

The  idea  that  character  strengths  are related  to  life  sat-
isfaction  has  increasingly  attracted  attention  in research
since  Seligman  (2002)  argued that  human  fulfillment  is  trig-
gered  by  the enhancement  of  one’s  character  strengths.
From  this perspective,  the relationship  between  character
strengths  and life  satisfaction  has  been  studied,  although
some  discrepancies  arise  from  the  use  of  different  meas-
ures  and  distinct  conceptualizations  (Keyes  et  al.,  2002).
Character  strengths  help  prevent  the appearance  of  dys-
functions,  alleviate  their  symptoms  and provide  empowering
strategies  for  the pursuit  of wellbeing  (Littman-Ovadia  &
Lavy,  2012;  Peterson  &  Seligman,  2004). Likewise,  updated
research  has  shown  that character  strengths  predicted
social  support,  optimism,  self-esteem  and self-efficacy
(Martínez-Martí  &  Ruch,  2017).  The  largest  contribution  of
character  strengths  concerns  life  satisfaction  and fulfillment
(Donaldson,  Dollwet,  & Rao,  2015;  Douglass  &  Duffy,  2015)
even  in adolescents  (Abasami,  Gai,  &  Wang,  2017;  Casas
et  al.,  2013).  Specifically,  authors  agree  on  a comparatively
stable  pattern  of  character  strengths  that  are  more  asso-
ciated  with  life  satisfaction,  namely  hope,  zest,  gratitude,
love,  curiosity  and  humor  (Brdar  & Kashdan,  2010;  Douglass
&  Duffy,  2015;  Hausler et al.,  2017;  Martínez-Martí  & Ruch,
2014;  Park  &  Peterson,  2008;  Park,  Peterson,  &  Seligman,
2004;  Peterson,  Ruch,  Beermann,  Park,  &  Seligman,  2007).
The  character  strengths  of appreciation  of  beauty, creativ-
ity  and modesty  seem  to  be less  related  to  life  satisfaction
(Park  et al.,  2004). This  relationship  has  been  addressed
from  an  evolutionary  perspective,  revealing  that  some char-
acter  strengths  contribute  more  when  life  satisfaction  is
addressed  in  past,  present  and  future stages  of life  (Proyer,
Gander,  Wyss,  &  Ruch,  2011).

Character  strengths-based  positive  interventions  have
a  significant  effect  on life  satisfaction  (Littman-Ovadia  &
Steger,  2012;  Sin  &  Lyubomirsky,  2009).  For  instance,  being
aware  of  one’s  signature  strengths  and  using  them  in new
and  different  ways  during  a week  leads  to an  increase  in
life  satisfaction  (Seligman,  2011;  Seligman,  Steen,  Park,  &
Peterson,  2005).  Within  the framework  of  positive  psychol-
ogy,  the effect  of  the  Heart  vs  Mind  character  strengths
and  life  satisfaction  has barely  been addressed,  and  its
relationships  with  different  variables  such as  life  satisfac-
tion  remains  almost  unexplored.  Nonetheless,  it is  known
that  heart  strengths,  which  help  preserve  relationships,
seem  to  be more  associated  with  life  satisfaction  than
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mind  strengths,  which  are considered  more  individualistic
(Haridas,  Bhullas,  & Dunstan,  2017; Park & Peterson,  2008;
Park  et  al.,  2004).

Aims  of  the  study

The  aim  of  the current  study  is  to  investigate  the  asso-
ciation  between  character  strengths  and  life  satisfaction
through  the mind  versus  heart  classification  of character
strengths  (Peterson,  2006).  To  our  knowledge,  only  the  study
of  Haridas  et al. (2017)  used this classification  to examine
how differences  in  heart  versus  mind  character  strengths
were  associated  with  markers  of  mental  health.  According
to  the  literature,  we  expect  positive  relationship  between
character  strengths  and life  satisfaction,  more  specifically
the  character  strengths  of  hope,  zest,  gratitude,  curiosity
and  love  (Park  et al.,  2004). Moreover,  we  expect  heart
strengths  to  be  more  associated  with  life  satisfaction  than
mind  strengths.

Methodology

Participants

Participants  were undergraduate  students  (N = 419,  80%
female)  from  the University  of  Lleida.  The  mean  age
was  19.9  (SD  =  4.70),  ranging  from  18  to  60  years  old.
Demographic  information  indicated  that  the typical  socio-
economic  level  was  average  (0 = significantly  lower  than

average,  5 =  significantly  higher  than  average).

Measures

Values  in  Action  Inventory  of  Strength  (VIA-IS):  We  used  the
Spanish  version  of  Azañedo,  Fernández-Abascal,  and Barraca
(2014).  This  is  a  self-report  questionnaire  with  240  items
assessing  24  strengths  of  character.  Participants  rate  each
item  on a  5-point  Likert-scale  (1 = very  much  unlike  me,
5  = very  much  like  me).  For instance,  a sample  item  to  mea-
sure  the  strength  of  perseverance  is ‘‘I  never  quit a  task

before  it  is done’’.  The  Spanish  version  of  the  instrument
demonstrated  acceptable  reliability  in  the  24  subscales
(mean  ˛  =  .81)  (Azañedo  et  al.,  2014).

Satisfaction  With  Life  Scale  (SWLS): We used  the  Spanish
version  of Atienza,  Pons,  Balguer,  and García-Mérita  (2000).
This  instrument  includes  five  items that require  a response
on  a  7-point  Likert-scale  (1 = strongly  disagree,  7 = strongly

agree).  An  example  item  is  ‘‘so  far  I have gotten  the  impor-

tant  things  I  want  in  life’’. The  psychometric  properties
have  been  explored  and  accepted  (Pavot  & Diener, 2008)
and  the  Spanish  adaptation  shows  an internal  consistency  of
.88  (Vázquez,  Duque,  & Hervás,  2013).

Procedure

The participants  were  first-year  students  participating  in a
personal  development  program  offered  by  the University  of
Lleida.  They  filled  out the  measures  of  character  strengths
and life  satisfaction  via a  Google  form.  The  participants
obtained  an  individualized  report  with  their  results  at  the
end  of the  program.  We  provided  an explanation  of  the  study

aims  including  the terms  of  confidentiality  and anonymity.
The  participants  were  extensively  informed  about  the pro-
cedure  and  they  signed  an informed  consent  prior  to  the
enrollment  on  the  program,  and  only  those  who  completed
the  whole  protocol  were  accepted  in the  study.  The  mean
time  spent  completing  the survey  was  around  45  min.

Data  analysis

All  statistical  analyses  were  performed  using  the SPSS
package  version  24.  We  first  tested  the descriptive  statistics
and  the adequacy  of the used  scales,  although  measurement
approaches  were  not  examined  since  it  was  not within  the
scope  of  the  current  study.  Afterwards,  a multiple  regression
analysis  was  carried  out  in  order  to determine  the  predic-
tive  power  of  character  strengths  (heart versus  mind)  on
life  satisfaction  as  well  as  the  explained  variance  of  the
relationship  for  the sake  of  completeness.  To  that  end,  char-
acter  strengths  were  used  separately  as  predictor  variable
while  the  measure  of life  satisfaction  was  used as  dependent
variable.  There  were  no missing  data  or  outliers.

Results

Descriptive  statistics

Table  1 shows  the descriptive  statistics  and  reliability  esti-
mates  of  the  VIA-IS  and  SWLS.  The  alpha  reliabilities  of

Table  1 Descriptive  statistics  for  the  VIA-IS  and  the  SWLS,

and alpha  reliabilities  for  the  VIA-IS.

M  SD  ˛

VIA-IS

Curiosity  3.88  .53 .78

Love of  learning  3.57  .64 .82

Judgment  3.95  .57 .83

Creativity 3.73  .66 .88

Social intelligence  3.98  .51 .79

Perspective  3.74  .53 .79

Bravery 3.86  .58 .81

Perseverance  3.89  .64 .87

Honesty 4.15  .49 .74

Kindness 4.26  .52 .81

Capacity  of  love  4.13  .56 .76

Teamwork  4.07  .53 .79

Fairness 4.16  .55 .81

Leadership  4.07  .52 .81

Self-regulation  3.52  .61 .73

Prudence  3.50  .63 .78

Appreciation  3.75  .64 .80

Gratitude  4.01  .54 .80

Hope 3.96  .58 .80

Spirituality  2.94  .77 .82

Modesty 3.62  .59 .75

Humor 4.04  .58 .84

Zest 3.74  .57 .81

Forgiveness  3.67  .64 .81

SWLS 5.05  1.2  .85

Note. Appreciation = appreciation of  beauty and excellence.
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Table  2  Correlation  analysis  between  character  strengths

and  life  satisfaction.

VIA-IS  SWLS

Heart  strengths

Hope  .20**

Gratitude  .18**

Zest  .17**

Capacity  of  love  .15**

Curiosity  .13*

Leadership  .13*

Social  intelligence .12*

Teamwork .12*

Kindness .10

Appreciation  .09

Humor  .07

Spirituality  .03

Mind strengths

Perseverance .20**

Bravery  .19**

Honesty  .16**

Fairness  .13*

Love  of  learning .11*

Perspective .11*

Creativity  .08

Judgment  .07

Forgiveness  .07

Self-regulation  .07

Prudence  .04

Humility  .02

Note. Appreciation = appreciation of beauty and excellence;

PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect Scale; SWLS = Satisfaction

With  Life Scale.
* p < .05.

** p < .01.

the  VIA-IS  subscales  ranged  from  acceptable  (i.e.,  self-
regulation,  ˛  =  .73)  to good  (i.e., creativity,  ˛  = .88),  and  the
SWLS  showed  a good  internal  consistency.

Relationships  between  character  strengths  and

wellbeing

Table  2  shows  the  results  of  the  correlation  analy-
sis  between  character  strengths  and  life  satisfaction.
The  Kolmogorov---Smirnov  goodness-of-fit  test  was  used  to
analyze  whether  tested  variables  followed  a normal  dis-
tribution.  The  results  showed  that  eleven  of the 24  VIA-IS
subscales  (i.e., honesty,  kindness,  love,  teamwork,  fairness,
leadership,  appreciation  of  beauty and excellence,  grati-
tude,  spirituality,  humor,  and zest)  followed  a non-normal
distribution,  thus  Spearman’s  rho  correlation  coefficient  was
calculated.  Out  of  the 24  character  strengths,  14  correlated
significantly  with  life  satisfaction:  overall,  heart strengths
correlated  more  to life  satisfaction  (i.e.,  hope, gratitude,
zest,  love,  curiosity,  leadership,  social  intelligence  and
teamwork)  than  mind strengths  (i.e.,  perseverance,  bravery,
honesty,  fairness,  love  of  learning  and  perspective).

Table  3  shows  the results  of  the  regression  analy-
ses.  Fourteen  regression  models  were  specified,  each  for
the  14 correlated  character  strengths,  since  the  pur-

Table  3 Summary  of  multiple  regression  analysis  of  the  24-

VIA subscales  predicting  SWLS.

Character  strengths  B SE(B)  ˇ  R2

Heart  strengths

Hope  .34*** .09 .20 .04

Gratitude  .32*** .09  .18  .03

Zest .30*** .09  .17  .03

Love .26** .09  .15  .02

Leadership  .24* .10  .13  .02

Curiosity  .23* .10  .13  .02

Teamwork  .23* .09  .12  .02

Social intelligence  .22* .10  .12  .01

Mind strengths

Bravery  .33*** .09  .19  .04

Perseverance  .32*** .08  .20  .04

Honesty .32** .10  .16  .03

Love of  learning  .18** .08  .142  .01

Fairness  .23* .09  .13  .02

Perspective .20* .10  .11  .01

Note. Appreciation = appreciation of  beauty and excellence.
* p  < .05.

** p < .01.
*** p < .001.

pose  of  the  current  study  was  to  examine the predictive
power  of each  of the character  strengths  independently  on
life  satisfaction.  All correlated  character  strengths  were
introduced  as  independent  variables  and  life  satisfaction
was  introduced  as  dependent  variable.  All  tested  models
predicted  positively  life  satisfaction,  specifically  the char-
acter  strengths  of hope,  bravery,  perseverance,  honesty  and
gratitude.  Although  it is  worth  mentioning  the low  explained
variance  of  the  tested  models  (4%  as  most),  this  may
be due  to  the each  model  included  a  single  independent
and  dependent  variable.  Hence,  this would  not  represent
the explained  variance  of  the  all  heart  or  mind  charac-
ter  strengths,  but  the predictive  power  of  single  character
strengths.  By and large,  heart  strengths  were  slightly  more
predictive  of  life  satisfaction  than  mind  strengths.

Discussion

The aim  of  the current  study  was  to  explore  the rela-
tionship  between  character  strengths  and  life  satisfaction
through  the heart  versus  mind  classification  of  character
strengths  (Peterson,  2006).  Generally,  we  expected  char-
acter  strengths  to  predict  life  satisfaction  and,  moreover,
heart  strengths  to  relate  more  with  life  satisfaction  than
mind  strengths.  The  results  supported  our  hypothesis,  which
is  in accordance  with  previous  research  (e.g., Haridas  et  al.,
2017;  Peterson,  2006).  Across  prior  studies,  the  five  char-
acter  strengths  most associated  with  life  satisfaction  were
curiosity,  gratitude,  hope,  love  and  zest  (Brdar  &  Kashdan,
2010;  Douglass  & Duffy,  2015; Hausler  et  al.,  2017;  Martínez-
Martí  & Ruch,  2014;  Park  & Peterson,  2008; Park  et  al.,  2004;
Peterson  et  al.,  2007). This  pattern  was  almost  replicated
in the  present  study,  including  curiosity,  hope, love,  and
zest,  despite  the low  explanatory  weight  of  the  most  predic-
tive  character  strengths  requires consideration.  We  further
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found  perseverance,  bravery,  spirituality,  honesty,  and  love
of  learning  as  significantly  positively  correlated.

Whether  the nature  of  character  strengths  (heart versus

mind)  adds  predictive  information  about  this  relationship
should  shed  light  into  the study  of  character  strengths  and
wellbeing.  In  agreement  with  prior  research  (Haridas  et  al.,
2017)  our  study  revealed  a  tendency  of  heart  strengths  to
relate  more  with  life  satisfaction  than  mind  strengths.  These
may  be  due to the prevalent  educational  background  of
the  participants  in our  data,  who  were  engaged  in studies
related  to  assistance  to  people  (i.e., psychology,  social  edu-
cation,  social  work).  Yet  we  should  remark the contribution
of  mind  strengths  to  life  satisfaction,  although  to  a  lesser
extent.  Since  the university  framework  encourages  students
toward  a  brighter  future  based  on  academic  achievements,
cognitive  dimensions  would be  more  pursued  and  thus  char-
acter  strengths  involving  self-enhancement  would  be more
attained.

The  character  strength  of  perseverance  was  previously
found  to  be  associated  with  life  satisfaction  in other  studies
in  a  German  (Ruch  et  al.,  2010)  and  Swiss  sample  (Peterson
et  al.,  2007). Conversely,  love  of  learning  appeared  to  con-
tribute  to  low  levels  of life  satisfaction  in previous  studies
(Park  et  al.,  2004)  as  well  as  spirituality  (Martínez-Martí  &
Ruch,  2014).  All in  all,  the display  of  character  strengths
yields  to a  sense  of  subjective  happiness  (Diener,  2000)  that
is  emphasized  when  such strengths  involve  an affective-
component  trait  (heart strengths).  While  life  satisfaction
defines  the  cognitive  aspect  of SWB,  the affective  compo-
nent  of  SWB  may  be  articulated  through  heart  strengths,
which contribute  more  to  a  feeling  of  being  satisfied  with
one’s  life.  This  assumption  is  embodied  within  the academic
discussion  about  the  role  of  affection  and cognition  in the
measurement  of  wellbeing  (Eid  &  Diener,  2004).  Consid-
ering  life  satisfaction  as a  reliable  indicator  of  general
wellbeing  (Jayawickreme  et al.,  2017;  Veenhoven,  2002),
the  effects  of  character  strengths  may  be  influenced  by
the  affective  or  cognitive  nature  of  these  traits.  To  sum,
the  present  study  provides  evidence  to  emphasize  the  need
of  strength-based  interventions  to  improve  life  satisfaction
(Park  et  al.,  2004; Proyer  et  al.,  2011),  specifically  con-
cerning  positive  affective-component  traits,  such as  heart
character  strengths.

Limitations

The  present  study  has  several  limitations  to  be  acknowl-
edged.  First,  the  main  constraint  of  this  study  is  the
representativeness  of  the  sample.  It was  comprised  of
undergraduate  students  and  it  was  imbalanced  in terms
of  gender  (mainly  women).  Previous  research  has  demon-
strated  existing  gender  differences  in the  relationship  with
life  satisfaction  (Brdar,  Anić,  &  Rijavec,  2011). Cummins
(2003)  argued  that  data  from  students  hardly  represent  the
general  population  results,  even  reporting  lower  levels  of
life  satisfaction  (Cummins,  2003). This  may  give  rise  to
improvements  in the representativeness  of  Spanish  samples
used  in  further  research  to  explore  the relationship  between
character  strengths  and  life  satisfaction.  Thus,  the results
of  the  present  study  must  be  taken  with  caution.  Second,
although  life satisfaction  is  a  reliable  indicator  of  wellbeing,

several  researchers  warn  that  it  may  perform  an  incomplete
assessment  of progression  and  development  (Forgeard  et  al.,
2011;  Jayawickreme  et  al.,  2012).  In order  to  capture  a
trustworthy  conception  of  wellbeing,  Forgeard,  Jayawick-
reme,  Kern,  &  Seligman  (2011)  suggested  adding  measures
of  flourishing  and  healthy  development,  emphasizing  that
life  satisfaction  judgments  are not steadily  influenced  by
affection.  Third,  further  studies  should  consider  the  value
of  stressing  the importance  that  personal  resources,  such
as character  strengths,  have  in psychosocial  interventions
aimed  at enhancing  quality  of life.  More  specifically,  we  sug-
gest  the need  for  longitudinal  studies  to  track  the measures
of  interest  regularly  in  order  to  analyze  the  causal  mech-
anisms  between  the  dimensions  of  character  strengths  and
life  satisfaction.  For example,  prospective  studies  with  a
control  and  experimental  groups  could  be helpful  to  estab-
lish  the causes  of  wellbeing  and  to  examine  changes  over
time.
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