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Aim: This study examined the psychometric properties and factorial structure of the
Persian (Farsi) version of the VIA-1S-120 in an Iranian population.
Methods: Two independent samples of university students participated (Study 1: n = 309;
Study 2: n = 271; age range = 18-57 years), recruited via convenience sampling. Internal
consistency, gender and age differences, and convergent and divergent validity were
examined using correlations with the Big Five personality traits, positive and negative
affect, life satisfaction, and components of well-being. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
was conducted in Study 1, followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in Study 2.
Results: Most character strengths showed moderate internal consistency (o = .49-.77),
with humility demonstrating lower reliability in Study 1. Gratitude was the only strength
positively associated with age, and men scored higher than women on bravery, humor,
and vitality. All character strengths correlated positively with positive affect and well-
being indicators, supporting the convergent validity of these measures. Creativity,
bravery, hope, curiosity, and vitality showed the strongest associations with positive
affect, while hope, love, humor, and vitality were positively related to life satisfaction.
Ten strengths demonstrated significant negative correlations with negative affect,
supporting divergent validity. Associations with the Big Five were generally consistent
with theoretical expectations but modest in magnitude. EFA supported a four-factor
structure—courage, humanity, wisdom, and transcendence. CFA indicated that this four-
factor model demonstrated superior parsimony compared to the original six-factor model.
Conclusion: The findings support the construct validity and cross-cultural applicability
of the Persian VIA-1S-120.

Character strengths, Factor analysis, Positive psychology, VIA-IS, Validity.

e All character strengths had positive and significant correlation with wellbeing
elements

e All character strengths had positive and significant correlation with positive
affect

e Both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses confirmed four dimensional
model of VIA-1S-120



Positive psychology focuses on the scientific study of human strengths and positive
functioning, with the goal of enhancing wellbeing rather than merely alleviating
psychopathology (Carr, 2013; Seligman, 2011). Within this framework, character
strengths have been proposed as core psychological capacities that contribute to optimal
functioning, life satisfaction, and wellbeing. A central challenge in positive psychology
is the valid and culturally appropriate measurement of these strengths, particularly across
non-Western contexts.

To address the need for a common scientific language for human strengths, Peterson
(2004) developed the Values in Action (VIA) Classification of Character Strengths and
Virtues (CSV). This classification identifies 24 character strengths organized under six
broad virtues (Wisdom, Courage, Humanity, Justice, Temperance, and Transcendence).
Character strengths are conceptualized as morally valued, measurable, and relatively
stable psychological capacities that manifest in thoughts, emotions, and behaviors. Unlike
earlier humanistic approaches, the VIA framework is explicitly grounded in empirical
validation and psychometric assessment, making character strengths a legitimate subject
of scientific inquiry.

There are three versions of VIA-IS with 240, 120, and 72 items. Psychometric properties
for all versions of VIA-IS are good, with Cronbach’s alpha more than .7 (Diener et al.,
1985; Diener et al., 2010; Linley et al., 2007; Peterson, 2004). However, findings
regarding its internal factor structure have been inconsistent, with studies supporting one-
, four-, five-, or six-factor solutions (Azafiedo et al., 2017; Brdar & Kashdan, 2010;
Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011).These inconsistencies highlight the importance of cultural
context in shaping the structure and expression of character strengths and underscore the
necessity of local validation rather than direct adoption of Western-developed models.
From a theoretical perspective, character strengths are assumed to play a central role in
wellbeing. Early positive psychology models emphasized subjective wellbeing, defined
by life satisfaction (Seligman, 2004). More recently, Seligman (2011) proposed the
PERMA model, conceptualizing wellbeing as a multidimensional construct consisting of
Positive Emotions, Engagement, Positive Relationships, Meaning, and Accomplishment.
Although character strengths are theoretically assumed to contribute

to all elements of wellbeing, empirical research has shown that some strengths—
particularly hope, zest, gratitude, curiosity, and love—are more strongly associated with
life satisfaction and positive affect than others (Buschor et al., 2013; Martinez-Marti &
Ruch, 2014; Weber et al., 2013). Despite these findings, no study to date has

systematically examined the relationship between character strengths and wellbeing using
the PERMA framework, representing a clear gap in the literature.We also want to
examine the divergent validity of VIA-120 through a hypothesized negative relationship
between negative affect and character strengths.

In addition to wellbeing, Peterson (2004) proposed a conceptual correspondence between
character strengths and the Big Five personality traits, while maintaining that

strengths are morally valued and theoretically distinct from personality dimensions. He
hypothesized that neuroticism had no corresponding character strengths. Extroversion



was associated with vitality and humor. Openness to experience was conceptually
associated with curiosity, creativity, and appreciation of beauty. Agreeableness has
characteristics related to kindness and gratitude, and finally, conscientiousness was
associated with self-regulation and persistence. Empirical evidence supporting this
assumption remains limited, with only one study directly testing these relationships
(Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011). Replication in another population is therefore needed to
strengthen the theoretical validity of the VIA framework.

Demographic correlates of character strengths, such as age and gender differences, have
also been examined, but findings remain inconsistent across cultures. While some studies
report age-related increases in certain strengths (e.g., gratitude, spirituality), others report
negative or nonsignificant associations (Martinez-Marti & Ruch, 2014; Ruch et al., 2010).
Similarly, gender differences have been reported inconsistently, suggesting possible
cultural moderation effects (Linley et al., 2007; Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011).

Despite the growing international use of the VIA-IS, no validated Persian (Farsi) version
of the VIA-120 exists, and no study has examined its factorial structure within an Iranian
population using both exploratory and confirmatory approaches. The absence of
culturally validated instruments limits the generalizability of positive psychology
research and hampers theory development in non-Western contexts. Given cultural
differences in moral values, social norms, and expressions of virtue, validation of the
VIA-1S (120) in Iranian population is both theoretically and methodologically necessary.
Based on prior theoretical and empirical work, it was hypothesized that:

a) all character strengths would demonstrate adequate internal consistency;

b) hope, love, gratitude, curiosity, and zest would show stronger positive
associations with life satisfaction and positive affect than other strengths;

c) character strengths would be positively associated with most PERMA
elements, particularly positive emotions, relationships, meaning, and
accomplishment;

d) character strengths would show theoretically coherent associations with Big
Five personality traits.

No directional hypotheses were formulated regarding age, gender, or the optimal
dimensional structure of the VIA-IS, given inconsistencies in previous findings across
cultures.

Participants

Both samples exceeded commonly recommended minimum sample sizes for factor
analysis and structural equation modeling studies, which generally suggest a minimum of
200 participants for stable parameter estimation (Kline, 2016). The sample in study 1
consisted of 309 volunteer students of all universities in the city of Neyshabur (located in
the north-east of Iran). Their mean age was 22.15 in our sample, 79.6% of the participants
were single, 19.7% were married, and the rest (0.6%) were separated or divorced. 15.9%
of the sample had an associate degree, 79.3% had BSc or BA, and 4.9% had MSc. 23.9%
of participants were male, and 76.1% were female. In the second study, 271 university
students (68.3% women) from the city of Mashhad participated. The majority of the



students were pursuing undergraduate degrees (67.2%), while 32.8% were postgraduate
students.

Measures

All participants completed the VIA-1S-120 in both studies. In Study 1, we used four other
measures, including the Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule, the Satisfaction
with Life Scale (SWLS), BFI-S (15 items), and the Human Flourishing Questionnaire
(HFQ).

Values in Action-Inventory of Strengths (VIA-1S-120). It is a self-report questionnaire
developed by (Peterson, 2004) to investigate 24 character strengths. Items are rated on a
Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me). It has three
versions of 240, 120, and 73 items. The version with 120 items was used in the present
study. There are five items for each of the 24 character strengths in this version. Average
scores were used to compute character strengths. Different studies found good reliability
and validity for this inventory (McGrath, 2015). One study demonstrated that alpha
coefficients for all subscales of VIA-1S-120 were more than .69 (Littman-Ovadia & Lavy,
2011). This inventory has not been validated in an Iranian population before.

Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS). Watson et al. (1988)
developed the Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) questionnaire to
assess the effective structure. Positive affect (PA) is associated with feelings of
enthusiasm, activeness, and alertness. Negative affect (NA) is associated with subjective
distress and unpleasant feeling like disgust, anger, and sadness. This scale has twenty
items (ten items for each scale). They are rated on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (very
slightly or not at all) through 5 (extremely). The mean scores for each scale are calculated
separately. The validity and reliability of PANAS were good in previous research
(Crawford & Henry, 2004). This questionnaire was also translated and validated in the
Iranian population (Bakhshipour & Dezhkam, 2006). In the present study, alpha
coefficients for positive and negative affect were .78 and .75 subsequently.

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). It is used to assess the cognitive component of
wellbeing. It is a 5-items scale developed by Diener et al. (1985). Respondents rate their

agreements with each item on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Different studies demonstrated good reliability and validity for the scale
(Blais et al., 1989; Gouveia et al., 2009; Lewis et al., 1995). This questionnaire has been
translated and validated in the Iranian population (SHEIKHI et al., 2011). The SWLS
demonstrated good reliability (o= .83) in the first study of present research.

BFI-S (15 items). Lang et al. (2011) developed the BFI-S (15 items) as a short form to
assess personality traits. Costa and McCrae (1985) proposed five personality traits,
including extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, conscientiousness, and
agreeableness. Fifteen items of this questionnaire are ranked from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree). The BFI-S has demonstrated good reliability and validity in previous



research (Lang et al., 2011). It has been translated and validated in the Iranian population.
The BFI-S demonstrated moderate reliability in the first study of present research.
Human Flourishing Questionnaire (HFQ). It is a self-report questionnaire developed
by Soleimani et al. (2015)Soleimani et al. (2015)Soleimani et al. (2015)Soleimani et al.
(2015) to assess wellbeing based on PERMA elements (including positive emotions,
engagement, positive relations, meaningfulness, and accomplishment). The scale of
engagement was removed in a preliminary study due to low factor loading. HFQ has 28
items and four scales. Soleimani et al. (2015) reported good internal consistencies for
scales of positive emotions (a= .91), positive relationship (o= .91), meaningfulness (a=
.91), and accomplishment (o= .91). Alpha coefficients for all subscales in the first study
of present research were .72 to .86.

Procedure

In both studies, the Persian version of the VIA-1S-120 was administered. Content validity
is primarily a concern during the initial development of an instrument and is typically
established through expert judgment rather than statistical analysis (Haynes et al., 1995).
Because the VIA-IS is a well-established, theory-driven measure developed through
extensive cross-cultural literature review and expert consensus, content validity was not
re-evaluated in the present study.

Instead, the focus of the adaptation process was on ensuring cultural and linguistic
equivalence, rather than redefining the content domain of the construct. This was
achieved through a standardized translation and back-translation procedure and expert
review, with no modifications to the original item content. The Persian translation used
in the present study has also been employed in previous research (Namdari et al., 2009),
supporting its appropriateness for use in Iranian samples. All participants signed the
consent form based on the ethical codes of the Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, Iran.
SPSS-23 and AMOS-24 were used to analyze the data.

Data Analysis and Outlier treatment

Prior to the main analyses, the psychometric properties of the Persian version of the VIA-
IS were examined in a pilot study (n = 60) to ensure item clarity and preliminary
reliability. Participants in both studies completed a battery of self-report questionnaires
using paper-and-pencil methods, with an average completion time of approximately 30—
40 minutes. Students from various academic majors participated in both samples.

Data were screened prior to analysis to ensure compliance with statistical assumptions.
Assumptions underlying multivariate analyses, including linearity, normality, and
absence of multicollinearity, were examined and met. Multicollinearity among predictors
was not observed, as variance inflation factor (VIF) values were below the recommended
threshold of 10. Univariate outliers were assessed using standardized z-scores, and
multivariate outliers were examined using Mahalanobis distance; no cases exceeded
critical values and therefore no observations were removed. Missing data were minimal
and handled using listwise deletion.



In Study 1, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to examine the underlying
factorial structure of the VIA-IS in the Iranian sample. Additionally, Pearson correlation
analyses were performed to assess convergent and divergent validity through
relationships between character strengths, wellbeing indicators, and affective variables.
In Study 2, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted using structural equation
modeling (SEM) in AMOS to evaluate the factorial structure identified in Study 1 and to
compare it with the original six-factor model proposed by Peterson and Seligman (2004).
Descriptive statistics and internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) were also
calculated. Construct validity was further examined using second-order CFA models.

As itis shown in table 1, the mean scores of individuals in twenty-four character strengths
range from lowest in the character strength of perspective (17.91) to highest in the
character strength of kindness (21.09). It is also indicated that all character strengths have
slight negative kurtosis and skewness. All zero order correlations between character
strengths were significant. Men reported more scores for three-character strengths of
bravery, humor, and vitality than women. Internal consistency of all character strengths
was moderate, with alpha coefficients ranging from .49 to .74, except for humility with
an alpha coefficient of .41. Findings indicated that only gratitude had a significant positive
correlation with age. The mean age was 22.14, with a minimum of 18 up to a maximum
of 54.

Table 1:
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, gender differences, correlations between character strengths
and age

Character M SD S K a male Female t
strengths

M SD M SD
Creativity 18.61 3.38 =27 -44 .73 19.20 3.14 18.43 3.43 1.71
Bravery 18.44 3.13 -.24 -.35 .59 19.12 2.88 18.23 3.18 2.12°
Persistence 19.16 3.69 -.58 .31 .78 19.20 3.64 19.15 3.71 .09
Authenticity 21.01 3.03 -.97 1.37 .68 20.76 291 21.09 3.07 -.84
Self-regulation 17.84 3.19 -.24 -.26 .49 18.25 2.98 17.71 3.24 1.27
Hope 18.82 3.70 -.79 .94 .68 19.51 3.88 18.61 3.62 1.83
Spirituality 18.17 3.73 -.38 -.39 .75 18.08 3.47 18.20 3.81 -.23
Social intelligence 19.11 3.14 -.34 .10 .63 18.90 3.36 19.17 3.08 -.64
Kindness 21.01 323 -1.14 1.27 72 20.93 2.99 21.04 3.31 -.26
Love 19.42 3.52 -.59 -.07 .59 19.06 3.71 19.46  3.46 -.99
Leadership 18.24 3.20 -.04 -.001 .60 18.01 3.63 18.31 3.05 -71
Forgiveness 18.39 3.65 -.56 .38 .61 18.17 3.97 18.46 3.56 -.59
Curiosity 18.68 3.40 -.50 .18 .68 19.24 2.84 18.51 3.54 1.61
Love to learning 17.66 3.61 -.23 -.24 .67 18.18 3.64 17.50 3.59 1.42
Fairness 18.59 3.11 -.28 12 .55 18.12 3.23 18.74 3.07 -1.50

Corr
with
age
-.05
.05
-.02
.001
.08
.01
.07
.008
.01
.02
-.001
.02
-.05
.03
.02



Prudence 18.55 3.33  -46 -14 .64 1882 280 1846 3.48 .89 .01
Appr of beauty 19.73 277 -33 -.23 51 1993 268  19.67 2.80 .70 -.10
Gratitude 19.01 2.83  -07 -17 56 19.37 235 1889 296 143 A1
Humility 17.82 2.84  -09 -.30 41 1778 319  17.83 273  -13 -.02
Humor 19.56 3.53  -48 -35 68 2020 290 1936 3.68 2.01° -.002
Open mindedness 19.32 319 -28 -39 68 19.67 265 19.21 333 1.22 -.003
Citizenship 18.76 3.48  -47 43 .70 1883 332 1874 3.54 .20 .01
Vitality 18.62 3.69 -63 .60 70 1940 292 1837 3.88 243" .002
Perspective 17.97 333 -16 .09 .64 1801 330 17.95 3.34 12 -.06
Correlations between character strengths and subscales of the Big Five, HFQ, PANAS,
and SWLS were examined. Findings demonstrated that thirteen character strengths had a
significant negative correlation with neuroticism ranging from -.12 (gratitude) to -.32
(vitality). Eight strengths had significant positive correlations with extraversion ranging
from .12 (creativity) to .27 (humor). Openness to experience had significant positive
correlations with eighteen character strengths ranging from .11 (authenticity) to .27
(creativity and humor). Eleven character strengths had significant positive correlations
with agreeableness ranging from .11 (citizenship) to .28 (kindness). Conscientiousness
had significant positive correlations with fourteen character strengths ranging from .11
(bravery) to .28 (persistence).
Table 2: correlations between character strengths with the Big Five
Strengths N E 0 A C P R M A PA NA SWLS
Creativity -25" 12¢ 31" 01 13 33 33" 42" 42" 48" -15" .05
Bravery -.09 A3° 217 .02 A1 29" 35" 42" 46" .44 -06 .05
Persistence -.09 09 177 137 28" 34" 39" 45 477 417 -3 .07
Authenticity -.03 09 11t 227 26" 4™ 35" 30" 25" 28" -10 .02
Self-regulation -.14° -06 .01 .08 .10 217 20" 25" 26" .20 -.03 .09
Hope -29* .07 .20 a3 16" .58 .49 55" 58" 47" -26" .18
Spirituality -.10 .01 .007 13" .09 36" 26" .36 33" 23" -04 .03
Social intelligence  -.15™ .13 27" .10 20" 23" .38 29" 33" 32" -13° 12
Kindness -.04 06 .19 28" 22" 20" 38" 29" 22" 22" -09 .09
Love -14* 19 16”15t a7 417 51 34 39 39 -11° 14
Leadership -.08 09 .15 .09 18" A6 27 217 21 25" -.02 .04
Forgiveness -15* .08 .02 .19" -004 .25 28" .17 21" 12°  -09 .06
Curiosity -17 140 28" .06 14 39" .44 48" 477 50" -12° .09
Love to earning -21* .05 .09 .01 13 28 21 36 .41 29 -01 -.01
Fairness -.09 .08 .15 20" 12 A2° 26" 22 20 .16 -.009 .06
Prudence -17**  -03 .04 a3 12 24 30" 38" .31 30" -14" .08
Appr of beauty -.09 .10 18" <001 .06 23" 28" .28 277 34" .02 -.007
Gratitude -12° A4 140 16" .09 31 .33 377 36" .27 -08 .10
Humility -.06 .06 .006 .02 .06 22" 25% 25" 26" 18" .05 -.001
Humor -.10 27 317 .08 .08 32" 40" 377 .34 40" -15% 15
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Open mindedness  -.20" .09 .15 .04 .09 .24™ 35" 377 37" 39" -137
Citizenship -.05 .02 13" 127 11 A5 317 2577 227 20" -.01
Vitality -.32™ .20 217 .06 127 .58™ .48™ 55" 58" 517" -22™
Perspective -.26™" .09 .16™ .09 .10 30" .35 377" 40" 43 -.08

.08
.06
.18
.04

note:*p<0.05, **p<0.01; dimensions (N=neuroticism, E=extraversion, O=openness to experience, A=agreeableness,
C=conscientiousness), HFQ (P=positive emotions, R=positive relationship, M=meaningfulness, A=achievement), PANAS

(PA=positive affect, NA=negative affect) and SWLS (satisfaction with life scale).

As shown in table 2, all character strengths had positive relationships with all subscales
of HFQ, including positive emotions, positive relationship, meaningfulness, and
accomplishment. Findings also demonstrated that all character strengths had positive
correlations with positive affect. Ten character strengths had significant negative
correlations with negative affect ranging from -.11 (love) to -.26 (hope). Four character
strengths had significant positive correlations with the satisfaction of life ranging from
.14 (love) to .18 (hope, vitality). Five character strengths of creativity (.48), bravery (.44),
hope (.47), curiosity (.50), and vitality (.51) had the highest positive correlations with
positive affect. All character strengths had significant positive correlations with positive
affect.

Factor structure of the Farsi (Persian) version of VIA-IS

In order to study the structure of the VIA-IS, factor analysis with Varimax rotation was
used. As it is shown in figure 1, five factors with Eigenvalues more than 1 were detected
(the top five Eigenvalues were 10.26, 1.49, 1.31, 1.06, and 1.02). Five factors explained
63.20% of the variance. As the fifth factor was only associated with two items, it was
excluded from the factor analysis.
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Figurel. Scree Plot of the four- Factor solution with Varimax rotation




Excluding the fifth factor only reduced four percent of the variance. The loadings of the
main factors ranged from .35 to .78. Four scales demonstrated double or triple loadings
(based on the criterion of the difference around < .1 between scales’ loadings used by
Ruch et al. (2010) Based on the highest factor loadings, four factors were named as
courage, humanity, wisdom, and transcendence consequently (Table 3).

Table 3: factor analysis with principal component method and Varimax rotation

Strengths Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Communalities
Creativity .54 21 .61 .03 .72
Bravery .52 .10 A5 .09 .54
Persistence .35 12 .46 .37 .55
Authenticity 21 .22 .28 .35 71
Self-regulation .10 12 .20 .72 .59
Hope .65 .08 .23 .35 .61
Spirituality .32 21 .04 .67 .61
Social intelligence .42 .39 40 .06 .60
Kindness .37 .49 .05 .14 .69
Love .55 37 .07 .10 .54
Leadership .18 .66 44 .04 .70
Forgiveness 31 .65 =12 .26 .64
Curiosity .65 .24 .38 21 .68
Love to earning .22 .27 .55 .26 .68
Fairness .14 .72 .24 .14 .65
Prudence A1 A1 .48 .62 .68
Appr of beauty .50 .25 .16 .18 39
Gratitude .46 .25 .09 .49 .55
Humility .14 .49 17 .46 .51
Humor 71 .20 .20 .02 .65
Open mindedness 21 21 .64 .35 .64
Citizenship .14 72 .25 .19 .68
Vitality .78 .07 21 .33 .79
Perspective .34 .18 .64 .23 .65
Variance% 42.77 6.23 5.45 4.42 -

To examine the meaningfulness of our factors, they were correlated with other measures
including positive emotions, positive relationship, meaningfulness, accomplishment,
positive affect, negative affect, and satisfaction with life (table 4).

Table 4: correlation between VIA-IS factors and other measures

Courage Humanity  Transcendence Citizenship
Positive emotions 53" .25™ .39 .35
Positive relations 577 .40 43" 39"

Meaningfulness .57 317 .52 457



Achievement
Positive affect
Negative affect

Satisfaction of life

.59
.58
-.19™
.16™

.30™
.26™

-.04
.07

.54

53"

-.13"
.06

417
.35

-11
.08

note:*p<0.05, **p<0.01

Taken together, all factors had moderate to strong positive correlations with PERMA
(Positive emotions, positive Relations, Meaningfulness, Accomplishment) and positive
affect. Two factors (courage, wisdom) had significant and negative correlations with
negative affect. One factors (courage) also had significant and positive correlations with

satisfaction with life. These correlations support the robustness of the factors.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Descriptive statistics and Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients for the VIA-Strengths

are reported in Table 5.

Table 5. descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients of character strengths in study 2

Character strengths M SD S K Alpha
Creativity 18.70 3.15 -.36 -.03 .76
Bravery 18.15 2.62 -.19 -.06 .52
Persistence 19.41 3.33 -.83 1.20 .74
Authenticity 21.32 2.65 -.86 1.26 71
Self-regulation 18.54 3.01 -42 .16 .54
Hope 19.28 3.56 -.84 .97 .77
Spirituality 19.26 3.19 -.80 1.16 .79
Social intelligence 19.16 2.83 -.55 .40 .69
Kindness 20.97 2.78 -.81 1.57 71
Love 20.03 2.88 -.50 .55 .58
Leadership 18.00 2.78 -.29 .35 .59
Forgiveness 18.59 3.28 -42 .30 .68
Curiosity 18.76 2.82 -.32 .81 .66
Love to earning 17.81 3.36 -.27 -.47 71
Fairness 18.94 2.69 -.18 -.26 .55
Prudence 18.80 3.20 -.68 .38 .74
Appr of beauty 19.53 2.58 -23 .18 .57
Gratitude 19.64 2.90 -40 .02 72
Humility 17.97 2.78 -31 42 .59
Humor 19.04 3.28 -.49 .24 .74
Open mindedness 19.42 2.81 -.55 1.10 .73
Citizenship 19.14 2.70 -.39 .64 .66
Vitality 18.84 3.17 -43 31 .70
Perspective 18.26 2.80 -.01 -17 .66




The Cronbach alpha coefficients ranged from .52 to .77. Two factorial models of VIA-
IS-120 were examined using confirmatory factor analyses in AMOS-24. The first model
is the six-factor model suggested by Peterson (2004); and the second model is a factorial
model discovered through exploratory factor analysis in Study 1. Five goodness-of-fit
indices were compared between the models. The comparative fit index (CFI) and
incremental fit index (IFI) are considered acceptable if they exceed .9. The normed chi-
square is another index that suggests a better fit when it is less than five (Schreiber et al.,
2006). The fourth index is the parsimony CFI, where values of 0.5 and higher are more
acceptable. The root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) is the fifth index,
with values closer to or less than .08 considered acceptable and values greater than .1
deemed weak (Schreiber et al., 2006). We examined the assumptions for maximum
likelihood estimation, including the need for interval scale data and a multivariate normal
distribution of observed variables. First, the sum of Likert-based items is treated as
interval and continuous, despite single Likert items being ordinal in nature (Brown, 2011).
Therefore, the variables extracted from the VIA-IS are considered continuous. Secondly,
since the kurtosis of all measured variables was below 7, we confirmed univariate normal
distributions (Byrne, 2013). Furthermore, multivariate normal distribution was confirmed
as the critical ratio for multivariate kurtosis, known as Mardia’s normalized estimate, was
lower than 5.00 (Mardia, 1970, 1974).
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Figure2. The correlated six-factor model

The correlated six-factor model showed poor fit across most indices, including */df =
3.63,p <0.001, CFI =0.81, IFI = 0.82, PCFI = 0.70, and RMSEA = 0.09. This six-factor
solution revealed high modification indices (MI) related to the residual errors of the
following item pairs: 17 and 4, 4 and 5, 2 and 17, 2 and 23, 2 and 4, 5 and 17, 10 and 16,
22 and 21, 14 and 24, 2 and 1, 23 and 9, 19 and 7, 10 and 8, 16 and 14, and 6 and 1.
Allowing for covariances among the errors of these items significantly improved the
model fit, resulting in ¥ (df =221) = 544.2, p = 0.001, and providing a good data-model
fit (see Table 6). Although the Bollen—Stine p-value was 0.002, most residual covariances
were below two. Examination of the factor loadings indicated that all items had positive
and significant loadings (all above 0.5, p < 0.001), suggesting they loaded meaningfully
(Arifin & Yusoff, 2016).
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Figure 3: correlated four model

The fit indices for the four-factor model also indicated poor fit, with y?/df = 3.53, p <
0.001, CFI =0.81, PCFI = 0.72, IFI =0.82, RMSEA = 0.09, and a Bollen-Stine p-value
of 0.002, suggesting inadequate fit. Similar to the six-factor model, there were high
within-item errors for pairs including 23 and 18, 15and 5, 7 and 8, 24 and 2, 18 and 19,
21 and 16, 20 and 16, 22 and 12, 3and 8, 15 and 1, and 10 and 11. Allowing these
errors to covary led to a significant improvement in model fit, resulting in > (df = 235)
=576.3, p <0.001, indicating a good overall fit. The fit indices for the six-factor and
four-factor models are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. fit indices of the six and four factorial models

Model y2ldf p CFl PCFI IFI RMSEA AIC

Six-factor 2.45 <.001 .90 72 .90 .07 700.23



Four-factor ~ 2.41 <.001 .90 .76 .90 .07 698.45

A comparison of the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and PCFI statistics among the
tested models showed that the four-factor model with correlated errors had a superior fit.
The parameter estimates for the four-factor and six-factor models in both samples
demonstrated moderate to high factor loadings (i.e., > 0.55) for all items.

The first aim of the present study was to validate the VIA-IS in an Iranian population.
Findings indicated that internal consistencies of character strengths in both samples were
appropriate with the exception of the character strength of humility in the first study. In
general, the first hypothesis is confirmed as six character strengths in sample one and
thirteen strengths in sample two had acceptable o coefficient close and more than .7.
Questionable a coefficient from .6 to .7 were found in eleven character strengths in the
first sample and four character strengths in the second sample. Higher internal
consistencies of character strengths in some previous studies can be related to cultural
issues as Arabic version of VIA-120 has similar internal consistencies. For example,
internal consistencies of character strengths in VIA-120 were .48 to .73 in Qatar
(AlAhmadi & Bretherton, 2021), but the Scales were between between .58 to .87 in
Germany (Hofer et al., 2020); and between .69 to .88 in Spanish population (Azafiedo et
al., 2014). Consistently some researchers argue that western participants are more familiar
with psychological questionnaires than non-western participants (Vittersg et al., 2002).
Lower internal consistencies can also be related to the version of VIA-IS that was used in
that studies, as most previous studies validated VIA-240 (Azafedo et al., 2014; Hofer et
al., 2020; Singh & Choubisa, 2010).

The second hypothesis of the present study assumed that love, hope, gratitude, curiosity,
and zest have a higher positive correlation with life satisfaction and positive affect than
other strengths. Results demonstrated that all character strengths had a significant positive
correlation with positive affect. Among them, five character strengths of curiosity,
creativity, bravery, vitality, and hope had the highest positive correlations. These results
are somehow consistent with previous research as findings demonstrated than four
character strengths of hope, curiosity, and vitality had a higher positive correlation with
positive affect than other character strengths (Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011). Ten
character strengths had significant negative correlations with negative affect. These
findings are also consistent with previous research (Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011), and
they support the assumption that character strengths promote positive affect more than
they demolish negative affect (Peterson, 2004). Four character strengths of hope, love,
humor, and vitality had the positive and significant correlation with satisfaction with life.
These findings are somehow consistent with previous studies as they found a high positive
and significant correlation between satisfaction with life and the character strengths of
hope, love, and vitality (Park & Peterson, 2008, 2009; Park et al., 2004).



In the present study, all character strengths had positive and significant correlations with
elements of PERMA (including positive emotions, positive relations, meaningfulness,
and achievement). These findings are consistent with the assumption that the cultivation
of character strengths should result in higher wellbeing (Rashid, 2015). These findings
also confirm the third hypothesis of the present study that all character strengths have a
significant and positive correlation with elements of PERMA. Consistently some other
studies demonstrated a significant relationship between the character strengths and some
elements of PERMA. For example, some research demonstrated the relationship between
intimacy and curiosity among partners (Kashdan et al., 2011; Kashdan & Roberts, 2004).
Another study demonstrated that character strengths enacted as marital values strengthen
the partners’ relationship (Veldorale-Brogan et al., 2010). Relationships between some
character strengths and accomplishments are also evident in previous research (Park et
al., 2004; Wagner & Ruch, 2015).

In the fourth hypothesis of the present study, we hypothesized that character strengths
have significant correlations with Big Five dimensions of personality proposed by
Peterson (2004), as explained in the introduction. Findings to some extent confirmed this
hypothesis, as the highest correlations were found between extraversion and character
strengths of humor and vitality. “Openness to experience” had high correlations with
character strengths of curiosity and creativity. Interestingly, the appreciation of beauty
showed the only significant correlation with openness to experience among other
personality traits, which aligns with the proposal made by Peterson (2004).
“Agreeableness” had the highest correlations with character strengths of kindness, and
the strength of gratitude had the highest significant correlation with agreeableness among
personality traits. “Conscientiousness” had the highest correlation with persistence. In
contradiction to the proposal, self-regulation had no significant relation with
conscientiousness. Finally thirteen character strengths had significant and negative
correlations with “neuroticism” not proposed by Peterson (2004). These findings
somewhat strengthen the construct validity of the VIA-1S. However, there are concerns
regarding the differential validity of the VIA-IS, as some character strengths correlated
with more than one personality dimension, and these correlations are also relatively weak,
ranging from -0.32 to 0.31.

We also examined the relationship between character strengths and age. Results
demonstrated that only the character strength of gratitude had a significant positive
correlation with age. Previous studies also demonstrated different findings. One of the
studies found a significant negative correlation between age and the character strengths
of kindness, love, and spirituality (Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011) but Ruch et al. (2010)
found a positive correlation between age and some strength including curiosity, fairness,
spirituality, self-regulation, modesty, gratitude, forgiveness, and prudence. Park et al.
(2004) did not report any correlation between character strengths and age. Linley et al.
(2007) found the positive relationship between age and some character strengths,
including curiosity, love of learning, fairness, forgiveness, and self-regulation. Martinez-



Marti and Ruch (2014) also demonstrated that in 27-36 years group, strengths that
promote commitment and affiliation (i.e., kindness and honesty) were among the top five
strengths that had the highest correlation with wellbeing. In the age group of 37-46,
strengths that promote family and work (i.e., love and leadership) were among the top
five with the highest correlation with wellbeing (Martinez-Marti & Ruch, 2014). And
finally, in the age group of 47-57, strengths that facilitate integration and involvement
with the environment (i.e., gratitude, love of learning) were among the top five strengths
with the highest correlation with wellbeing. Thus, there are some controversies in the
findings associated with age and character strengths that can be due to cultural
differences.

Findings of the present study also demonstrated that men scored higher than women in
character strengths of bravery, humor, and vitality. Previous studies had controversial
results. Linley et al. (2007) that in the UK, women usually gave higher ratings in character
strengths, compared to men with the exception of creativity. They also found out that the
top five character strengths (open-mindedness, fairness, curiosity, and love of learning)
in Britain are similar in men and women. Findings in the Hebrew speaking population
demonstrated that women scored higher in strengths of love, appreciation of beauty, and
gratitude, and men scored higher in creativity (Littman-Ovadia & Lavy, 2011). Findings
in the German-speaking population of Switzerland are different as men scored modestly
higher on open-mindedness, curiosity, love of learning, and fairness, while women scored
modestly higher on humanity's strengths (Ruch et al., 2010). These results indicate that
the difference between men and women in character strengths is cultural.

Exploratory factor analysis of the twenty-four character strengths revealed a four-factor
solution. Confirmatory factor analyses in both samples demonstrated that this factor
model best fitted the data. The four factors were identified as courage, humanity, wisdom,
and transcendence. Another study identified a similar four-factor structure within the
Croatian population, including Interpersonal Strengths, Fortitude, Vitality, and
Cautiousness (Brdar & Kashdan, 2010). It is important to note that our results also aligned
with the six-factor model proposed by Peterson (2004); but the four-factor solution was
a better fit according to parsimony indices. The variation in the number and content of
virtues is not surprising, as the classification of virtues and strengths was based on a
literature review and consensus among professionals rather than factorial analysis
(Shryack et al., 2010). The number of strengths corresponding to each factor also differed
from the initial model of virtues. In the original classification, each virtue was associated
with three to five character strengths. In contrast, the first factor (courage) in our study
was linked to eight character strengths: Bravery, Hope, Social Intelligence, Love,
Curiosity, Appreciation of Beauty, Humor, and Vitality. The second factor (humanity)
was associated with six strengths: Kindness, Leadership, Forgiveness, Fairness, Humility,
and Citizenship. The third and fourth factors corresponded with five strengths each. We
also examined the correlation between these virtues and other measures. The results
indicated that all virtues had significant and positive correlations with positive affect,



positive emotions, positive relationships, meaningfulness, and accomplishment.
Additionally, the virtues of courage and wisdom exhibited a significant negative
correlation with negative affect. Notably, only the virtue of courage had a significant
positive correlation with life satisfaction. These findings confirm the convergent validity
of the virtues identified in the present study.

Taken together, the reliability, factorial, and correlational findings of the present study
provide theoretical support for the VIA classification of character strengths. The majority
of VIA-IS subscales demonstrated acceptable internal consistency in the Persian version,
indicating that the items coherently represent theoretically defined strength constructs,
despite some variability across strengths. This pattern is consistent with prior cross-
cultural research suggesting that certain character strengths may be more contextually
embedded and therefore show lower homogeneity across cultural settings. Furthermore,
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported a four-factor higher-order
structure—courage, humanity, wisdom, and transcendence—which, while differing from
the original six-virtue model proposed by Peterson (2004), has been repeatedly observed
in empirical studies and reflects a parsimonious organization of strengths at a broader
conceptual level. Importantly, the factorial coherence of this structure was complemented
by theoretically meaningful correlation patterns: character strengths showed systematic
positive associations with positive affect, life satisfaction, and wellbeing elements, and
negative associations with negative affect and neuroticism. Stronger relations for
strengths such as hope, vitality, curiosity, creativity, and bravery further align with the
VIA theory’s emphasis on strengths as motivational and energizing capacities. The
generally modest correlations with the Big Five personality traits support the theoretical
position that character strengths are related to, yet conceptually distinct from, basic
personality dimensions. Collectively, these findings indicate that the Persian VIA-1S-120
retains both the structural and functional assumptions of the VIA framework, thereby
providing empirical support for its theoretical validity in a Persian-speaking cultural
context.

Our study has some limitations. First, participants responded to all questionnaires in one

session. The interactive effect of completing one questionnaire might affect others.
Secondly, all scales in the present study were based on self-reports, and this can make
some interpretative issues that are usual for self-report questionnaires. We recommend
repeating this study with objective scales in future research. It is also recommended to
include a qualitative method with quantitative one to have a better understanding of
cultural issues related to character strengths.
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