Dear Reviewer,
Thank you very much for your time, effort, and thoughtful feedback on our manuscript. We truly appreciate the care and attention you devoted to the review. Your comments have been invaluable in helping us improve the clarity and overall quality of the paper, and we are grateful for your contribution to this process.
Below, we provide a point-by-point response to your comments. We are also submitting two versions of the revised manuscript—a clean version and one with track changes—to document the revisions and facilitate the review process.
Respectfully,
The Authors


Comment 1
The authors define signature strengths both as "the highest and most prominent in a person's character strengths profile" and "most essential, energizing, and easy to use." It remains unclear whether these two aspects necessarily overlap. For instance, does a high VIA score automatically equate to a strength being "easy to use"? A more precise operational definition would strengthen the conceptual framework.

REPLY:
We agree that clarifying the conceptualization of signature strengths enhances the theoretical framework. Signature strengths are generally understood not only as the most prominent strengths in an individual's profile but also as those that feel most authentic and are used with a sense of ease and energy. This ease of use is typically attributed to the alignment of these strengths with one’s identity and natural tendencies what was highlighted in the seminal work of Peterson and Seligman (2004), further reiterated in subsequent literature (e.g., Niemiec, 2013; McGrath et al., 2022).

To address this point, we have revised the manuscript to include a more precise and integrated definition:
“Character strengths (CS) are considered fundamental traits that contribute to an individual's psychological well-being and overall positive functioning (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). Among those, signature strengths (SS) are those character strengths that are perceived as most central to and characteristic of a person’s identity (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). They are also typically described as the CS that are energizing, recognized as involving a sense of authenticity, and frequently and relatively effortlessly used by a person (McGrath et al., 2022; Niemiec, 2013; Peterson & Seligman, 2004).”


Comment 2
The statement "interventions using SS in new ways significantly decreased depression…" is unclear about what exactly constitutes "new ways". A brief elaboration on the nature of these interventions would enhance clarity.

REPLY:
We agree that the phrase “new ways” could be more clearly defined, and we have revised the text to provide a more specific explanation of the nature of these interventions. In the revised manuscript, we now elaborate as follows [SS stands for signature strengths, new contribution underlined]:

“The value of SS has been demonstrated in a number of studies showing that interventions using novel, diverse, and personalized approaches to SS application – such as integrating SS use into one’s specific daily routines, targeting specific strengths relevant to personal goals, or employing creative delivery formats – decreased depression and increased happiness, flourishing, and strengths levels (for a meta-analysis on these interventions, see Schutte & Malouff, 2019).”


Comment 3

The authors note limitations of the VIA-IS (e.g., tied scores, identification of non-spontaneously considered strengths); however, the authors do not explain why these limitations would lead to discrepancies with self-nominated SS. For example, are these discrepancies primarily due to self-perception biases, low measurement validity, or cultural influences? A more explicit discussion of the underlying mechanisms would be valuable.

REPLY:
To clarify the underlying mechanisms behind the discrepancies between self-nominated and instrument-derived signature strengths (SS), we have expanded the relevant sections of the manuscript, particularly the Introduction and the section “2. Identification of Signature Strengths.”
As we now explain in the Introduction, the VIA-IS, while widely validated, was not originally designed to assess SS as defined by their authenticity, energizing quality, and centrality to identity. Instead, it reflects how frequently a person displays a given strength, which may or may not align with how personally meaningful or effortless that strength feels. Consequently, some top-scoring strengths may not be experienced as true SS, and vice versa.
We also now discuss several contributing factors to such discrepancies, such as (1) self-perception biases (e.g., modesty, social desirability, or limited self-awareness) which may influence how individuals identify or report their SS; (2) psychometric limitations, such as ceiling effects, which often result in multiple top-scoring strengths that are statistically indistinguishable but not equally resonant; (3) cultural context which may shape which strengths are more readily recognized or valued. While general cross-cultural consistency has been observed (McGrath, 2015; Park et al., 2006), differences do exist in which strengths are most highly ranked (Shimai et al., 2006), potentially affecting both self-reports and test-based profiles. We present these arguments in the following way in the revised version of the manuscript: 
“McGrath and colleagues (2022) highlighted a drawback of using the VIA-IS (or any other character strength instrument) to identify signature strengths based solely on the highest strength scores used as proxies for signature strengths. They indicated that in such cases not only does one encounter the issue of tied character strength scores for the highest scoring CS but also VIA-IS (and alternative character strength instruments) could occasionally identify candidates for SS that one would not be spontaneously consider (McGrath et al., 2022). A key concern is that VIA-IS items do not directly assess the defining characteristics of SS, namely, that they are central to identity, natural, energizing, and effortless to use. As a result, some top-scoring CS on the VIA-IS may not reflect what individuals personally experience as most essential and fulfilling. 
Discrepancies between self-nominated and instrument-derived SS may also stem from several additional factors. First, self-perception biases, such as modesty, social desirability, or limited self-awareness, can influence how individuals self-identify their SS. Second, standardized measures like the VIA-IS may face psychometric limitations, including a ceiling effect, where multiple CS receive highest or near the highest scores, resulting in multiple top-scoring CS that are statistically indistinguishable but not equally subject to be identified as SS. Third, cultural influences may shape which CS individuals recognize and value. While research has shown broad cross-cultural consistency in strength rankings (McGrath, 2015; Park et al., 2006), more nuanced analyses reveal cultural differences in which strengths are emphasized. For example, Shimai et al. (2006) found that American youth were more likely to rank humor, integrity, and perspective highly, whereas Japanese youth prioritized gratitude, fairness, and hope. Although the overall rankings were strongly correlated [i.e., Spearman q correlations were 0.71 for males and 0.78 for females; (Shimai et al., 2006, p. 314)], the differences in top-ranked CS suggest that SS in both samples were different.”

In Section “2. Identification of Signature Strengths,” we also clarify: 
“Moreover, the VIA-IS often shows a ceiling effect, with several CS receiving the maximum or near-maximum scores. This can lead to multiple CS appearing statistically tied at the top, even though not all of them are equally likely to represent true SS.”

Comment 4
The description of the sample selection process could be clarified. I have some confusion regarding the dataset used in this study. Based on the description in the first paragraph of page 9, it appears the authors utilized publicly available data provided by the VIA Institute (open-source data). However, in the subsequent paragraph, the authors state that all participants were given a brief description of the study and provided informed consent. I would like to understand how this process was implemented. Specifically, how were these study materials presented to participants on the VIA Institute platform? How was electronic informed consent obtained from participants (typically implemented through a question where participants select "Yes" or "No" and provide an electronic signature)?

REPLY:
In response, we revised the Data section of the manuscript to better explain how participants were recruited and how informed consent was obtained. The revised section now reads as follows:

“We used data collected through an online survey available on the VIA Institute on Character website (https://www.viacharacter.org). Data were collected in September 2022. This convenience sample comprised individuals who visited the VIA Institute website to complete the VIA Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS). Upon completing the VIA-IS, visitors were presented with the title of the study (“Signature Strengths Use”), a brief description of the research, and information assuring them that their responses would remain confidential, anonymized, and used solely for research purposes. The informed consent statements followed. Participants could choose to “skip study” or proceed to answer one or more questions, omitting any they wished. At this point, they were asked to self-identify five of their SS using five drop-down menus that listed the 24 CS with short definitions. They also had the option to scroll past the research questions and exit the study at any point by clicking “continue.” Regardless of participation in the study questions, all respondents were invited to answer optional demographic items before receiving their free VIA-IS results.”

The exact informed consent statement presented to participants was as follows: 
“We are working with a research team to explore the use of character strengths and would like to ask a few additional questions. Your participation is voluntary. By answering one or more questions below you are providing your consent to participate in this study which has no foreseeable harmful consequences. If you do not wish to provide consent, you have any concerns, OR you do not want to participate, no problem! Simply click "Skip Survey." Also, you can freely stop participating at any time by scrolling to the bottom of the page and clicking "Continue" to go to your free VIA Survey results. By taking a few minutes to answer these questions you are helping to advance the science of character strengths (which we believe helps make a positive impact on the world), and you are providing permission to VIA to share your confidential responses with the researchers. Thank you for your time!”
At the end of the survey (or upon skipping the study), participants were shown the following message:
“Thank you for your participation in our character strengths study, it is greatly appreciated! Volunteer participants like you are a vital part of furthering research and knowledge in the field of psychology. These questions are intended to examine the use of your highest strengths of character. If you would like to receive a summary of the findings when it is completed, or if you wish to learn more about this study, its purpose, or procedures, please feel free to contact us using the information below: PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR’S NAME AND E-MAIL ADDRESS [BLINDED FOR REVIEW]”

Comment 5
The process of completing the study also raises some questions. According to the authors' description, participants appear to have completed the measurements first before providing informed consent. This leads to several concerns. How were responses handled from participants who did not ultimately provide consent? Could this sequence potentially raise ethical concerns regarding compliance with the Declaration of Helsinki? There may be valid reasons for this approach, but the rationale should be explicitly stated to address any possible ethical considerations.

REPLY:
We appreciate the reviewer’s attention to the ethical aspects of participant consent and data collection. We agree that this is an important issue and are happy to clarify the process in more detail. Participants first arrived at the VIA Institute website to complete the VIA Inventory of Strengths (VIA-IS) for personal use. Following completion of the VIA-IS, they were invited to participate in the present study. At this point, they were presented with the study title ("Signature Strengths Use"), a short description, and an informed consent statement (included below). Participation in the research component was entirely voluntary and clearly separated from the standard VIA-IS experience. Individuals could opt out by selecting “Skip Survey” or proceed by answering one or more questions. All items were optional, and participants could exit the study at any time by clicking “Continue” to access their free VIA-IS results.

As stated in the reply to Comment 4, informed consent was obtained through this opt-in process. Only those who voluntarily answered at least one question of the Signature Strengths Use study were considered to have consented to participate. No data from participants who skipped the survey were included in our dataset, and no personally identifiable information was collected.

The consent statements and the end-note are presented in our reply to Comment 4 above.

Additionally, we discussed with the VIA Institute their data collection process and ensured that VIA Institute is committed to research ethics, participant care, and transparency. All research conducted via their platform adheres to the principles of voluntary participation and informed consent [the VIA Institute privacy policy (at the bottom of every page on the VIA website) available at https://www.viacharacter.org/privacy-policy, present more details]. Specifically, the process ensures that:

· Participation in research is voluntary, with clear opt-out options.
· No participants are required to answer any item.
· Participants may exit at any time.
· The study’s purpose, estimated time, and minimal risks are disclosed in advance.
· There is no coercion or undue influence, as interactions occur only online.
· Contact details for the principal investigator are provided for follow-up or inquiries.
· Only de-identified data are shared with researchers.
The revised Data section, included in our reply to Comment 4, now integrates these clarifications.

We trust that this explanation addresses the reviewer’s concerns and demonstrates that informed consent was obtained in a manner consistent with ethical research standards.

Comment 6
The study's sample predominantly represents Western contexts (e.g., 60.1% from the U.S.), likely due to the English-language interface of the VIA website. However, the discussion does not adequately address how such cultural dimensions/contexts of the majority of the study sample may influence SS identification. The authors only controlled for country clustering in regression models. A deeper exploration of cultural biases, particularly in interpreting the most matched and unmatched SS, is needed.

REPLY:
In response, we conducted additional analyses incorporating cultural dimensions from the revised Minkov-Hofstede model (Minkov & Kaasa, 2022), focusing specifically on the individualism-collectivism and flexibility-monumentalism dimensions. These dimensions were used to explore whether cultural context is associated with the degree of alignment between self-identified signature strengths (SS) and those identified through the VIA-IS. To assess this, we calculated a “mismatch” score for each of the 24 character strengths by comparing self-nominated SS with VIA-IS-based SS at the individual level, and then aggregated these scores at the country level. Only countries with at least 20 respondents were included to ensure robustness, resulting in a total of 48 countries. These country-level mismatch scores were then correlated with national scores on the two cultural dimensions. The results are presented in the revised Table 1 and described as follows:
“Our analyses also indicated that in more individualistic cultures, individuals were more likely to over-identify spirituality and hope (Table 1), viewing these traits as central to their identity – even if they emerge relatively less frequently in the VIA-IS-P assessment. Conversely, under-identification increased with individualism for CS such as leadership, honesty, and love of learning, implying that in more individualistic countries, these CS are likely to be more elicited by the VIA-IS-P than to be personally recognized as SS. Regarding the flexibility-monumentalism dimension, we found that flexibility was positively correlated with over-identification of CS such as prudence, fairness, gratitude, kindness, and self-regulation. In contrast, under-identification was more common in flexible cultures for curiosity, leadership, and judgment.”
This analysis enabled us to identify potential cultural patterns in the (mis)alignment of SS, offering deeper insight into how cultural context may shape strength identification – beyond the country-level controls included in the original regression models. We have also expanded the discussion section to incorporate these findings and their broader implications.
The implications of the results are discussed in Discussion (as presented in our reply to comments 8 & 9)

Comment 7
Although this is an international sample, the main characteristics of the study sample may limit its nature as a "global sample." Given this limitation, the authors need to interpret the findings more cautiously, particularly when they suggest or imply the generalizability of their findings. 

REPLY:

In response to this point, we have taken two steps. First, we included an additional correlate in our analysis – two variables characterizing the cultural context of participants' countries of origin (as detailed in our response to Comment 7 above). Second, we explicitly acknowledged this limitation in the revised Limitations section, to which we added an additional limitation of our study:

“Finally, although character strength profiles tend to show cross-cultural consistency when assessed using the VIA framework (McGrath, 2015, 2016), the ways in which individual strengths are expressed, interpreted, or socially valued may differ across cultures. Such cultural variability could influence how respondents relate to or identify with their strengths, particularly when self-selecting them. Future research and practical applications should remain mindful of these cultural nuances, especially when designing or adapting strengths-based interventions for international or multicultural contexts.”


Comment 8
The authors argue that individuals are "typically able to recognize [SS] and self-identify them with ease" (p. 7), yet later attribute mismatches (e.g., under-identification of fairness) to "unawareness and less psychological mindedness." This seems to be a contradiction. Are certain strengths inherently harder to self-identify, or does this vary by individual/cultural factors?

REPLY:
Thank you for raising this point regarding the apparent contradiction between individuals’ general ease in recognizing their signature strengths and the observed mismatches for certain strengths such as fairness. In the Results section of our initial submission, we reported that some character strengths – namely fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence – were frequently under-identified by participants as signature strengths despite being highly ranked by the VIA-IS assessment. Conversely, strengths such as bravery, creativity, and perseverance were more often self-nominated than indicated by the VIA-IS. 
“(…) fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence, were frequently overlooked as S-SS even though they ranked high as SS according to the VIA-IS. (…) In addition, although honesty was the character strength that was the most often identified in the top 5 according to VIA-IS-P (40.1% of all surveyed had it in their top 5 according to VIA-IS-P) and very often among S-SS (only kindness and love were more often self-identified as top 5 CS), honesty was still significantly under-identified as a signature strength.(…) Difference in probability of self-identification and identification through the VIA-IS-P was not significant for humility, humor, judgment, and leadership”
We have revised and expanded the Discussion to address these patterns more explicitly, noting that:
“The most pronounced mismatches between self-nomination and identification through the VIA-IS were observed for fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence (with higher percentage of VIA-IS derived CS), and for bravery, creativity, and perseverance (with higher percentage of self-identified CS). These patterns suggest that fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence may be inherently more difficult to recognize in oneself, while bravery, creativity, and perseverance may be more readily – perhaps even overly – self-identified. 
The observed tendency for participants to refrain from self-nominating certain CS (i.e., fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence in this study) might reflect an unawareness or an unfamiliarity with these strengths’ label/definition and their personal relevance. This could be indicative of lower psychological mindedness regarding these traits or a form of 'strength blindness'  (Biswas-Diener et al., 2011; Niemiec, 2018). In contrast, the frequent self-nomination of  other CS (bravery, creativity, and perseverance, in this study), albeit not correlated with the cultural context variables, may indicate a hyperfocus on or even an inflated view of these strengths in oneself. In some cases, the face value and social desirability likely plays a role, as strengths such as bravery and perseverance are often associated with toughness and resilience, while creativity is broadly viewed as socially accepted and culturally admired quality. In contrast, there may be less perceived social value in identifying with appreciation of beauty, fairness, or prudence. For example, appreciation of beauty may be underreported because it can be misinterpreted as pretentiousness or vanity, leading individuals to discount it as a defining trait. Prudence is sometimes misunderstood as prudishness, rigidity, or an aversion to risk (Niemiec, 2018) – which may be viewed negatively in flexible cultures that prize spontaneity, adaptability, and boldness. In such contexts, individuals may hesitate to identify prudence as a signature strength, perceiving it as incompatible with culturally valued norms of expressiveness and improvisation. Similarly, while fairness  is widely regarded as a socially and morally desirable trait (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), individuals may avoid self-ascribing it for fear of appearing self-righteous or morally superior – qualitied that can be socially off-putting. In more flexible societies, where moral relativism and modesty are emphasized, fairness may be seen context-dependent and better judged by others than claimed personally. Cultural norms favoring adaptability over moral absolutism may further discourage explicit identification with this strength, even when it is personally valued or demonstrated in behavior.”
We also related the findings to cultural contexts as reflected in individualism-collectivism and flexibility-monumentalism dimensions in the following way:
“Overall, our findings suggests that cultural values may shape the tendencies for over- or under identification with certain SS, though uniformly across all strengths. For instance, we found that in more individualistic societies, individuals are more likely to over-identify with strengths such as hope and spirituality, which may reflect culturally endorsed ideals of personal meaning and agency. In contrast, in more collectivistic contexts, over-identification is more common for CS like honesty, leadership, and love of learning – even when these are not strongly supported by objective assessments. In cultures characterized by greater flexibility, prosocial and self-regulatory CS such as prudence, self-regulation, fairness, and gratitude tend to be more readily over-identified, aligning with cultural emphases on adaptability and self-improvement. Conversely, in more monumentalistic societies, over-identification is more likely for agentic and cognitively oriented CS like curiosity, judgement, or leadership. These patterns suggest that both the inflation and neglect of certain CS in self-nomination is not merely a matter of individual tendencies but may be shaped - often subtly - by broader cultural scripts about what is worth valuing and declaring about oneself.“
We further incorporated in the Discussion a short summary of an analysis of demographic correlates revealing nuanced patterns of under- and overreporting across age, gender, education, marital status, and income groups, highlighting the complex interplay of individual and contextual factors in self-identification of strengths: 
“Some tendencies to either undervalue or overvalue specific CS and perceive them SS were found with respect to gender, age, education, marital status, and income. However, income was not associated with the underreporting of the three most frequently underreported signature strengths (i.e., fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence). Underreporting of fairness was particularly pronounced among individuals aged 25–34 compared to those aged 18–24, and among those with only a high school education compared to those with an associate or bachelor’s degree. Appreciation of beauty was underreported primarily by women over the age of 25 and by non-married individuals. Prudence was most frequently underreported by the youngest age group (18–24) and by individuals who were married or single, as compared to those who were divorced. In contrast, when it came to the overreporting the most frequently self-nominated SS (i.e., bravery, creativity, and perseverance), income emerged as the most consistent correlate. Gender and age did not show any association with overreporting of these traits, while education and marital status played varying roles depending on the specific character strength.”

Comment 9
The authors attribute the under-identified fairness to moral reasoning complexity. In contrast, the authors attribute the reasoning for bravery being over-identified to social desirability. However, fairness is also a socially desirable trait (e.g., pursuit of justice), while bravery's tough, strong image may be less valued in certain cultures, e.g., collectivist cultures. Could this inconsistency reflect the Western-centric sample? A cultural lens might reconcile these observations.

REPLY:
Thank you for this comment. We agree that both fairness and bravery are socially desirable traits, yet their social valuation and the ways they are self-identified may indeed differ across cultural contexts. Our findings suggesting under-identification of fairness likely reflect complex interactions between individual characteristics and values as well as social desirability and cultural background. We revised discussion to more accurately address this issues as presented in detail in our response to Comment 8. 
As you correctly pointed out, in collectivistic cultures, bravery’s emphasis on individual toughness might be less socially prized compared to more relational or community-oriented strengths. However, we did not find any confirmation of the association between over-identification of bravery and cultural dimensions in our study.
We acknowledge that our predominantly Western-centric sample limits the generalizability of these findings and that a cultural lens is essential to better understand these patterns. We have noted this in the limitation in the revised manuscript and in the practical implications (in section 5.2) and encourage future research to explore these dynamics in more culturally diverse samples, which may help reconcile these apparently inconsistent observations.
In the Limitations:
“Finally, although character strength profiles tend to show cross-cultural consistency when assessed using the VIA framework (McGrath, 2015, 2016), the ways in which individual strengths are expressed, interpreted, or socially valued may differ across cultures. Such cultural variability could influence how respondents relate to or identify with their strengths, particularly when self-selecting them. Future research and practical applications should remain mindful of these cultural nuances, especially when designing or adapting strengths-based interventions for international or multicultural contexts.”

In the Theoretical and Applied Significance of Findings:

“Although cross-cultural research has found considerable consistency in character strength profiles using the VIA framework (McGrath, 2015, 2016), cultural differences in how specific strengths are expressed or socially valued may still influence how individuals relate to them in practice. Practitioners should remain sensitive to such cultural nuances when designing or implementing strengths-based interventions.”


Comment 10
Given the sample's Western skew, the authors could expand on the practical implications of their findings within Western contexts. How might interventions differ in cultures where certain strengths (e.g., humility, teamwork) are more/less salient?

REPLY:
Thank you for this insightful suggestion. We appreciate the opportunity to consider cultural specificity in the interpretation of our findings. While we acknowledge the sample’s skew toward Western countries, we are cautious about offering practical implications that are uniquely “Western.” This is partly due to prior research demonstrating substantial cross-cultural consistency in the expression and ranking of character strengths using the VIA framework. For example, McGrath (2015, 2016) found evidence of measurement invariance across countries and striking similarity in character strength profiles across both WEIRD and non-WEIRD populations. 
Given these findings, as well as our additional analysis on cultural aspects for over- or under-identification of character strengths, we are hesitant to speculate about culturally specific interventions in the absence of clear empirical justification for such differences. That said, we agree that cultural factors may influence how certain strengths are valued, interpreted, or enacted, and we view this as an important direction for future research, particularly using qualitative or mixed-methods approaches that might better capture nuanced, culturally grounded meanings of individual strengths.
Therefore, we added a cautionary note to the Implication subsection: “Although cross-cultural research has found considerable consistency in character strength profiles using the VIA framework (McGrath, 2015, 2016), cultural differences in how specific strengths are expressed or socially valued may still influence how individuals relate to them in practice. Practitioners should remain sensitive to such cultural nuances when designing or implementing strengths-based interventions.”

Comment 11
The authors suggest integrating S-SS and VIA-SS to improve the intervention effect. However, only about 40% of strengths overlap (2.1/5). How should practitioners prioritize non-overlapping strengths? Some detailed practical suggestions are recommended.

REPLY:
We expected differences between self-nominations and VIA-IS identification of signature strengths to be present. Our study is in alignment with the original work in creating the VIA Classification as Peterson and Seligman (2004) suggested that self-nomination of character strengths correlate with character strengths measures, denoting, “Self-nominations of strengths correlate substantially (rs = .5) with the matching scale scores for all 24 strengths” (p. 631).
We addressed this issue in the following way:
“For practitioners wondering how to prioritize among non-overlapping strengths, we recommend focusing on the extent to which each strength – whether self-nominated or VIA-identified – is manifested in a person’s behavior and valued identity. This can be done through guided reflection, journaling, or dialogue with a coach or counselor to explore the situational use, personal meaning, and developmental potential of each strength. In cases where both methods are used, practitioners can encourage clients/patients to examine the overlap and divergence between the two sets. The overlapping strengths may reflect core aspects of identity – CS that feel immediately resonant and are confirmed through behavior and self-report. For the non-overlapping CS, practitioners can frame the difference not as a contradiction but as an opportunity for deeper exploration. For example, clients/patients may be encouraged to reflect on whether the self-nominated strengths (most commonly bravery, creativity, and perseverance, according to this study) represent an aspirational or idealized self-image. In contrast, the VIA-identified strengths more frequently fairness, appreciation of beauty, and prudence, though overlooked in self-nomination) might capture more habitual behaviors or unnoticed  and underappreciated traits. Alternatively, both sets may simply highlight distinct but equally important aspects of the person’s character.
A useful heuristic is to treat the top CS from both methods not as competing but as complementary insights – each providing a lens through which clients/patients can understand and activate their full character profile. In resource-constrained environments – such as correctional facilities or settings with limited access to technology – self-nomination may serve as a meaningful and accessible starting point for strengths work. However, when possible, it is advisable to combine it with validated assessments and structured follow-up to support a more robust understanding and application of CS. Practitioners should also emphasize that test results should not override lived experience: a person who consistently acts with kindness or love should not discount those strengths merely because they do not appear in the top five of a formal assessment.”
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