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Table 3. Pearson product-moment correlations among the eight MAIA subscales.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Noticing

Not-distracting  -0.268**

Not-worrying  -0.196*  -0.031

Attention Regulation  0.423**  -0.012  -0.024

Emotional Awareness  0.578**  -0.015  -0.282**  0.566**

Self-regulation  0.452**  -0.065  0.005  0.555**  0.610**

Body Listening  0.467**  -0.002  -0.034  0.517**  0.654**  0.688**

Trusting  0.055  0.088  0.290**  0.294**  0.096  0.339**  0.275**

MAIA: Multidimensional Assessment of Interoceptive Awareness
* p<0.05, ** p<0.001 (bilateral)

satisfactory (equal or exceeding 0.40) and for this rea-
son, these items were grouped to the initial subscale 
in accordance with the original version. Item 10 loaded 
significantly higher to the Not Distracting compared 
to its original Not Worrying subscale (0.516 vs 0.255), 
which suggests that item 10 might be more suitable 
to be added to the Not Distracting subscale. However, 
removing this item from the Not Worrying subscale 
would leave only 2 items in that scale, an alteration 
that would significantly weaken the subscale’s internal 
consistency. It should be noted that, the vast majority 
of the translated items presented high factor loadings 
ranging between 0.444 and 0.987, suggesting that the 
MAIA translation provides a valid and reliable instrument 
to assess the 8 dimensions of interoceptive sensibility 
described by Mehling et al (2012) in the original valida-
tion study [7]. 

Subscale-subscale correlations analysis revealed 
moderately high correlations among the MAIA subscales, 
except for the Not Distracting subscale which negatively 
correlated only with the Noticing subscale and the 
Not Worrying subscale which correlated only with the 
Emotional Awareness and the Trusting subscale. These 
moderately high correlations confirm the anticipated 
associations among the subscales as subdimensions of 
the same construct (interoceptive sensibility) and the 
fact that these correlation coefficients did not exceed 
0.80 confirm the validity of each subscale as a measure 
of a distinct aspect of interoception. Our findings cor-
roborate earlier studies [10,11] which have shown that 
the Not Distracting and the Not Worrying subscales are 
not significantly associated with the remaining MAIA 
subscales.  

In conclusion, the Greek version of the MAIA was 
well accepted by Greek-speaking adults and exhibited 
satisfying psychometric properties, providing a reli-
able and useful instrument in the field of interoception 
research. Clinicians and researchers are encouraged to 
use this linguistically and culturally adapted version in 
a variety of clinical settings to improve its qualities and 
expand its usefulness. 
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