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ABSTRACT

This study examined the relationship between psycho-
logical type and binge eating tendencies in a sample of
college women from two different universities in the
Southwest. Previous studies have shown no relationship
between psychological type and body weight, and we
found the same result. Until the present study, however,
there has not been a systematic large sample study of
eating disorder or binge eating tendencies and psycho-
logical type. Sixty women who scored above a threshold
on the Binge Scale were compared to a base sample of
403 women using the Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT)

analysis. The results showed a significant overrepresen-
tation of Intuitive Feeling (NF) types on the Keirsey
Temperament Sorter® in the group of women with binge
eating tendencies relative to the college women who did
not report any binge eating. These findings are discussed
in the context of the role of personality in the develop-
ment and treatment of eating disorders in women. The
limitations of this study are also acknowledged.
Note: For the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator® (MBTI®) instrument, the eight preference categories
are the following: Extraversion (E) versus Introversion (I), Sensing (S) versus Intuition (N), Thinking
(T)  versus Feeling (F), Judging (J) versus Perceiving (P). 
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Psychological type (as measured by the Keirsey Temperament Sorter®)
was unrelated to body weight, but college females with binge eating 
tendencies were more likely to prefer Intuition and Feeling.
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INTRODUCTION

Eating disorders, such as bulimia nervosa, have been a
concern to clinicians and researchers for over 30 years.
Bulimia nervosa is characterized by binge eating that
occurs at least twice weekly for a period of 3 months, in
addition to efforts to restrict body weight, such as purg-
ing. There is also a disturbance in body image. Binge
eating behaviors constitute a serious life adjustment
problem for women in the early adulthood stages of
identity achievement. We believe the study of psycho-
logical type development within this population at risk
for the development of eating disorders is important not
only for basic research purposes, but also for personal-
izing psychological interventions.

King, Thorne, and Carskadon (1993) found that
psychological type was essentially unrelated to body
weight in college students. Hawkins and Micklo (1987),
however, found that there was a selective patterning of
psychological type (obtained using the MBTI® instru-
ment, Form G, and then verified in interviews) in an
outpatient sample of 144 females with clinically diag-
nosed eating disorders (all but two displayed binge 
eating), with an age range between 26 and 31 years. 
A subsample of 93 females with eating disorders con-
tained significantly more Intuitive Feeling (NF) types
relative to the base population. When all 142 females
with binge eating were subgrouped, “normal weight
binge-purgers” (n = 52) were similar to the base popu-
lation, and “anorexic binge purgers” (n = 22) tended to
be more Judging (J), whereas “overweight binge eaters”
(n = 44) were more Perceiving (P). “Normal weight
binge eaters” (n = 24) were predominantly ES, EJ, and
SF (especially ESFJ). This study was limited by the fact
that the outpatients were seen by just two experienced
psychotherapists, and the study used the Eating Disorder
Inventory (Garner, Olmstead, & Polivy, 1983), a stan-
dardized measure of eating disorders, that did not reli-
ably quantify binge eating tendencies. 

The purpose of the present study was to examine
the relationship between psychological type and binge
eating tendencies in a subclinical population of college
women, a population thought to be “at risk” (Striegel-
Moore & Bulik, 2007) for full-blown clinical eating 
disorders. The Binge Scale was developed by Hawkins
and Clement (1980) and validated by Hawkins and
Clement (1984) for screening college women at risk for
developing binge eating disorders. The scale consisted
of 19 items, 9 of which comprise the quantified “total
score” (see TABLE 1 for these 9 items). The Binge Scale

represented an early effort to quantify the ambiguous
phenomenon of binge eating and bulimia. Although it
was among the first self-report measures to be based on
the DSM-III criteria for bulimia, it was never considered
to be a measure of that diagnostic category. However,
the Binge Scale has turned out to be a useful measure 
of the binge eating “spectrum” in correlational and 
comparison group studies using samples mostly drawn
from the normal college population (e.g., Crowther,
Lingswiler, & Stephens, 1984; Hawkins & Clement,
1980, 1984,: Katzman & Wolchik, 1984; Wolf &
Crowther, 1983) and from clinical samples of clients
diagnosed with bulimia (Katzman & Wolchik; Ordman
& Kirschenbaum, 1985; Smith & Thelen, 1984;
Williamson, Kelley, Davis, Ruggiero, & Blouin, 1985;
Yates & Sambrailo, 1984). Total scores on the Binge
Scale of less than 8 are essentially normal, scores of
8–10 suggest binge eating problems, and scores greater
than 12 indicate probable binge eating disorder.
(Hawkins & Clement, 1980; Rees, 1996).

METHOD

Participants. The sample consisted of 403 college
females from several upper-level social work classes and
abnormal psychology classes at two large Southwestern
universities. The median age of the students was 21
years. The students were predominantly juniors and
seniors. Race and ethnicity data were available for
approximately half of the students (62% Caucasian,
24% Hispanic, 7% African American, 3% Asian
American, and 4% other). Eighty-nine of the students
were overweight based on BMIs of at least 25, which
corresponds to being approximately 20 pounds over-
weight (average BMI of 30.5). Sixty of the 403 women
obtained a score of at least eight on the Binge Scale
(Hawkins & Clement, 1980), the threshold criterion for
possible binge eating disorder. The students participated
in this anonymous survey research project for extra
course credit as approved by the Institutional Review
Boards of both universities.

Instruments and Procedure. The Binge Scale ques-
tionnaire has been found to have satisfactory internal
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .68) and a 1-
month test-retest reliability of .88 (Hawkins & Clement,
1980).

The Keirsey Temperament Sorter is a 70-item
measure of psychological type that is found in Please
Understand Me (Kiersey & Bates, 1978). Tucker and
Gillespie (1993) determined that the Keirsey
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Table 1. Nine Quantifiable Items From the Binge Scale Questionnaire.*

1) How often do you binge eat?

a) seldom;   b) once or twice a month;   c) once a week;   d) almost every day. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2), d(3)

2) What is the average length of a binge eating episode?

a) less than 15 minutes;   b) 15 minutes to 1 hour;   c) 1 hour to 4 hours   d) more than 4 hours.

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2), d(3)

3) Which of the following statements best applies to your binge eating?

a) I eat until I have had enough to satisfy me;   b) I eat until my stomach feels full; 

c) I eat until my stomach is painfully full;    d) I eat until I can’t eat anymore. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2), d(3)

4) Do you ever vomit after a binge?

a) never;   b) sometimes;   c) usually;   d) always. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2), d(3)

5) Which of the following best applies to your eating behavior when binge eating?

a) I eat more slowly than usual;   b) I eat about the same as I usually do; 

c) I eat very rapidly. 

Scores: a(0), b(0) c(1)

6) How much are you concerned about your binge eating?

a) not bothered at all;   b) bothers me a little;   c) moderately concerned;   d) a major concern. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2), d(3)

7) Which best describes your feelings during a binge? 

a) I feel that I could control the eating if I chose;   b) I feel that I have at least some control; 

c) I feel completely out of control. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2)

8) Which of the following describes your feelings after a binge? 

a) I feel fairly neutral, not too concerned;   b) I am moderately upset;   c) I hate myself. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2)

9) Which most accurately describes your feelings after a binge?

a) not depressed at all;   b) mildly depressed;   c) moderately depressed;   d) very depressed. 

Scores: a(0), b(1), c(2), d(3)

* Note: If the respondent answers the first item from the 19-item questionnaire, “Do you ever binge eat?” with “No,”

then the total score for that respondent is defined as zero (Hawkins & Clement, 1980). 
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Temperament Sorter (KTS) and its computerized
 version were highly correlated (.68 to .86) with the
MBTI instrument, suggesting that these instruments
provide essentially equivalent measures of the same
constructs. The questionnaires were administered along
with an informed consent letter, demographic data
sheets, and a height-weight questionnaire. It is impor-
tant to acknowledge that comparability of the present
study’s findings with those of Hawkins and Micklo
(1987) would have been enhanced had we used the
MBTI® instrument (Form G or Form M) and also verified
each student’s type via follow-up interviews. However,
anonymity was deemed essential for these classroom
surveys, no research moneys were available, and the
KTS’s self-scoring feature permitted the authors and
their students to explore and discuss the applications 
of psychological type to various topics in abnormal 
psychology and social work practice.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Some preliminary analyses were conducted to deter-
mine if race/ethnicity was related to scores on the Binge
Scale. One-way ANOVAs for Binge Scale total score by
major categories of race/ethnicity were not statistically
significant. 

Next, we investigated whether psychological type
was related to self-reported body weight, in order to
replicate the research findings of King et al. (1993).
TABLE 2 presents the Selection Ratio Type Table (SRTT)
(McCaulley, 1985) results for the 89 college women des-
ignated as overweight compared to the total base sample
of 403 women. Based on this analysis, body weight was
not related to psychological type as measured by the
Keirsey Temperament Sorter. 

Next, we examined the relationship between total
score on the Binge Scale Questionnaire and psycho -
logical type. One hundred thirty women in the sample
answered the first question “Do you ever binge eat?”
affirmatively (32%). Hawkins and Clement (1980) found
that 67% of women in their sample endorsed this ques-
tion affirmatively. Thus, it appears that perhaps fewer
college-aged women are now self-reporting binge eating
tendencies. SRTT analysis of the self-reported binge eaters
did not reveal any statistically significant differences. 

Given the subjectivity and undefined nature of the
self-reported binge eating, however, we chose to use a
threshold score of 8, which in previous clinical studies
has been used to screen individuals with potential binge
eating problems. Sixty women met this threshold.

TABLE 3 presents the SRTT results for the 60 women
compared to the total sample. There were two statisti-
cally significant findings: NFs were overrepresented 
(p < .05) and ESs were underrepresented (p < .05).

We were also interested in determining the rela-
tionship between being overweight and having a Binge
Scale total score of at least 8. Thirty-seven of the 60
women were of normal weight, and 23 were overweight
(BMI of at least 25). Separate SRTT analyses were con-
ducted for these two subgroups. For the 23 women who
were “overweight binge eaters,” the SRTT analysis did not
uncover any statistically significant differences either
in comparison to the total sample or to the women
with Binge Scale scores of at least 8. However, as shown
in TABLE 4, the SRTT analyses for the 37 normal weight
binge eaters in comparison to the total base sample
revealed an overrepresentation of NFs (p < 0.05) and of
ENs (p < .05). Also, the four-letter type ENFJ was over-
represented (p < .05). Thus, we may tentatively con-
clude that normal weight binge eaters are more likely to
differ in their psychological type distribution than over-
weight binge eaters. 

We also compared individuals with a Binge Scale
score of 8 or more who self-reported at least occasional
purging behaviors with individuals with a Binge Scale
Score of 8 or more who did not self-report any purging.
Twenty-seven of the women reported at least occasional
purging. SRTT analysis did not reveal any differences
between the purging and the nonpurging binge eaters. 

These findings are consistent with earlier research
studies by King et al. (1993), who found very little rela-
tionship between body weight and psychological type,
and Hawkins and Micklo’s (1987) finding that binge
eaters in a clinically treated sample were predominantly
NFs in their psychological type preferences. Nattkemper
(1986) also argued that the true temperament type of
women with eating disorders is NF, even if their tested
type is different. 

Although our current data do not address this pos-
sibility, we believe it is likely that psychological type will
influence the way in which an eating disorder develops
and its specific manifestation (i. e., whether the eating
disorder involves binge eating alone or bingeing and
purging behavior). It is also likely that the specific trig-
gers for binge eating may be different for individuals
with different psychological types. Hawkins and Micklo
(1987) found that a psychological type preference for
Perceiving might be associated with binge eating with-
out purging, whereas a preference for Judging might be
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Dichotomous Preferences

E           54         (60.67%)         I = 1.04

I            35         (39.33%)         I = 0.94

                                                            

S           62         (69.66%)         I = 1.07

N          27         (30.34%)         I = 0.87

                                                            

T           14         (15.73%)         I = 0.81

F           75         (84.27%)         I = 1.04

                 

J           66         (74.16%)         I = 1.00

P           23         (25.84%)         I = 1.00

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ          25         (28.09%)         I = 0.88

IP         10         (11.24%)         I = 1.13

EP        13         (14.61%)         I = 0.92

EJ         41         (46.07%)         I = 1.09

                                                            

ST        11         (12.36%)         I = 0.83

SF        51         (57.30%)         I = 1.14

NF        24         (26.97%)         I = 0.88

NT          3         (03.37%)         I = 0.75

                                                            

SJ         54         (60.67%)         I = 1.09

SP          8         (08.99%)         I = 0.95

NP        15         (16.85%)         I = 1.03

NJ        12         (13.48%)         I = 0.72

                                                            

TJ         14         (15.73%)         I = 0.88

TP          0         (00.00%)         I = 0.00

FP        23         (25.84%)         I = 1.06

FJ         52         (58.43%)         I = 1.04

                                                            

IN         10         (11.24%)         I = 0.85

EN        17         (19.10%)         I = 0.87

IS         25         (28.09%)         I = 0.98

ES        37         (41.57%)         I = 1.15

                                                            

ET          8         (08.99%)         I = 0.86

EF        46         (51.69%)         I = 1.08

IF          29         (32.59%)         I = 0.99

IT            6         (06.74%)         I = 0.75

Hawkins, Hawkins, Cruickshank, Setty

Jungian Types (E)                                 Jungian Types (I)                                    Dominant Types    
                  n         %         Index                              n         %          Index                                  n        %       Index

E–TJ          8        8.99        0.93              I–TP         0         0.0          0.00               Dt. T           8        8.99      0.86

E–FJ        33      37.08        1.14              I–FP       10       11.24        1.22               Dt. F         43      48.31      1.16

ES–P         4        4.49        0.79              IS–J        21       23.60        0.94               Dt. S         25      28.09      0.91

EN–P         9      10.11        0.99              IN–J         4         4.49        0.65               Dt. N         13      14.61      0.85

Table 2. College Overweight Women SRTT Comparison With 403 College Woman. 
(Sample and Base Are Dependent.)

N = 89   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ration Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 5                     n = 16                   n = 3                     n = 1

(5.62%)                (17.98%)               (3.37%)                 (1.12%)

I = 0.81                 I = 0.99                 I = 0.59                 I = 0.91

+ + + + +             + + + + +              + + +                     + 

+                          + + + + +

                            + + + + +

                            + + +

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 0                     n = 4                     n = 6                     n = 0

(0.00%)                (4.49%)                 (6.74%)                 (0.00%)

I = 0.00                 I = 1.51                 I = 1.09                 I = 0.00

                            + + + +                  + + + + +  

                                                          + +

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 0                     n = 4                     n = 9                     n = 0

(0.00%)                (4.49%)                 (10.11%)               (0.00%)

I = 0.00                 I = 0.82                 I = 1.04                 I = 0.00

                         + + + +                 + + + + +

                                                       + + + + +

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 6                     n = 27                   n = 6                     n = 2

(6.74%)                (30.34%)               (6.74%)                 (2.25%)

I = 0.97                 I = 1.29                 I = 0.75                 I = 0.82 

+ + + + +              + + + + +              + + + + +              + + 

+ +                       + + + + +              + +

                            + + + + +

                            + + + + +

                            + + + + +

                            + + + + +
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Dichotomous Preferences

E           32         (53.33%)         I = 0.92

I            28         (46.67%)         I = 1.11

                                                            

S           34         (56.67%)         I = 0.87

N          26         (43.33%)         I = 1.24

                                                            

T             9         (15.00%)         I = 0.78

F           51         (85.00%)         I = 1.05

                 

J           43         (71.67%)         I = 0.97

P           17         (28.83%)         I = 1.10

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ          20         (33.33%)         I = 1.04

IP           8         (13.33%)         I = 1.34

EP          9         (15.00%)         I = 0.94

EJ         23         (38.33%)         I = 0.91

                                                            

ST          8         (13.33%)         I = 0.90

SF        26         (43.33%)         I = 0.86

NF        25         (41.67%)       *I = 1.37

NT          1         (01.67%)         I = 0.37

                                                            

SJ         31         (51.67%)         I = 0.93

SP          3         (05.00%)         I = 0.53

NP        14         (23.33%)         I = 1.42

NJ        12         (20.00%)         I = 1.07

                                                            

TJ           9         (15.00%)         I = 0.84

TP          0         (00.00%)         I = 0.00

FP        17         (28.33%)         I = 1.17

FJ         34         (56.67%)         I = 1.01

                                                            

IN           9         (15.00%)         I = 1.14

EN        17         (28.33%)         I = 1.30

IS         19         (31.67%)         I = 1.10

ES        15         (25.00%)       *I = 0.69

                                                            

ET          2         (03.33%)         I = 0.32

EF        30         (50.00%)         I = 1.05

IF          21         (35.00%)         I = 1.06

IT            1         (11.67%)         I = 1.31

Hawkins, Hawkins, Cruickshank, Setty

Jungian Types (E)                                 Jungian Types (I)                                    Dominant Types    
                  n         %         Index                              n         %          Index                                  n        %       Index

E–TJ          2        3.33        0.34              I–TP         0         0.00        0.00               Dt. T           2        3.33      0.32

E–FJ        21      35.00        1.08              I–FP         8       13.33        1.45               Dt. F         29      48.33      1.16

ES–P         2        3.33        0.58              IS–J        18       30.00        1.20               Dt. S         20      33.33      1.08

EN–P         7      11.67        1.15              IN–J         2         3.33        0.48               Dt. N           9      15.00      0.88

Table 3. College Women With Binge Scale Total Scores > 8 SRTT Comparison With 403 College
Women. (Sample and Base Are Dependent.)

N = 60   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ration Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 7                     n = 11                   n = 2                     n = 0

(11.67%)               (18.33%)               (3.33%)                 (0.00%)

I = 1.68                 I = 1.01                 I = 0.58                 I = 0.00

+ + + + +             + + + + +              + + +

+ +                        + + + + +

                            + + + + +

                            + + + 

                           

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 0                     n = 1                     n = 7                     n = 0

(0.00%)                (1.67%)                 (11.67%)               (0.00%)

I = 0.00                 I = 0.56                 I = 1.88                 I = 0.00

                            + +                        + + + + + 

                                                          + + + + + 

                                                         + +

                            

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 0                     n = 2                     n = 7                     n = 0

(0.00%)                (3.33%)                 (11.67%)               (0.00%)

I = 0.00                 I = 0.61                 I = 1.88                 I = 0.00

                          + + +                    + + + + +

                                                       + + + + +

                                                         + +

                            

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 1                     n = 12                   n = 9                     n = 1

(1.67%)                (20.00%)               (15.00%)               (1.67%)

I = 0.24                 I = 0.85                 I = 1.68                 I = 0.61

+ +                        + + + + +              + + + + +              + +

                            + + + + +              + + + + +

                            + + + + +              + + + + +

                            + + + + +
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Dichotomous Preferences

E           22         (59.46%)         I = 1.02

I            15         (40.54%)         I = 0.97

                                                            

S           19         (51.35%)         I = 0.79

N          18         (48.65%)         I = 1.39

                                                            

T             6         (16.22%)         I = 0.84

F           31         (83.78%)         I = 1.04

                 

J           26         (70.27%)         I = 0.95

P           11         (29.73%)         I = 1.15

                                                            

Pairs and Temperaments

IJ          10         (27.03%)         I = 0.84

IP           5         (13.51%)         I = 1.36

EP          6         (16.22%)         I = 1.02

EJ         16         (43.24%)         I = 1.03

                                                            

ST          5         (13.51%)         I = 0.91

SF        14         (37.84%)         I = 0.75

NF        17         (45.95%)       *I = 1.51

NT          1         (02.70%)         I = 0.61

                                                            

SJ         17         (45.95%)         I = 0.83

SP          2         (05.41%)         I = 0.57

NP          9         (24.32%)         I = 1.49

NJ          9         (24.32%)         I = 1.31

                                                            

TJ           6         (16.22%)         I = 0.91

TP          0         (00.00%)         I = 0.00

FP        11         (29.73%)         I = 1.22

FJ         20         (54.05%)         I = 0.96

                                                            

IN           5         (13.51%)         I = 1.03

EN        13         (35.14%)       *I = 1.61

IS         10         (27.03%)         I = 0.94

ES          9         (24.32%)         I = 0.67

                                                            

ET          2         (05.40%)         I = 0.52

EF        20         (54.05%)         I = 1.13

IF          11         (29.73%)         I = 0.90

IT            4         (10.81%)         I = 1.21

Hawkins, Hawkins, Cruickshank, Setty

Jungian Types (E)                                 Jungian Types (I)                                    Dominant Types    
                  n         %         Index                              n         %          Index                                  n        %       Index

E–TJ          2        5.41        0.56              I–TP         0         0.00        0.00               Dt. T           2        5.41      0.52

E–FJ        14      37.84        1.16              I–FP         5       13.51        1.47               Dt. F         19      51.35      1.23

ES–P         1        2.70        0.47              IS–J          9       24.32        0.97               Dt. S         10      27.03      0.88

EN–P         5      13.51        1.33              IN–J         1         2.70        0.39               Dt. N           6      16.22      0.95

Table 4. Texas State and University of Texas–Austin SRTT Comparison With 403 College Women.
(Sample and Base Are Dependent.)

N = 37   + = 1% of N I = Selection Ration Index   *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001

The Sixteen Complete Types

ISTJ                      ISFJ                      INFJ                      INTJ

n = 4                     n = 5                     n = 1                     n = 0

(10.81%)              (13.51%)               (2.70%)                 (0.00%)

I = 1.56                 I = 0.75                 I = 0.47                 I = 0.00

+ + + + +             + + + + +              + + + 

+ + + + +             + + + + +

+                           + + + + 

ISTP                     ISFP                     INFP                     INTP

n = 0                     n = 1                     n = 4                     n = 0

(0.00%)                (2.70%)                 (10.81%)               (0.00%)

I = 0.00                 I = 0.91                 I = 1.74                 I = 0.00

                            + + +                     + + + + + 

                                                          + + + + + 

                                                         +

                            

                            

ESTP                    ESFP                    ENFP                    ENTP

n = 0                     n = 1                     n = 5                     n = 0

(0.00%)                (2.70%)                 (13.51%)               (0.00%)

I = 0.00                 I = 0.50                 I = 1.40                 I = 0.00

                          + + +                    + + + + +

                                                       + + + + +

                                                         + + + +

                            

ESTJ                    ESFJ                     ENFJ                    ENTJ

n = 1                     n = 7                     n = 7                     n = 1

(2.70%)                (18.92%)               (18.92%)               (2.70%)

I = 0.39                 I = 0.80                 I = 2.12*                I = 0.99

+ + +                     + + + + +              + + + + +              + + +

                            + + + + +              + + + + +

                            + + + + +              + + + + +

                            + + + +                  + + + +
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overrepresented among women who engage in bingeing
with purging behavior, particularly among women with
a preference for Introversion and those who are under-
weight with anorexic tendencies. However, in class-
room samples it is difficult to obtain a large enough
sample of women with bingeing and purging behaviors
to adequately test the relationships to psychological
types. We are continuing to gather more data and will
compare the eating behaviors of a larger sample of
women with normal or disordered eating, with regard
to their psychological types.

LIMITATIONS

Besides the difficulty in a classroom sample of identify-
ing a sufficient number of women engaging in clinically
significant binge eating behaviors, other limitations of
this study include the use of the Keirsey Temperament
Sorter rather than the MBTI instrument, the reliance
upon self-reports of body weight and binge eating ten-
dencies, and the possibility that the results of this study
may be attributable to Type I statistical errors (i.e., the
significant differences were caused by chance). These
findings should be replicated using the MBTI instru-
ment (Form G or Form M), and more objective meas-
ures of body weight and binge eating measures should
be obtained. However, Tucker and Gillespie’s (1993)

finding of good agreement between psychological type
as measured by the Keirsey Temperament Sorter and the
MTBI instrument, as well as this study’s use of a clinically
validated standardized measure of binge eating ten-
dencies, strengthen the conclusions we have drawn.

In particular, it is noteworthy that the preference
for Intuition and Feeling we found using the MBTI
instrument (Form G) with type verification in a clinical
sample of older women with binge eating 20 years ago
(Hawkins & Micklo, 1987) was again seen in the class-
room sample of younger women in the present study
using the Keirsey Temperament Sorter, without type
verification. We prefer the theoretical explanation for
the agreement between these two studies (i.e., the
meaningfulness of NF pattern in eating disorders) to the
alternative claim that it is simply the result of statistical
error.

CONCLUSION

Although body weight does not appear to be related to
psychological type, tendencies toward binge eating and
eating disorders may be differentially related to psycho-
logical type and may have clinical implications for treat-
ing eating disorders. We recommend the replication of
this study using the MBTI instrument with verification
of type preferences.
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