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Answering yes/no questions (Y/N-Q responding) is a fundamental repertoire in human
language and thus it is of both theoretical and practical importance to investigate the
origins and development of this repertoire in children and to examine processes
whereby it can be trained in populations in whom it does not easily emerge. This article
examines research and theory concerning the development and training of Y/N-Q
responding in children. Regarding research with neurotypical children, 1 key focus has
been biases in Y/N-Q responding at various ages. Younger children tend to show a yes
bias, whereas older ones show a bias toward no. Regarding children with developmental delay, there has been relatively little research, almost all of which has focused on
children with autism spectrum disorder. In addition, this work has mainly concentrated
on using yes/no in the context of the training of Skinnerian operants. After thus
considering previous empirical work, the article proceeds to consider theoretical
approaches in this area including both joint stimulus control and relational frame
theory. These approaches point the way to possible future research in this area.
Keywords: yes/no responding, children, autism spectrum disorder (ASD), relational
frame theory (RFT), relational evaluation procedure

The ability to answer yes/no questions (Y/NQs) is a basic but fundamental language repertoire that plays a pivotal role in social interactions (e.g., Raymond, 2003). The significance of
responding to Y/N-Qs is illustrated by the fact
that some adaptation of them has developed in
almost every known language system (Sadock
& Zwicky, 1985). Responding to Y/N-Qs occurs in an extensive array of circumstances to
accomplish a multiplicity of pursuits across age
groups (e.g., Aldridge & Wood, 1998; Race,
Ochfeld, Leigh, & Hillis, 2012; Schindler,
Kissler, Kühl, Hellweg, & Bengner, 2013; Soderstrom, Ko, & Nevzorova, 2011). One area
where they seem to be of particular use, however, is when adults are communicating with
children. For example, Y/N-Qs are the principal
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tactics used to elicit information in medical
situations, where doctors are required to obtain
information from children in relation to ill
health (e.g., Von Baeyer, Forsyth, Stanford,
Watson, & Chambers, 2009), in educational settings, where teachers occasion responses from
students (e.g., Edwards & Mercer, 1986), and in
eyewitness and forensic settings, where children
are interviewed in relation to a crime (e.g.,
Krahenbuhl & Blades, 2006). For example, Davies, Westcott, and Horan (2000) analyzed transcripts of investigative interviews conducted by
police officers in the United Kingdom. They
found that 40% of all the questions posed to 4- to
7-year-olds were closed questions (e.g., Y/N-Qs).
Furthermore, in the developmental literature, researchers regularly use Y/N-Qs to test children’s
cognitive and social development (Fritzley & Lee,
2003).
Given the importance of Y/N-Q responding
as a fundamental repertoire in human language
and in particular the extent to which adults use
this repertoire as a means of communicating
with children, it is of both theoretical and practical importance to investigate the origins and
development of this repertoire in children and to
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examine processes whereby it can be trained in
populations in whom it does not easily emerge.
The aim of this article is to review mainstream
and behavior analytic research on Y/N-Q responding in children and to examine possible
future research directions for this work for behavior analysis in particular.
Y/N-Qs in the Cognitive Developmental
Literature
Research suggests that by 17 months of age,
young children can discriminate yes/no questions and will tend to respond to them even
though they are unlikely to understand the content of the question. By about 24 months of age
they begin to be able to reliably respond to
semantic content of Y/N-Qs also as indicated by
increasing numbers of correct answers. However even at this age they are still dependent on
the presence of concrete lexical items to answer
correctly (Choi, 1991).
Discrepancies exist in the literature regarding
children’s response tendencies toward Y/N-Qs
across age, condition, question type, and cultural background. One well-replicated finding,
however, is that children aged between 24 and
36 months tend to show biases of various kinds
when answering Y/N-Qs and in particular children closer to 24 than 36 months tend to display
a yes bias (e.g., Fritzley, Lindsay, & Lee, 2013;
Okanda & Itakura, 2010; Von Baeyer et al.,
2009; Moriguchi, Okanda, & Itakura, 2008).
For example, Fritzley et al. (2013) investigated response tendencies of preschoolers toward Y/N-Qs about actions. Two hundred children aged 2–5 years old were asked questions
concerning actions commonly associated with
particular objects (e.g., “Did I drink from the
cup?”) and actions not commonly associated
with particular objects (e.g., “Did I sit on the
apple?”). The researchers found that the
younger children (i.e., those approximately 2
years old) displayed a yes bias. This same bias
has also been found in previous studies involving Y/N-Qs about objects (e.g., Fritzley & Lee,
2003). In addition, evidence suggests that it is
unrelated to culture, interviewer status, or question type. For example, 2-year-olds have been
found to show a yes bias to comprehensible
yes–no questions pertaining to both familiar and
unfamiliar objects (e.g., Fritzley, Lindsay, &
Lee, 2013; Fritzley & Lee, 2003; Okanda et al.,

2012; Okanda & Itakura, 2008) in research conducted throughout the world including North
America, Europe, and Asia.
Some work has been conducted to examine
possible correlates of yes bias responding in
young children. For example, Moriguchi et al.
(2008) found that 3- and 4-year-olds’ response
bias scores on a yes bias task were significantly
negatively correlated with performance on a
dimensional change card sort task and a picture
vocabulary test. On the basis of evidence such
as this, Okanda and Itakura (2010) have proposed that very young children might exhibit a
yes bias due to underdevelopment of either verbal or inhibitory control abilities respectively.
Further research is needed however.
The results for 3-year old children are more
varied than for 2-year-olds; however research
from a variety of countries including Canada,
the U.S., Japan, Vietnam and Hungary has
shown that 3-year-olds will still exhibit a yes
bias under at least some conditions (Fritzley et
al., 2013; Fritzley & Lee, 2003; Okanda &
Itakura, 2007, 2008, 2010; Okanda & Itakura,
2011; Okanda, Kanda, Ishiguro, & Itakura,
2013). In further investigations, Okanda and
Itakura (2011) found that 3-year-olds both
tended to be incorrect more frequently than 6
year olds in their answering of Y/N-Qs pertaining to both familiar and unfamiliar objects,
while also showing significantly shorter response latencies.
Unlike the consistent results from younger
preschoolers, there were cross-conditional and
cross-cultural differences in older preschoolers’
response tendencies to Y/N-Qs. Fritzley and
Lee (2003) reported that North American 4- and
5-year-olds did not exhibit a response bias to
comprehensible questions but exhibited a naysaying bias to incomprehensible questions pertaining to familiar and unfamiliar objects. Japanese and Vietnamese 5-year-olds (Okanda &
Itakura, 2008) and Hungarian 4- and 5-yearolds (Okanda et al., 2012) have been found to
exhibit a nay-saying bias to comprehensible
questions pertaining to unfamiliar objects.
However, Japanese and Vietnamese 4-year-olds
exhibited a yes bias when they were asked comprehensible questions pertaining to familiar objects (Okanda & Itakura, 2008, 2011), and unfamiliar objects (Okanda & Itakura, 2010). A
yes bias was found in Japanese 5- and 6-yearolds in relation to familiar objects, but it was
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significantly weaker than the bias exhibited by
3-year-olds (Okanda & Itakura, 2010; Okanda
& Itakura, 2011). Okanda and Itakura (2010)
and Okanda and Itakura (2011) reported that
6-year-olds across cultures tended to exhibit a
nay-saying bias to questions pertaining to facial
expressions and for unfamiliar object conditions.
Y/N-Qs in Children With
Developmental Delay
There has been little research into the response to Y/N-Qs among children with developmental delay and all of the work thus far has
been focused on children with autism spectrum
disorder (ASD). Neurotypical children develop
the ability to respond to Y/N-Qs through exposure to the natural learning environment, although it is evident from the above that additional teaching is still required. Meantime,
research suggests that children with ASD need
additional support in learning to respond to
Y/N-Qs questions as well as in generalizing
these responses to novel contexts. Leaf and
McEachin (1999) highlight the importance of
training yes/no responding in children with
ASD. They argue that ability to answer Y/N-Qs
provides a means for communicating preferences, establishes choice making and promotes
assertiveness. In addition, teaching communicative rejecting provides the child with a socially
acceptable strategy to escape and avoid nonpreferred objects and activities which may prevent/
reduce problem behavior (Sigafoos, Arthur, &
O’Reilly, 2003).
Many of the studies conducted with this
group have provided limited information (e.g.,
specific diagnostic category) concerning the
participants involved. Nevertheless, some potentially informative patterns have been identified. For example, the more complex the Y/N-Q
and the more unfamiliar the vocabulary or topic,
the more likely that echolalia will occur instead
of a yes or no response (Charlop, 1986; Roberts,
1989; Rydell & Mirenda, 1994). In addition, Oi
and colleagues examined the ability of high
functioning ASD children in relation to Y/N-Qs
and found (a) that they could clearly answer
simple Y/N-Qs by age 7, whereas lowerfunctioning ASD children could not; (b) that
they were better able to answer Y/N-Q than
“wh” questions; and (c) that they had more
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difficulty answering Y/N-Qs than their typically
developing counterparts (Oi, 2010; Funazaki &
Oi, 2013).
Given the necessity of supporting children
with ASD in their learning of appropriate responding to Y/N-Qs, a certain amount of research has been conducted toward this end.
Some relevant early literature focused on
Y/N-Q responding centered on desires and refusals. For example, Hung (1980) described
procedures to teach requesting and rejecting to
two children with ASD. The participants were
taught to produce a vocal verbal yes when offered (“Do you want?”) preferred food items,
and to say no when offered nonpreferred food
items. More recently, similar procedures with
adults with severe to profound intellectual disabilities (Duker & Jutten, 1997) were reported.
However, in the latter the researchers additionally probed for generalization across settings
and found that the skills did not readily transfer.
This is a significant limitation as generalization
is pivotal to the success of any individualized
educational program.
Neef, Walters, and Egel (1984) examined the
training and generalization of yes and no responses from mand to tact conditions. Four children who exhibited autistic-like behavior were
recorded during tutoring (i.e., tact condition; “Is
this a —?”) and embedded instruction (i.e.,
mand condition; “Do you want a —?”). Results
indicated that the participants acquired appropriate Y/N-Q responding during the mand training condition. However generalized responding
to novel stimuli under the tact condition was not
observed without the continued use of mand-totact stimulus control transfer procedures.
In a more recent investigation, Shillingsburg,
Kelley, Roane, Kisamore, and Brown (2009)
used an echoic prompt and prompt fade sequence to teach three students with ASD to emit
Y/N-Q responding to mands, tacts, and intraverbals. Using a multiple baseline across behaviors, participants demonstrated generalized responding within the same operant class (i.e., to
novel or untrained tact stimuli following training with one tact stimulus), but none demonstrated generalized responding across operant
classes (i.e., to novel or untrained tact stimuli
following training with one mand stimulus). In
addition, although generalized Y/N-Q responding to untrained stimuli within the tact condition
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had been observed, no analysis was provided to
account for how this had occurred.

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

Theories of Y/N-Q Responding
Despite the apparent importance of acquiring
a repertoire of Y/N-Q responding, it appears
that there has been relatively little empirical
behavior analytic work conducted in this domain. Recently however this has begun to
change. In this section we will consider two
theoretical approaches to explaining generative
language that provide explanations of the emergence of Y/N-Q responding and that have inspired empirical research in this area. One is
joint stimulus control (Lowenkron, 1998) and
the other is relational frame theory (RFT;
Hayes, Barnes-Holmes, & Roche, 2001).
Joint Stimulus Control
Joint stimulus control (JSC) has been defined
as “a discrete event, a change in stimulus control that occurs when a response topography
evoked by one stimulus . . . and preserved by
rehearsal, is emitted under the additional (and
thus joint) control of a second stimulus” (Lowenkron, 1998, p. 332). For example, imagine
that a student is asked to retrieve blue paint.
Immediately after the instruction, he echoes it
(“blue paint). As he looks for the item requested, he continues by self-echoing the name
of the object. Then when he sees the blue paint,
the sight of it evokes saying “blue paint” as a
tact, and the topography of this response
matches that of the self-echoic. The joint occurrence of these two controlling stimuli then
evokes a correct selection response (i.e., picking
up the blue paint). Lowenkron (1998) argued
that JSC may be used to explain a variety of
novel or generative performances, including,
for example, derived naming and equivalence.
Furthermore, an increasing quantity of research
has emerged to support this account in recent
years (e.g., Lowenkron, 1998, 2006; Tu, 2006;
Esch, Esch, McCart, & Petursdottir, 2010).
Carbone (2015) has used this account to explain the learning of Y/N-Q responding in particular. For example, in one unpublished study,
he trained a 14-year-old male with a diagnosis
of PDD-NOS to vocally emit “yes” or “no” in
response to questions about stimulus objects
that he could reliably tact. For example, when

shown a pencil and asked “Is this a pencil?” he
would have to say yes, whereas when shown a
pencil and asked “Is this a drum?” he would
have to say no. The training stimuli were presented in a randomized order from all stimuli
that were not acquired during earlier baseline
probes. Once a trained stimulus was acquired,
probes of untrained stimuli were conducted to
assess responding to novel stimuli and questions. The results showed a consistent increasing trend in the rate of acquisition of untrained
stimuli. A pattern such as this suggests that
responding was brought under sources of stimulus control that were common to all trials.
Carbone argued that the key process responsible
was JSC. More specifically, he argued that saying yes was brought under control of tacting the
presence of JSC while saying no was brought
under control of tacting the absence of JSC (see
Figure 1).
Thus JSC provides one possible means of
explaining the acquisition across exemplars of a
generalized Y/N-Q repertoire. It has been suggested that the process of JSC comes to determine correct responding in this and other cases
of complex human responding because the controlling relationship between JSC and appropriate responding is incidentally reinforced across
exemplars (Lowenkron, 1998). Another recent
theory that also explains the acquisition of complex human responding including Y/N-Q in
terms of multiple exemplars is RFT.

Figure 1. Analysis of the joint control process with yes/no
questions.
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RFT
RFT (e.g., Hayes, Barnes-Holmes, & Roche,
2001) explains human language including
Y/N-Q as arbitrarily applicable relational responding or relational framing. In explaining
this concept, relational frame theorists typically
start by introducing the related but simpler concept of nonarbitrary relational responding
which involves relating events under the control
of the physical properties of those events
(Dymond & Whelan, 2010); an example is selecting an object that is bigger than or smaller
than another object. Arbitrarily applicable relational responding, in contrast, involves relating
not under the control of the physical properties
of the related objects but instead under the control of one or more contextual cues. For example, if I tell a child that X is more than Y then
they may derive that Y is less than X. They do
not derive this new relation based on physical
properties of these stimuli but instead based on
the contextual cues “more” and “less,” which
have been established to function as such via
multiple exemplars of exposure to these cues
over time.
RFT suggests that many different varieties of
such arbitrarily applicable relational responding
or relational framing are learned in this way
including, for example, sameness (e.g., “Bingo
is a dog”), difference (e.g., “This is not an
apple”), comparison (e.g., “A quarter is bigger
than a dime”), opposition (e.g., “Black is the
opposite of white”), and temporality (e.g.,
“Spring comes before summer”) among others.
Furthermore, RFT researchers have provided by
now substantial evidence that relational framing
in its multiple forms may indeed be the key
operant underlying the flexibility, generativity
and scope of human language and complex behavior more generally (see Dymond & Roche,
2013). For example, there is now considerable
evidence showing that relational framing
emerges and develops over time both in terms
of its complexity and variety (e.g., Berens &
Hayes, 2007); that the ability to do relational
framing is not simply correlated with language
but begins to emerge before the development of
an advanced language repertoire (e.g., Luciano,
Gómez Becerra, Rodríguez Valverde, 2007);
that relational framing meets key criteria for
being an operant (e.g., Healy, Barnes-Holmes,
& Smeets, 2000); that training relational fram-
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ing can boost verbal and intellectual ability in
both typically developing children (e.g.,
Cassidy, Roche, & Hayes, 2011) and children
with developmental delay (e.g., Murphy &
Barnes-Holmes, 2009a, 2009b, 2010a, 2010b);
and that relational framing as a concept can be
used very effectively as an analytic unit for
investigating human language and cognition
(see Dymond & Roche, 2013, for a recent book
length review).
From an RFT perspective, Y/N-Q is an important repertoire that children learn as they
learn to relationally frame and that helps to
support their learning of an increasingly complex set of relations and an increasingly extensive relational network. More specifically, the
response options yes and no can be seen as
indicating or referring to relational coherence.
Relational coherence or coherent relational responding is defined as relating in a manner that
is consistent with what was previously learned
within a particular socioverbal community
(Hughes & Barnes-Holmes, 2016). For example, the socioverbal community with which the
current authors and readers are familiar reinforces relational responding in accordance with
the following pattern of comparative relations:
If A is more than B and B is more than C then
A is more than C. If someone trained within this
community is given a particular set of relations
of the first two-types (e.g., “A ZID is more than
a YIM” and “A YIM is more than a DAX”) and
subsequently emits a relational response that
does not conform with the taught pattern (e.g.,
“A ZID is less than a DAX”) then we might
describe this response as incoherent. Yes and
No are response options that a person is taught
as a means of referring to or indicating the
coherence or otherwise of particular relational
networks. For example, imagine that someone
has previously learned or derived that “a ZID is
more than a DAX.” If I then ask them whether
a ZID is more than a DAX they can indicate that
this coheres with their previously acquired relational network by responding yes; whereas if
I ask them whether a DAX is more than a ZID
then they can indicate lack of coherence by
responding no. In accordance with this analysis,
yes and no have been called relational coherence indicators (RCI; e.g., Maloney & BarnesHolmes, 2016). Children learn to emit and respond to the RCIs of yes and no via multiple
exemplar training provided by the socioverbal

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

178

HAYES, STEWART, AND MCELWEE

community. This training establishes yes as
equivalent to coherent networks and no to incoherent networks and occurs in conjunction with
an increasingly complex relational repertoire
involving an expanding set of relations and an
increasingly extensive relational network. For
example, in early childhood the types of relational network about which a child might be
asked yes/no questions will often be relatively
simple and may involve directly perceptible relations (e.g., “Is the cat on the mat?”, “Is the sky
green?”) whereas as they get older they will ask
and answer yes/no questions with respect to
increasingly complex relational networks (e.g.,
“Is oxygen a compound?,” “Are you an outgoing person?,” “Does it look like Team X can
beat Team Y?”). As such, yes and no are used in
an increasingly varied set of contexts. Given
their extensive use and the variation of the contexts in which they are used, they thus become
increasingly generalized.
Although yes and no are important verbal
phenomena, there is little published RFT research as yet into Y/N-Q per se (though see
O’Connor, 2004). At the same time, however,
Y/N-Q responding has been incorporated into
RFT research in an important way, in the context of the Relational Evaluation Procedure
(REP; see Barnes-Holmes, Hayes, Dymond, &
O’Hora, 2001; Hayes, Stewart, & McElwee,
2016; Stewart, Barnes-Holmes, & Roche,
2004). The REP is a methodology developed by
RFT researchers as a means of assessing and
training relational framing under controlled laboratory conditions. The core feature of the REP
is that it allows experimental participants to
evaluate, or report on, the stimulus relation or
relations that are presented on a given trial (see
Figure 2 for a simple example). In the typical
approach, participants may confirm or deny the
applicability of particular stimulus relations to

Figure 2. Example of a typical relational evaluation procedure trial-type.

other sets of stimulus relations (e.g., Stewart et
al., 2004). As an example of a typical REP type
study, in Stewart et al. (2004) pretraining first
established particular relational functions (i.e.,
same and different) in arbitrary stimuli as well
as establishing the functions of yes and no in
two further arbitrary stimuli. Then during an
assessment phase, stimuli in a particular relation
with each other (e.g., two same- or differently
colored objects), a contextual cue (e.g., one of
the two arbitrary shapes established as same and
different), and the cues for yes and no were
presented. As predicted, participants chose the
yes comparison when the contextual cue correctly corresponded to the relationship between
the colored objects (e.g., same color or different
color) and chose the no comparison when it did
not. Once the functions of the contextual cues
were established, it was possible for a potentially infinite number of relational responses to
be observed (Stewart et al., 2004).
The REP as used in Stewart et al. (2004) and
similar studies has arguably enabled researchers
to explore patterns of relational framing in humans much more effectively than older methodologies such as the matching-to-sample protocol could. In addition, more recently, it has
also inspired the development of further protocols offering further particular advantages for
assessing and training relational framing in particular contexts and indeed, much of this work
has used children as participants.
For example, one such protocol is the
SMART (Strengthening Mental Abilities with
Relational Training) online protocol (Cassidy,
Roche, & Hayes, 2011; Cassidy, Roche, Colbert, Stewart, & Grey, 2016; Hayes & Stewart,
2016). The SMART is essentially a systematically organized set of REP trials focused on the
thoroughgoing assessment and training of core
forms of relational framing. An early prototype
of this online method was used by Cassidy,
Roche, and Hayes (2011) to train both educationally typical and educationally disadvantaged children in core patterns of relational
framing. The basic format involves the presentation of a relational network and a question as
to the nature of the relation between two members of that network that could be answered by
pressing either yes or no at the bottom of the
screen. Results showed that months-long training at increasing levels of complexity in a number of frames including same, opposite, more
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and less resulted in substantial WISC IQ gains
in both educationally typical (Study 1) and educationally disadvantaged children (Study 2).
Another concept inspired by the REP is the
Implicit Relational Assessment Protocol
(IRAP), which has now become extremely useful and popular in the exploration of participants’ verbal repertoires (Barnes-Holmes,
Barnes-Holmes, Power, Hayden, Milne, &
Stewart, 2006; Barnes-Holmes, Barnes-Holmes,
Stewart, & Boles, 2010). The IRAP requires
participants to respond quickly and accurately
via RCI stimuli such as yes/no or true/false to
networks of relations. IRAP research has typically been focused on exploring attitudes (e.g.,
to race) in typically developed adult humans.
However it has also been used in work focused
on other phenomena such as cognitive ability
and has involved participants both younger and
older than this. One recent domain of research,
for example, has begun to focus on IRAP testing and training in typically developing children
as well as children with educational and behvioral difficulties (e.g., Kilroe, Murphy, BarnesHolmes & Barnes-Holmes, 2014; Scanlon,
McEnteggart, Barnes-Holmes, Barnes-Holmes,& Stewart 2014). For example, Kilroe et al.
(2014) used the IRAP to explore relational responding in children with autism, while Scanlon
et al. (2014) used it to explore gender bias and
self-esteem in typically developing children as
well as children with ADHD and dylexia. This
is as much as RFT research has done with
respect to Y/N-Q so far. Despite the utility of
these protocols though they are not focused on
the development of Y/N-Q responding per se.
They take advantage of this repertoire but have
not directly facilitated the exploration of the
development of Y/N-Q responding themselves.
This is one potentially important direction for
future RFT research. Researchers need to explore the typical emergence of Y/N-Q responding and to develop effective means of training
this repertoire where needed.
Recommendations for Future Research in
Y/N-Q Responding
As explained near the start of this article,
responding to Y/N-Qs occurs in a wide variety
of contexts to accomplish an extensive array of
activities. In addition to being the primary
method of eliciting information from children
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across daily pursuits, Y/N-Qs are also the primary data collection method for young children
within the developmental literature. In addition,
a substantial amount of research has been carried out on response biases to Y/N-Qs. At the
same time, however, relatively little research
attention has been given to studying the development of Y/N-Q responding from a functional
analytic perspective with a view to using insights gained from such work to learn how best
to train young children (whether neurotypical or
otherwise) to respond to Y/N-Qs appropriately,
so as to facilitate the use of Y/N-Qs in either
traditional or more recent (e.g., RFT-based)
protocols.
In this article, we have studied two approaches within behavior analysis, RFT and
JSC, which might be useful for this purpose.
Both approaches see the development of Y/N-Q
responding as being based on multiple exemplars over time. Future work needs to study the
development of Y/N-Q responding drawing on
suggestions from both approaches. For example, JSC might suggest studying the extent to
which children of different ages, both typically
developing and otherwise, naturally engage in
self-echoics in the learning of Y/N-Q responding as well as whether being supported in the
use of self-echoics might accelerate development of this repertoire. RFT research might
investigate the relationship between the development of framing and the development of a
repertoire of Y/N-Q as one particularly important and prevalent form of RCI responding that
likely develops in tandem with framing and
helps support it. Determining normative rates of
development of Y/N-Q responding in the context of the development of relational framing
might allow researchers to create an assessment
protocol that could help determine the best time
at which to intervene to establish or strengthen
a Y/N-Q repertoire as well as to use such a
repertoire to train increasingly complex relational framing. Such research could work to
optimize the use of MET to establish a Y/N-Q
repertoire, as well as explore the use of Y/N-Q
-based protocols such as the REP for assessing
and training various forms of nonarbitrary and
arbitrary relational responding in very young
children.
Apart from exploring the initial establishment of a Y/N-Q repertoire, and using early
Y/N-Q repertoires to train other relational rep-
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ertoires, researchers might also investigate deficits in already established Y/N-Q responding
and examine how they might be remediated. As
discussed, bias in responding to Y/N-Qs is evident across young (i.e., 2– 6 years) children’s
responses. One potentially important domain
therefore, is the effect on such bias of training
Y/N-Q responding in young children. As suggested earlier, Y/N-Qs are used very frequently
with young children across a variety of domains, including developmental research. As
such, it might seem important to be able to
effectively assess and remediate deficits in
Y/N-Q responding at as young an age as possible.
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