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Humour is a social phenomenon that uses stimuli to activate a mental process and elicit laughter as a physiological response (Joshua et al., 2005). Humour has been shown to have many benefits for students such as increase in learning, increase in self-motivation, increase in attendance, better test results, higher resilience to change and better problem solving skills, to name a few, according to Banas, Dunbar, Rodriguez & Liu, (2011) who reviewed forty years of research into humour in education. 
The use of humour in social interaction has had a long and rocky journey over the centuries. During the Renaissance, humour was regarded as a negative, normally associated with an unreasonable capricious mood or even an imbalance in mental health. During the 18th century, the perception of humour has evolved into something odd and whimsical, amusing in a non-malicious way. It was only as late as the 19th century that the use of humour became acceptable as a way of entertaining people in literature and during social gatherings and cultural events. Today, we accept humour as the richest form of comedy, encompassing anything witty or anything that makes us laugh (Weaver & Cotrell, 2001).
Torok (2004) argues that the use of humour is fundamental in classroom teachings. This is supported by Cornett (1986) who claims that humour is an important factor in facilitating the retention of new information and Gorham and Christophel (1990) who claim that it increases the speed of learning. Humour has a significant use in teachings of all areas that students perceive as difficult (Berk and Nanda, 1998; Friedman et al., 1999; Gordon, 1982). 
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First book on humour was entitled “Laughter” written by Henry Bergson and published in the 1900. Literature on the topic of humour in education doesn’t make an appearance until the 1960’s (Monro (1963)), then in the 70’s, two writers and producers, John Cleese, and Sir Anthony Jay, founded Video Arts, a company making educational videos. They set out to create engaging and stimulating educational content while using humour to make it entertaining and therefore, memorable. It was based on Cleese’s observation that: “…people learn nothing when they are asleep very little when they are bored”, which still holds very true to this day. 80s and 90s see an increase in interest of using humour in the workplace for increased productivity (Thomas & Al-Maskati, 1997), as health benefit due to stress lowering qualities (Henman, 2001; Robinson, 1983; Berk,1998), and even in education (Cornett, 1986; Davies & Apter, 1980; Kher et al, 1999).
The purpose of this literature review is to establish the direction the research on the topic of using humour in the classroom has taken in the last 10 years, by reviewing peer reviewed journal articles. Multiple journal articles have been examined and a selection has been made for further review based on certain criteria. The population of articles considered, and the criteria used for selection can be found in Appendix 1.
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The article titled “Laughter in University Lectures” and published in the Journal of English for Academic Purposes in 2012. 
The paper looks at “laughter episode” defined by Wulf et al (2009) as “segments in which a good part of the audience laughed at least once”. The setting discussed in the article is lectures in British universities. 
Method of data collection is a mixed one with quantifying the number of lectures with humorous aspect and a qualitative examination of purpose of laughter and methods used to provoke it. The typology emerged inductively from the data analysed to suggest different purposes, namely, maintenance of social order, anxiety reduction, rapport building and reinforcement of academic /professional identity.
This cultural use of laughter will no doubt differ in other cultural settings and as such provides a valuable analysis in order to identify these laughter inducing instances, which can then in turn be adapted or avoided during international lectures. However, even in different cultures, the affective aspect of humour and laughter-provoking instances can be used to create an environment conductive to a sense of belonging and lower stress associated with studying. This article lists a number of lectures analysed (n=136) rather than the number of participants. This combined with a quantitative analysis of the results provides a numerical value that is independent of individuals’ behavioural aspects or inter-relationships between the speaker and the audience.
It states that 85% of 136 lectures analysed contain laughter instances every 1.4 minutes.
Drawback of this approach, however, is the fact that humans are unavoidably subject to behaviour and tend to confirm the sociological principle that people prefer to act like those around them.  This raises the issues of quantifying the laughter episodes if one instance of laughter in a packed lecture hall, merges with the next instance. 
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The article titled “Using intentional humour in a higher education classroom: connecting with and building on Lovorn and Holaway” was published in The European Journal of Humour Research.
A mixed method was used for data collection from 108 student teachers. Similarly, to Article 1, this research identifies “laughter sessions” as periods of time during which laughter occurred. 
The article is aimed at student teachers as main beneficiaries of the study. They will form a future generation of teachers and they report that humour has increased their confidence, understanding and knowledge and that they, in turn, plan to use it in their practice as teachers to create a welcoming teaching and learning environment for their students. 
The article focuses on Instructional Humour Process Theory (IHPT) (Huss & Eastep,2016) that suggest that the incongruity between student’s perceptions and what they learn to be true can “increase attention, assist with informal processing on a deeper level and enhance recall”
Perceptions of humour by different individuals is expected, accepted and incorporated into the conclusions which suggest a relativist perspective. 
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The article titled “The risk and reward of teaching with humour in western Sydney; adapting pedagogy to complex demographics” was published in EuroAmerican Journal of applied linguistics and mathematics in 2015. 
The article looks at students who have English as their second language and the cultural differences that normally go with that situation. Two courses were selected for analyses and over a course of four years. Feedback is collected across two campuses in two categories: feedback on the course and feedback on teaching. This longitudinal approach gives rise to a total of 3488 responses from students with mixed cultural backgrounds.
Methods of data collection are mixed containing: surveys with quantitative questions offering the Likert scale ratings across categories and open-ended questions offering the opportunity for data-rich responses. 
The article sets about questioning the use of humour in the university that caters for international students, raising questions about cultural and language barriers. It warns about the use of humour for social control, misuse of power in the classroom, aggressive humour that denigrates ethnicity, religion and social status of the students which leads to de-stabilisation of the public self- image of students, in the university that has around 50% of foreign students. 
Arguably, if the university allows this in the classroom, then perhaps, the use of humour is not the biggest problem this university currently has.
The results show that up to 30% of the respondents have positive perception of humour in the classroom as opposed to less than 1% who have a negative opinion about it. However, regardless of the use of humour or the perception of it by the students, the result show that around 40% of the students achieve a bare pass with around 33% failing the course. This again, points to the course having other significant problems that have nothing to do with humour and explains the bias towards negative perception of humor the article opens with. 
Students feedback on the teaching, however, returns surprising results: “students’ grades are improving, the student feedback on the subject is improving, and students increasingly, and without any prompting, are identifying humour as being a significant factor in their positive experience”. (Hale, 2016) 
Even more surprising and unexpected was the result of an exercise involving students selecting a humorous text for discourse analysis. A group of Muslim students, of their own free will, selected Jeff Dunham’s Achmed the Dead Terrorist text for demonstrating the positive aspect of humour.  This, according to Hale (2015) is evidence of great trust in educational environment where students felt entirely comfortable in presenting this, potentially controversial, skit. 
The article puts forward an interesting point about teachers who see themselves as “politically engaged working with disenfranchised social groups” doing more harm than good by drawing attention (spotlighting) to aspects of life which make these students different causing them to feel embarrassment rather than solidarity, (Partington, 2006). This calls attention to the “appropriateness” of humour use as per articles two and six, which state that course related humour is the one seen as appropriate by students. 
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Article titled “Are men funnier than women, or do we just think they are?” was published in Translational Issue in Psychological Science in 2016.
The study uses 228 participants from Britain, Canada and Australia in an attempt to establish if one gender is funnier than the other.
In 2011, the study conducted by Mickes et al, reported that 90% of their participants thought that men are funnier than women. In 2016, this article asks the same question and has a return of 62% of the participants thinking that men are funnier than women, with a third of the sample (33.6%) reporting that both genders are equally funny.
Mickes et al (2011) did not have the equality of genders as an option. 
This points to a paradigm shift in just a few short years. Gender equality in the number of stand-up comedians and women in comedy industry is seeing a significant improvement with every passing year.
Second part of this study was a caption allocation. Participants were presented with a cartoon and a choice of captions. They would need to choose the caption that they thought was funnier. Genders of the caption authors were not revealed and any cartoon / caption that included a gender specific name, religion or cultural aspect was removed from the study.
This part of the study yielded a surprising result; both male and female participants chose the captions written by female authors as funnier. Although, within this literature review, this finding might look out of place, it actually adds another piece to the puzzle of humorous content in the classroom. This would point to the assumption that gender is not actually important when it comes to the humorous content of the message. This might not add a route, but it seems to be removing one potential barrier: speakers gender.
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Article titled “Humor Norms for 4997 English words” was published online in 2018. The article takes a novel approach to the examination of humour by looking at actual words in order to create a single-word humour rating. It involves 821 subjects and 4997 words. Method of data collection for this article is quantitative by using the online tool which collects and collates self-reported responses; however, these responses are based on perception and the emotional state, which would suggest that they are qualitative in nature. Reliance on subject perceptions of what is considered funny, suggest a relativist persuasion. 
This theory goes against all the existing theories about humour as they all look at the human driven purpose for the use of it. Superiority, Incongruity and Relief theories, dating back to Plato and Aristotle, as the basis for humour analysis have been ignored. 
If we accept the paradigm that humour is a human driven activity in a sense that it relies on emotions, cognition, perceptions, cultural and individual sense of what is funny, sense of timing, facial expressions, tone, and volume of delivery in order to elicit a physiological response in the shape of laughter, then this theory of words being funny by themselves is unfounded. If, however, we accept the premise that it is the words that are funny and human participation is not required, then this theory eradicates the need for human involvement in the production of humour altogether. Although the approach reports to be replicable, it has not shown the same words to the same subjects more than once. If we accept that same words will always invite the same response then the words could appear on the screen repeatedly, and elicit the same laughter response from the audience, time and time again. This has not been proven. Gender preferences or cultural / geographical differences have not been evaluated. Although the article looks at English words, it does not account for language differences between English speaking countries. There is an established body of literature that reports on differences in humour perceptions and styles based on genders (Aillaud & Piolat, 2012; Mickes et al,2011; Hooper et al, 2016)
The funniest word, according to this piece of research is “booty”, which points to a bias towards American English as it is not used in British or Australian English, for instance. Gender preference has not been noted. 


Review of the Article No 6

Article titled “Teacher humor: longitudinal effects on students’ emotion” reports using a qualitative approach to data collection and relies on Likert scales to collate self-reported emotions by students.
The article looks at Control Value Theory (CVT) (Pekrun, 2006) to assess the effect of teacher employed humour on achievement emotions (enjoyment, boredom, and anger) as reported by students themselves. The sample was 668 German secondary school students, of equally balanced gender (50% reported female). The data collection was based on 41 classrooms, three teaching topics and 112 class meetings as a minimum. 
The article reports that course related teacher humour was perceived most intensely by the students, scoring highest on the enjoyment scale and lowest on the anger scale. It is not clear how familiar students were with their teachers as some of the older students could have been taught by the same teachers in previous years. Another potential drawback might be that students were high school age, and as such, in an unusual emotional state due to hormonal changes associated with puberty. 
The perceived emotional response of the effect of humour is self-reported by individual students so the results, when collated can be used to point towards a shared like or dislike whilst removing the student collaboration. This would reduce the “me too” state of mind and would result in a more honest response from the students. Moreover, by using shared perceptions of a large student body to assess teachers’ effectiveness, a bias of teachers self-reporting can be avoided. 
The results of the study report that course related humour is perceived as appropriate. The students experienced more enjoyment and fewer negative emotions. 
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The article titled “Elements of humour in the classroom, A qualitative approach to data” was published in Acta Universitatis Sapiente, Philologica in December 2020. It looks at 159 students and their perception of humour in the classroom. 
The article recognises different aspects of effective humour delivery such as linguistics, social and cultural competence (Wulf, 2010) but it also raises a very interesting question of psychological state of the transmitter and the receiver and its variance on effectiveness of humour, paraphrasing LaFollette & Shanks (1993), that even people with a “good sense of humour” can occasionally be immune to humour due to being in the bad mood.  
Although the title suggests a qualitative approach to data collection, the article describes the data collection efforts as questionnaires containing a multiple-choice question and uses Frequency tables to show responses to those questions. This is combined with Open questions and categorisation of responses into themes, so the method of data collection, can arguably, be classified as a mixed method, rather than purely qualitative. 
The researchers consider human concepts such as language, social competence, cultural differences, and customs, which would point to a relativist ontological persuasion. 
Results show that “positive experiences associated with humour strengthen the endurance of learning by making it playful” (Todor,2020), it encourages teamwork, better engagement from the students and a better performance as the result.
The article is aimed at the educators as principal beneficiaries of the research. 
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The article titled “Social Context Influences the Acoustic Properties of Laughter” was published in Affective Science journal online. The study takes place in the University of Wisconsin – Madison, USA. 
The participants were undergraduates from a variety of ethnic backgrounds, representing both major gender groups and one nonbinary.
Study uses same gender dyads as a base for acoustic data collection from free-form conversations and all instances of audible laughter. 
Videos with humorous content that does not require sound for its funniness have been employed to represent three social functions of laughter: reward, affiliation and dominance which loosely reflect Schoenewolf’s (2015) “healing, ingratiating and malicious” humour types.
Method of data collection is quantitative using Qualtrics system. Videos are rated on a forced choice of True / False to categorically identify a selection. This was deemed preferable to a Likert scale present more ambiguous results. 
Laughter was identified as the “audible forced expulsion of air through the vocal cords, which may be voiced or unvoiced”. 
Data was analysed based on gender and the three categories listed above.
Results point to female participants finding reward and affiliation stimuli equally funny, while male participants favoured reward stimuli over affiliation ones.
Data was not available for the differences in responses based on dominance stimuli. 
It was also recorded that reward (happy or healing) laughter was longer and louder, dominance (mean, malicious) laughs were noisier as to say had lower harmonics-to-noise ratios, chaotic and unpleasant, and affiliation (caring, healing) laughs were more muffled.
As this study examines acoustics of laughter in order to establish is it is possible to uncover social intentions based on the type of laugher it elicits, the main benefits would be in clinical diagnostics, psychological behaviour coding and potentially in the development of Artificial intelligence. 
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Articles have been reviewed in chronological order to establish a direction of travel in the research field if any exists. The selection was made on age, peer review status, and wide topic category. Although the research question looks at the use of humour in education, the selection of articles was purposely kept wide to encompass the studies conducted in different geographical areas, with different age and gender subjects and even studies looking at humorous words to ensure that the direction of research in the field wasn’t excluding an important aspect or a budding new idea based on the criteria that was too constricting. 
What became apparent very quickly through the process of reading journal articles is that, ironically speaking, “the excessive employment of complicated terminology in order to express a simplest concept, notion or thought” seems to be a preferred way of communicating among authors of, said, journal articles. Books written by the sources who inform these journal articles and feature in their Bibliographies are written in a much more approachable language. This discrepancy begs a question; are these journal articles written for the wider audience in an attempt to share the latest developments in the field or for the purpose of showing off the authors language skills to their peers with the knowledge sharing as a secondary motivation? 

Interesting thought emerged from the review of the seventh article; “even people with a good sense of humour can be immune to it if they are in the bad mood”. Comedians and actors employ humour for the purpose of entertainment and have the luxury of assuming a “stage persona” during their performances, but what about the teachers? What about the people who are trying to transfer knowledge and provide pastoral care to others while using humour as a stress relief or the purpose of building a bond; what if they are in the bad mood? What about the psychological state of the person implementing positive psychology and the impact on this effort by their work environment? Can an educator working in a negative, stressful, unsupportive work environment shed it all and still be engaging, positive, supportive, and fun in the classroom? Do they have to develop a “stage persona” to preserve their sanity? Cognitive dissonance has a way of restoring the equilibrium by changing one of the factors responsible for the discord and thus achieving “cognitive consistency” (Festinger, 1957). Where a person is involved in an action that goes against their values – either the action is stopped, the perception of the action is altered or the persons value system changes to cope with the dissonance (Festinger,1957). What would be the implications for the educators who work in a negative environment but use fun approach as a way of benefiting their students? Would they stop teaching -an action, change the perception of the action by convincing themselves that fun is not of benefit to students or lose the light-hearted approach and become more serious – thus changing the value?  First article summarises that laughter is a social behaviour and is much less frequent when people are alone (Deveraux & Ginsburg, 2001), or perhaps even feel alone.

First article claims that the majority of British lectures are structured as conversation although they tend to be mostly monological. As such, the lecturer has the floor for 75% of the time (Nesi, 2012) and can semi script the talks based on the available time to include laughter triggers and an experienced lecturer can have a full repertoire of laughter inducing “moves” to call upon when needed.
This is mirrored in the article six, that states that teacher humour is a learnable skill. 
Greatbatch and Clark (2003) looked at the speeches delivered by “management gurus” and found that laughter plays an important role in group cohesion and increases the attentiveness, thus making the gurus message more memorable.
Lee (2006) found that laughter was much more frequent in talks and lectures delivered by invited speaker as a one off rather than ordinary lectures delivered as part of the degree course.
The similarity here is that a one-off talk given to an audience relies on laughter to make the message more memorable. It is worth noting that management gurus deliver their speeches in a monological way very much like the British lecturers. 
It would seem that a monological delivery is not reducing the message or the enjoyment of the audience, but a presence of humour is increasing the memorability of the message provided it is prepared with pre-scripted laughter “moves” and delivered as if it was a one-off opportunity to make an impression. This in turn means that it can be learned, practiced, and replicated by all university lecturers regardless of their personal sense of humour levels. As the sixth article points out, the management of laughter is strategic and not an unexpected side-effect. This is supported by the second article that reports an even better response to a second time delivered humorous lecture as it was planned better. To revert back to the question raised in the seventh article; Can this still be done if the transmitter is in a negative psychological state?
Sixth article raises a point that teacher humour is not considered a stable personality trait anymore as it was in previous literature (Booth-Butterfield,1991) and that as such, it is learnable. When this humour is also related to the lecture content, it is perceived as appropriate by the student body. This points to the fact that it can be planned into the teaching material in advance, and be used by many, as it is not reliant on the personality of any one lecturer. First article supports this with their findings that “use of humour related to the course content by teachers is positively associated with student enjoyment and negatively associated with anger, anxiety and boredom”. Lowering of these negative achievement emotions (Pekrun,2006), can lead to better social interaction, teamwork, mutual support, engagement and therefore a more effective learning environment. 
Ontologically speaking, all the articles display a relativist persuasion. Even articles 4 5 and 8, as the ones using purely quantitative data collection methodology, that looks at the funniness of words, videos or cartoon captions, in isolation from the timing, delivery, voice or any other human related aspect, still relies on people’s perception of which word (sentence) or image should be selected as funny. Other articles use a qualitative method (article 6) but more often it is the amalgamation of both methods that is employed (articles 1,2,3 and 7).
The idea od education as “the great equalizer of the conditions of men – the balance wheel of social machinery…” and “universal education that would promote democracy” (Mann,1848) was a start to a system that would provide standardised and universal schooling system around the world. 
Although education, as a systematic knowledge and skills improvement enterprise, is a social construct unique to humans and as such open to realist assumption, the learning process itself is not. Learning is a building block of survival and as such, it is crucial part of evolution independent of any human laws or frameworks. Process of learning is generation and acquisition of knowledge that is very subjective to the individual. It happens in various ways, contexts and at different times for each individual and as such supports a relativist assumption. 
Beneficiaries of these studies seem to be future and current educators, speakers, and all other practitioners of public speaking. Even article 5, could be seen as useful to public performers such as perhaps, stand-up comedians. The only exception is article 8, which looks at behaviour coding and would benefit the developers of artificial intelligence or clinical diagnosticians. 
This difference in epistemological approach is very interesting and points to a shift in general approach of finding out how humour can be created and how this new knowledge can be used for future research. However, the new developments in artificial intelligence are still failing to make chatbots funny, as the sense of “funniness” is a human characteristic. This development also raises a question of ethics. What one human finds funny the other might find highly offensive. Although a chatbot can make one person laugh, it is not a valid assumption that it is funny all the time with all the audiences. Bias towards stimuli that can be replicated might cause the exclusion of rich personal data which is fundamental in any aspect of social science. Even if the replication of the stimulus is exact, it will still inevitably lead to different responses with different audiences. This would affect the epistemological direction of the study.  Based on data collection methods, which are informed by methodology which is in turn guided by the ontological assumption of the researcher – the data or the existing knowledge collected might cause inferences that are biased or even erroneous. 
After all, as human beings “We see the world, not as it is, but as we are, as we are conditioned to see it. When we open our mouths to describe what we see, we in effect describe ourselves, our perceptions, our paradigms. “Covey (2020)
Through the analysis of these, latest publications, a few themes emerged. 
Articles one, two and six used the Instructional Humour Process Theory (Wanzer et al,2010) as the framework for the results analysis of their data. Articles two and six also relied on Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Cacioppo,1986) and Control Value Theory (Pekrun, 2006), respectively. The development of models over the years has provided researchers with a framework that allows effective comparison. 
Articles one, two and six also agree that the use of humour can be learned and planned, and so strategically used when required, like an instrument or a device.
Articles one and two measure instances of laughter in episodes or sessions.
There seems to be a shift in the approach to study of humour and laughter, however, as articles 4,5 and 8, show. The shift is towards isolating the humour from the human factor and analysing it using quantitative methods to analyse words, sentences and images.  
In summary, two major directions of research are becoming evident in these publications with corresponding data collection methods:
Pre-2016 - the benefits of laughter for enjoyment and memorability of public speaking including lectures and ways of using the humour as a tool in a strategic way looking for qualitative data and,
Post-2016 - an attempt to isolate the humour from the human factor and disassemble it into its components such as words, images, acoustics for further analysis of each component separately to establish if it can be replicated by artificial intelligence using pre-programmed stimuli, using a quantitative approach. 
It can be postulated that the shift in the methodology and the approach is consistent with the advancements in technology which will be able to simulate humans and hence needs to be able to emulate all human behaviours. 
Two articles overlap into both themes (article 4 and 5) by looking at the quantitative data to establish the funniness of words and images as laughter elicitation devices, which can also strategically be used for all types of public speaking, including lectures as well as to inform the content used by AI developers.

Notes that informed this thematic categorisation can be found in appendix 2.
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A breadth of articles was considered in order to achieve a more rounded view of the current literature on the use of humour. Different geographical areas, cultures, beneficiaries and approaches to the view of what is humorous, written over the last 10 years, have been included by design. 
This literature review raises questions that will need further research. If standard lectures are, by structure, 75% monologs by the lecturer, and that lecturer is in a negative state of mind, can they still be an engaging, entertaining, and student-orientated in a positive way?
Following on from this point; if the speaker holds the floor for 75% of the time and this is the norm; can the material to be delivered in that time be better planned to reflect the success held by management gurus and visiting lecturers who seem to be perceived as more memorable than regular lecturers? Third article also suggest that humorous lectures get better response the second time around, perhaps due to better planning.  Sixth article claims that the appropriate use of humour is a learnable skill. 
Further research is recommended for the benefit of all education practitioners to establish if the use of humour can then be learned, planned, structured, and strategically employed as a tool when deemed relevant and appropriate, regardless of the individual sense of humour of the speaker. Monitoring of technological advances into artificial intelligence and progress it makes in the field of humour is also an advisable activity.
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