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Abstract
This brief essay raises several questions about cross cultural usage of and connections between language and logic. It highlights some problems with attitude of teaching logic outside of the English speaking discourse. 

This essay is not meant to be a rigorous academic research. I will narrate some material in first person where appropriate. However, I hope that issues raised in the text can produce some material for further studies. Also, the essay is concerned with problems related to the use of two languages in teaching logic: Russian and English. English is a second language for me; I will lean on examples provided by native speakers in this area. Russian is my mother tongue so I will allow myself to make bolder inferences in the matter.
Several years ago, I translated a few articles of late Professor John Corcoran (Corcoran, 1989) into Russian following his request (Corcoran and Korchevoi, no date). My guess is that he wanted to widen the audience of his thoughtful treatises. During this process I encountered several difficulties: I struggled to find Russian words for basic terms such as "validness and soundness" of an argument. I did find some analogous words bearing the meaning of these terms but there was no consensus on their usage in the Russian academia. Of course, at that time I assumed that the issue might be rooted in my lack of knowledge. However, later we will see that respected Russian-speaking logicians have validated my concerns: the absence of academic consensus among Russian logicians toward the above-mentioned terms was supported by Professors of Moscow Free University Viktor and Ylia Gorbatovs via our personal communications (Free Moscow University, no date). From my perspective the issue looked relatively new for Russian-speaking logicians, or rather it was not important for them. 
      The above description of my experience helps us to understand how the leitmotif of this article has been spawned.  A permanent concern for how our language, including mundane usage of it, is related to logic can be seen through the development of English corpus of literature dedicated to logic. However, this concern does not seem to have appeared in Russian literature yet; it seems that Russian terminology lacks some very basic terms in the meta-logic narrative. Further we will compare examples of approaches to logic teaching among Russian and English-speaking logicians. Surely, the set of examples is not exhaustive. It rather allows us to formulate a hypothesis that even subtle discrepancies in teaching logic among different language communities can have pertinent implications. A thorough study of this hypothesis is an ambitious project that cannot be conducted here.
[bookmark: _GoBack]      Last year, an unfortunate event spawned a new academic movement in Russia. Several professors’ contracts with The Higher School of Economics (HSE) University were not prolonged (RBC, 2020). It is believed that the reasons were political. However, if we put aside the cause, the consequence was hopeful. The professors organized a new movement: Moscow Free University. This was not a university in its strict sense then. It was rather a set of courses resembling in its structure the Massive Open Online Courses (MOOC) only with constant involvement of tutors via ZOOM and e-mail.  The recent COVID lockdowns gave us a new attitude toward on-line activities. I was lucky to join a small community of learners in the logic course provided by Viktor and Ylia Gorbatovs at the Moscow Free University. Given the good reputation of their former employer, the HSE University (HSE, no date), we may assume that those professors are among the best specialists in logic who teach in Russia today (Gorbatov, 2014). The description of the course looked very auspicious. In particular, an honest and respectful academic discourse about logic and argumentation in our profane life was promised (Free Moscow University, no date). A more detailed description of the course is appropriate here.   
     The course seemed to fall into two parts: the first was dedicated to human communications viewed from, let's say, social constructivism involving linguistic and psychological strains; the second looked classic, considering mostly the propositional logic. As a whole, the course was very fresh for the Russian academic discourse, yet the Russian logic discourse, at least as it is taught now, seems to pay a lot of attention to semantics leaving the issue of truth-value in cases of speech acts to the Theory of Models or epistemology. An important issue of how we "translate" our speech acts into logic and back, how and why we can obtain a true proposition was left aside. Thus, it may be the case that teaching logic in Russian implicitly exhibits an attitude that the matter of truth-values of propositions and the process of coding/ decoding of meanings into verbal construction are those of philosophy, psychology, linguistic, but not logic.   In order to see that the attitude in this matter is different in English, one can consider analogous activities in English. 
Take, for example, the course called “Language, Proof and Logic (FOL)” provided by the Stanford University in collaboration with EdX platform (Stanford Online, no date). Let’s restrict further comparisons to the first part of the Stanford’s course - the propositional logic - with the purpose to compare the teaching approaches by normalizing them to the same level of the matter’s complexity.  At the very beginning of the FOL course, the issue of "translation" of the mundane speech into logical forms is raised: it is noted that such Boolean connectives as conjunction and disjunction are usually linked with sets of words "and, but" and "or, either... or..." respectively. Of course, a reader has to keep in mind that the sets of words are not exhaustive. They are related to very basic everyday sentences, arguments, and cognitions people form often. Also, another question is considered: is it easy to perform a "translation" back from the logical form into plain language? Let’s take an example from the FOL course: the logical formula p V q is equivalent to a sentence ‘"Max is at home or Quine is at home"’ (Stanford Online, no page).  Does the sentence seem odd for an English speaker? Would it be better to say: "Either Max is at home or Quine is at home"? This example is taken directly from the FOL course to avoid objections that my expertise in English is not proficient. 
However, my concern is with my mother tongue. Russian has similar sets for conjunction and disjunction that are " и, а, но" [“e, ha, no”, author’s transliteration] and "или, либо ... либо" [“eeley, leebo…leebo”, author’s transliteration]. These words are used often in simple verbal constructions. Those sets are not direct analogs of the English words. For example, it is perfectly right to say in Russian: "Grandmother or I will pick you up after school" using the word “или” [“eeley”, author’s transliteration]. In this case, if a pupil sees both mother and grandmother near the school entrance, she will not be surprised at all. However, we may verbalize a similar sentence "Either me or grandmother will pick you up after school" with Russian words "либо ... либо" [“leebo…leebo”, author’s transliteration]. In this case, the pupil will probably think that something is wrong if she sees both her relatives waiting for her after school. Does it mean that in Russian we code implicitly inclusive and exclusive disjunctions differently? If so, does it mean that we make more logical mistakes in disjunction application, or less? Is the situation the same in the case of other languages, e.g., English? Another example supports the same vein of reasoning. Let’s compare two phrases: “Nobody came” and “Никто не пришел” [“Nikto ne prishyol”, author’s transliteration]. They bear the same meaning but, as we can see, the Russian version uses a double negation “Никто не...” [“Nikto ne…”, author’s transliteration] without cancelling the negation. Thus, the same questions about the differences in logical “translations” of negation among different languages can be asked. 
One should support the case that finding an examination of the above questions in texts on teaching logic in Russian is not easy by widening the set of examples. If one considers courses for the top-ranking Russian universities, then one finds that logic is often taught as a part of a mathematical apparatus and the issues of the above “translations” are restricted to examples from mathematics only, e.g., Vereschagin and Shen (2012). Surprisingly, if one turns to the teaching material developed by the less known Russian universities, such as with emphasis on technical/professional education, she may find a more promising approach. For example, Vervichev (2013) considers the issue of “translation” of meanings of speech acts into the propositional logic. Yet Vervichev’s (2013) examples use mostly proverbs or folklore sayings. Thus, they do not highlight mundane language usage in-depth. Finally, our major concern is that such questions seem to be seminal and yet one has to dig for a while only to find a few proper instances in the Russian logical texts. 
The above brief consideration poses several concerns even in the very simple case of the propositional logic. Though our analysis covers only the area of educational activities in logic, the attitude of a teacher can, and certainly will, influence the attitude of an apprentice. Thus, it is probable that the Russian-speaking logicians consider the truth/falsity of propositions as a matter of the Theory of models and/ or epistemology. In the construction of a particular model, truth-value is assigned to a proposition, and therefore the soundness of an argument is a secondary concern. However, we have a model that exceeds many others in its importance: our everyday, mundane language. We shouldn’t neglect the idea that logic was born and evolved not from some abstract thinking but out of people's argumentation, or, following Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, ‘deduction is speech (logos)' (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2017, no page). 
Yet, why should we worry about such subtleties? At least, the supposition that advanced logicians with any language background misinterpret speech acts seems too far-fetched.  To highlight the salience of the issue, we can take a look at epistemology. There are several recent works dedicated to the challenge of the “Skeptical” argument (Pritchard, 2016; Pritchard, forthcoming; Salvatore, 2017).  In short, these works have developed Wittgenstein’s “anti-skepticism” proposal based on the concept of fundamental epistemological commitments, or “hinge commitments”, that ‘are neither acquired via rational processes nor directly responsive to rational considerations in the way that normal beliefs are’ (Pritchard, 2016: 10). Such a concept allows us to deal with the “Skeptical” argument while preserving the closure principle, i.e., that knowledge is closed under a known implication (Pritchard, forthcoming). We don’t need to speculate here about the pro or contra “hinge epistemology”. It is enough to infer that if we were to agree with Wittgenstein’s approach, then sooner or later we would want to formulate the set of “hinge commitments”. This set would consist of a few very basic propositions such as that one is not a victim of a radical skeptical scenario, or one has hands (Pritchard, forthcoming). Therefore, if we were to discover that there are discrepancies between different language communities in coding the propositions into the propositional logic, then drastic ramifications could follow because the “hinge commitments” play the role of the starting point for rational evaluation of all our knowledge. A similar conclusion can be drawn from the studies that speculate that while one social group sees a problematic epistemological situation, e.g. Gettier cases and anti-lack intuition (Gettier, 1963), another may perceive the same situation as perfectly safe for knowledge. ‘It is important to recognize that even if Gettier intuitions are a reflection of a core folk epistemology, and people in all cultures have a central epistemic concept that requires more than JTB, this does not entail that people in all cultures have the same knowledge concept’ (Machery et al., 2015: 8). 
In conclusion, I want to state that this paper aims to demonstrate permissibility of the argument that (1) Russian corpus of logic teaching courses often consider the truth/falsity of propositions as a matter of the Theory of models and/ or epistemology; (2) such attitude in the area of logic teaching can influence applied logic and obscure our understanding of how logic is intertwined with language usage and, consequently, (3) can afflict an epistemological project of knowledge evaluation.  Of course, in the future, a rigor testable hypothesis shall be developed. A correspondent methodology can contain quantitative, e.g., extensive meta-analysis of existing literature, and qualitative, e.g., phenomenological research of perceptions of Russian-speaking logicians, strains of research.  
However, despite that the propositional logic seems to be a very simple matter to teach, it has been found many times that the simplest things are the hardest to explain. Thus, the above lacunas in the education related to logic can evoke researcher’s interest. 
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