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Wittgenstein vs Descartes on certainty
The report is devoted to Wittgenstein’s approach to the concept of certainty, provability, refutability, doubt. Descartes’ approach is considered as far as it can be the object of Wittgenstein’s critics. In his work On Certainty the Austrian philosopher deals with not quite a definite persona ‘idealist’, who doubts the reality of the external world and another one, a “realist”, whose position is the opposite one.

The usual critics of the so-called naїve viewpoint according to which we are right when we trust  (a lot of) empirical and non-empirical statements is following: this view is shared without a thorough analysis, there aren’t enough rational arguments to it, so it’s not well grounded.

Wittgenstein in his last not-finished work shows that an ‘idealist’ uses some presuppositions which have to be analyzed before being taken as valid.
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The general method by which one can methodically refute the certainty of propositions belonged to different domains (say sense-data, mathematical, religious) (well-known due to Decartes’s universal doubt) is this:

We consider a given domain and correspondingly the statements which can be made upon it and if there is one refutable/mistaken statement there than the whole bulk is declared to be unreliable, uncertain, doubtful.
Yet one may well ask, and that is what Wittgenstein does: what makes us see the whole of empirical sentences as logically homogeneous? i.e. homogeneous from the viewpoint of refutability? Why there a priori can be no sets differentiated by refutability? (The same way we have previously differentiated the spheres of sense-data, mathematical research and religious beliefs?) That is an unanalyzed presupposition which can well be seen as a bad mistake taken in view the demands of validity, conclusiveness and soundness made by an ‘idealist’. (“Our  ‘empirical proposition’ do not form a homogeneous mass.” On Certainty:213)
In the treatise Wittgenstein proposes a sketch logical model for empirical sentences. 
The key point in it is the existence of a very specific set of empirical sentences with a special logical property which can be compared with the property of the logical false/ logical contradiction (in classical and many other logics):
Logical false implies anything, or formally ((A, where A – a deliberate formula. This is why logical contradiction is unacceptable: it makes the set of proved statements trivial, everything is valid then.
In case of  the set of empirical sentences we may call them ‘explosive’ sentences: being (really/ methodically, systematically) doubted they destroy speech, discourse, comprehension. If one doubts an ‘explosive’ sentence I stop understanding him, I cannot predict/grasp what else he or she sees as false, how he or she thinks.
The important features of these sentences are:
1) there can be no full list of them;

2) there can be no justification for them or their justification aren’t more valid than they are;

3) some of these sentences are about a given individual (eg. My name is… , with the subject ‘I’, not he/she), some aren’t, one of Wittgenstein’s example: cars can’t grow out from the earth.
The careful analysis of these sentences refutes the presupposition of an ‘idealist’ about ‘refutability homogeneity’ of all empirical statements.
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Another important part of Wittgenstein’s critics of skepticism is the precision of ‘what it means if one doubts’, i.e. to reconstruct adequately the corresponding language game (‘doubt’).
Wittgenstein indicates the necessary conditions which any act called  ‘doubt’ has to fulfill and it can be shown accurately that for example Descartes’ methodological skepticism doesn’t go through this filter.  (This is going to be presented in the report.)
