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1. The world is what’s happening.
2. It’s a sad state of affairs.
3. There’s a lot to think about and try to make sense of. I don’t know what to think. But

I do know how. Or at least I’m trying, damn it!
4. A thought is a proposition with a sense, not that bullshit lots of people put out on

social media.
5. Garbage in, garbage out.
6. We can do better than this.
7. Shut up and kiss me.

One

1. The world is what’s happening. Meaning, if you’re talking about the world, what you’re
interested in is facts about what’s up, what’s going on, right? Like, “American
democracy is the crapper,” for example.  Not boring shit like “this is a chair.” Which is
why I say 1.1 The world’s made of facts, not things, and 1.11 When I said that I meant all
the facts, not just some you cherry-pick, because 1.12 if you have all the facts you know
what’s true and what ain’t, and 1.13 now you know what I mean when I talk about
thought in general and I use words like “fact” and “world.”

[N.B.:  The numbers there went like this:
1
1.1
1.11
1.12

Which you could also represent like this:

Thought
Thought that follows

Thought that follows from that one
Another thought that follows from that same one

Like:
Wittgenstein only published one book of philosophy in his life

And he dedicated it to David Pinsent
Whom documentary evidence strongly suggests Wittgenstein came to

orgasm over while in the trenches of WWI



And who died in a friendly fire accident near the end of the WWI which
maybe—who knows?—meant Wittgenstein lost the love of his life when he was 29]

2. It’s a sad state of affairs. By which I mean 2.01 All the ways things relate make up the
state things are in—duh.  Which right now looks grim and. 2.011 I’m talking about links
between things, stuff, matters, items, like between climate change and biodiversity
which are two sides of the same coin and 2.012 Being able to come into certain kinds of
relations and not others is what makes a thing what it is. Like, if you can use it to eat
soup, it’s not a fork.  But 2.0121 There are always going to be people who are like, hold
on, what if the soup is super-chunky? And those are the ones we make be logicians,
because they’re always thinking about every possible option.

[N.B.:  The numbers there went like this:
2.
2.01
2.011
2.012
2.0121

Which you could represent as:

Thought
Aspect of that thought

Thing that follows on that aspect
Another thing that follows on the same aspect

Thing that follows on that second thing that follows on the aspect

Like:

Everything’s connected.
Like, pollution is global.

So every polluter affects every citizen, to some extent
And we all need to pull together on climate

But we really, really are not doing so]

Intruding thought:
Wittgenstein was kind of Jewish. By which I mean, not technically. His family had converted to
Catholicism and yet he wound up paying the fucking Nazis $22 million (in today’s money) to not
kill him and his siblings. Personally, I think for historical-retrospective purposes anybody who
had to pay the Nazis not to kill them should be considered Jewish.

3.



Oh no shit we’re still in the twos. Let’s finish the twos—going back to recap what we said
before:

2. It’s a sad state of affairs. By which I mean 2.01 All the ways things relate make up the
state things are in—duh.  Which right now looks grim and 2.011 I’m talking about links
between things, stuff, matters, items, like between climate change and biodiversity
which are two sides of the same coin and 2.012 Being able to come into certain kinds of
relations and not others is what makes a thing what it is. Like, if you can use it to eat
soup, it’s not a fork. But 2.0121 There are always going to be people who are like, hold
on, what if the soup is super-chunky? And those are the ones we make be logicians,
because they’re always thinking about every possible option. It’s like this: 2.0122 a word
is the same word if you say it alone or in a sentence, right? But when it was alone you
knew you could use it in a whole bunch of sentences if you wanted to. And 2.0123 if your
roommate scratches her back with a fork you have to admit forks and backscratchers are
shaped the same, right? 2.0124 Defining all the things or defining all the relationships
they can be in are really just two sides of the same coin, since where a thing begins and
ends, or where noun shades into verb, is kind of a judgment call.

Hold on the next one is 2.013, which is flipping me out—maybe I should do the numbers first.
And start indenting to mirror the levels. Ok, the numbers are:

2
2.01

2.011
2.012

2.0121
2.0122
2.0123
2.0124

2.013
2.0131

2.014
2.0141

Damn I’m gonna go put this shit in Excel and come back
And also I’m ordering Thai
Actually Excel is no help
I think the thing to do is to look at the range of 2, roughly speaking.  What do the numbers look
like at the start and at the end? Well, it starts out 2, 2.01, 2.011 . . . .  and the last few numbers are
2.22, 2.221, 2.222, 2.223, 2.224, 2.225. But there are about 79 entries that start with 2. The first
41 also start with 2.0, so they are all elaborating aspects of the first idea, not yet moving on from
it.  The next 26 all start with 2.1, so they’re about one idea that follows on the main idea, and its
different aspects and different things that follow from those aspects, and then there are 11 that
start with 2.2. Does that add up? 41 plus 11 but 26 is not 79, it’s 78. Whatever, we’ll fix it below.



The point is there’s a main idea with lots of aspects, and then two things that follow on the main
idea (by “follow on” I mean ideas that one could think of next, easily move on to, from the first
idea, NOT something that is logically implied or entailed by the first in the sense of a proof).
So, it goes like this (some of this will be review):

2. It’s a sad state of affairs. By which I mean 2.01 All the ways things relate make up the
state things are in—duh. Which right now looks grim and 2.011 I’m talking about links
between things, stuff, matters, items, like between climate change and biodiversity
which are two sides of the same coin and 2.012 Being able to come into certain kinds of
relations and not others is what makes a thing what it is. Like, if you can use it to eat
soup, it’s not a fork. But 2.0121 There are always going to be people who are like, hold
on, what if the soup is super-chunky? And those are the ones we make be logicians,
because they’re always thinking about every possible option. It’s like this: 2.0122 a word
is the same word if you say it alone or in a sentence, right? But when it was alone you
knew you could use it in a whole bunch of sentences if you wanted to. And 2.0123 if your
roommate scratches her back with a fork you have to admit forks and backscratchers are
shaped the same, right? 2.0124 Defining all the things or defining all the relationships
they can be in are really just two sides of the same coin, since where a thing begins and
ends, or where noun shades into verb, is kind of a judgment call. Another thing I mean is
2.013 that you have to think of things existing in a space, a kind of space, a universe, a
world. Meaning a place where some things are true and others aren’t. You could imagine
an empty pocket universe, but any think you can imagine is in someone’s pocket
universe. Another aspect of this is 2.0131 if we’re talking about space, you’ve got to
imagine it as infinite, and any particular point in it is where you’re coming from. Like
when you make an argument, or get into one. Like I said before 2.014 things (and people)
are what they are because of the relationships they’re capable of, and 2.0141you could
call all the possible relationships a thing can have its form. OK now let’s go back to that
main point, about how things suck, OK?
Another aspect of the suckitude is 2.02, that the core things that make up the world that
we’re talking about are simple, here, and 2.0201 what I mean by that is any complicated
things you think exist are really just built up out of the simple ones. Like things are all
about power and greed.  Duh.  Follow the money, right? Like I said in the introduction, I
can explain shit, but it’s still going to suck. Anyhow 2.021:  since the core things are
simple, they can’t be combined, really, because they’re fundamental forces. Like hunger
and greed.

Ok this next patch is getting kind of obscure. Gotta look at its form again. Come to think
of it, that meta-step: let’s look at the form here, is kind of what he’s talking about, isn’t it?
So in repeatedly going back and over the form, I’m enacting (as the psychoanalysts who
adore him would say) what he’s talking about.  I think.

Anyhow let’s try this another way.



In section 1, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 2.
In section 2, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 2.
In section 3, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 5.
In section 4, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 5.
In section 5, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 5.
In section 6, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 5.
In section 7, the first number after the decimal point never rises above 0.

So let’s see if we could read and translate only the 24 statements that are the next level up
of complexity from the seven.  Here goes:

1. The world is what’s happening.
1.1 The world’s made of facts, not things.
1.2 The world can be “cut at the joints,” as the Chinese say, into things; the world can
be fully explained by a set of facts if you express them properly, like: reason is telling
us that in all likelihood, we will all soon die from climate change, biodiversity loss,
and/or nuclear proliferation, but we’re having trouble responding collectively and
effectively. Some of us are working on it and stymied and frustrated, and some of us
are comforting ourselves with the false belief that that first group is going to solve it,
and some of us are just not thinking about the problem.

2. It’s a sad state of affairs.
2.1 So we paint ourselves pretty pictures.
2.2 A picture and a reality involve the same things, the same relationships, the same

initial conditions of shit. But our pretty picture says our friends working at NGOs
are going to fix it, when in reality we’re headed for the Don’t Look Up scenario.

3  There’s a lot to think about. . . and anything you can imagine is a thought.
3.1 When you talk  or write you make thought tangible (John:  word made flesh)
3.2  Things you’re thinking about can be represented by words
3.3 Meaning is a feature of sentences, not names.
3.4 Any sentence creates a place in an argument, a flow of thought, a discussion.
3.5 Then when somebody reads, it goes the other way and the sentence becomes a
thought.  Isn’t that cool?

4 A thought is a proposition with a sense, a meaningful sentence.

I gotta take a break and eat a cookie. This is hard.  Oh you should know:  I am trying to do this
all at one stretch. I mean, I’ve read some of this before and taken notes before and whatnot but
this is a new stretch of notes and I am trying to do it straight through in one sitting. It’s been



hours already, but I’m going to keep at it, because my boyfriend, who’s away, would get a kick
out of it if I had the complete notes to show him when he comes home tomorrow. That would be
a hoot. I’m reading his copy, which I secretly worry used to be his ex’s, b/c she was really into
Wittgenstein and wrote papers on it and everything. Not that there are any marginalia in the book
to speak of.

I think right now I need to go into 4 in a granular way. But I am getting too tired.

I need to find a faster way to the end.

Let’s go back to the highest level and fill in the interstitial there, which will somehow link up to
the Vince Gilligan vehicle I am currently fantasizing, which explores an alternate universe in
which Leonardo di Caprio’s wife from Don’t Look Up belongs to a Mothers Out Front chapter
founded by Breaking Bad’s Skyler White after her husband’s death, which is sometimes attended
by her sister Marie as well as Jocelyn from Schitt’s Creek (who becomes very close to Skyler)
and which explores climate change themes through hilarious incidents like the one where Skyler
leads a conversation (while stoned and wine-drinking at her book club, after it went off the rails
from the book, as it does repeatedly in a running gag) about what they could seriously do and
someone (maybe Anne from Wilfred?) suggests “s*ck Joe Manchin’s cock or maybe “f*ck Joe
Manchin”—the latter said first as a term of derision and then somebody says hey, maybe that
could actually work. And they all or mostly agree that they would (even the African-American
town councillor from Schitt’s Creek), if that’s what absolutely had to be done to save the planet.
And they decide to lead a delegation to his home to volunteer to organize a cadre of women to
make sure that Joe will get laid exactly how he wants for the rest of his life, if he votes for Build
Back Better.

Now let’s just keep slogging here, now that I let off some steam.

But I am really too tired to read and keep track of someone else’s thoughts. I need to follow my
own.Which is perhaps what Wittgenstein intended. He said he didn’t want to tell people what to
think, but show them how to do so. And what I love is that in his published two main works, that
is what he did.  He wrote a lot about interesting particular–

At this point, the bookstore customer whose reading experience you did not realize until now you
were sharing breaks off, and turns to the back cover.

Back Cover:
Nicola Welda is not the author’s real name. Doubtless there are real people named Nicola Welda,
somewhere in the world, locatable easily through social media and the internet. Rest assured,
these are the only people one can be absolutely certain did not write this book.

Here is what the real person whose nom de plume for the purposes of this publication is Nicola
Welda says about Tractatus:



Tractatus began with a set of notes I took on Wittgenstein’s book which is often referred to by
that name. I never would have thought of publishing them or anything derived from them had I
not met my publisher, Kimberly from Tandeta, in a Wittgenstein discussion group. We are good
friends, now, but the first time she shared in group she really bummed me out. Because she said
how she’s tried to discuss climate change via email with multiple thinkers who either won Nobel
Prizes or did work of such high quality that everyone agrees they could have or should have
gotten one. And only two of them have even answered her so far. One of them had interesting
material to contribute to the fight against climate change but gave up on sharing it because every
time he tried people thought he was a Trumpist when he was the opposite. The other one didn’t
even realize that his work was relevant to climate change, because of the disciplinary divisions
that exist in academia and because the partner with whom he did his world-altering creative work
is sadly dead of cancer. It really discouraged me to listen to her. But then she persuaded me that I
might have something new to say about Wittgenstein’s Tracatus that could move the field, make
people think, maybe bring out some aspect of Wittgenstein—we had just been talking about how
he talked about aspects of facts, and how you see them differently depending on how you
approach them. She thought my doing that had a chance of helping in the fight against climate
change. That’s the thing about deep thinking, she claimed, wherever it comes from—it often
winds up making discoveries about a level of reality that is so deep that it applies all over the
place, in multiple fields. You see that in math all the time, supposedly. So pure math research,
number theory and all that, is really important, and not only where’s it’s obvious, like in
cryptography used for commercial security and national defense.

Anyhow Kimberly can be very persuasive, and she is convinced that you never know whose
thoughts are really going to be useful, at a given moment. Therefore it’s worth publishing most
rigorously articulated thought, even if it comes from outside the academy or from very young
people or whatever. She also pointed out that the Tractatus has mostly been read by young people
in college, so it would kind of be in keeping with its reception history if I wrote something about
it. Kimberly even said that if I did it, it could be marketed in “intertextual relationship” with a
book another friend of hers is writing that she’s going to publish, a sci-fi novel, which takes as its
premise that alien librarians come to Earth right before Armageddon to collect the last books that
are written about classics in the Earth canon, to preserve them in the Earth archive of secondary
literature in the Library of Lost Civilizations, or something like that. So I agreed to write up my
notes from the perspective of what the Tractatus might have to offer us with regard to helping us
think more clearly about the climate crisis, and this is the result.

The main takeaway is that as I read Tractatus from my particular Standpunkt in place, time, and
relationships, I think Wittgenstein has been totally misunderstood, even by those who love him
best.They do not realize how extremely funny he was because he was ahead of his time. He said
that. He said Russell would never understand the Tractatus (which they made his doctoral thesis
because Russell loved it—at that time Wittgenstein did not have a Ph.D.), he said he was writing
for people who breathed a different air. I feel like adding, in the voice of my inner Norm
McDonald, “yeah, people who breathe air impregnated with cancer-causing chemicals also
present in the food and water, to the point where they are eating a credit-card’s worth a month of
plastic.” That’s who he was writing for. Us, right here and now. And what’s he saying?



He’s saying power is the problem, and until you confront that, your efforts will be for naught.
Everyone feels powerless and alone and sad, even Joe Manchin. That is why he is making such a
fuss. People need to love Joe Manchin, really care for him.  The way the Dalai Lama prays for
the Chinese.


