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The devastating impact that Wittgenstein’s criticisms had on Russell’s confidence in his own ability to produce more significant work in philosophy is a fact well known. Zalabardo’s book opens with a detailed exposition of Russell’s theories of judgment and an analysis of how Wittgenstein’s criticism – as extrapolated based on Zalabardo’s interpretation of the Wittgenstein’s early work – showed the weaknesses that lied therein. This discussion, complemented by some important observations on the relation between Wittgenstein’s views and those of Frege, provides the historical context for Zalabardo’s treatment of his main theme, namely, Wittgenstein’s early account of representation. In this respect, then, the book takes seriously Wittgenstein’s own confession of philosophical debt “to Frege’s great works and to the writings of my friend Mr Bertrand Russell” (TLP, 3). 
Zalabardo’s interpretation capitalizes on the Tractarian doctrine that propositions are facts. According to him, propositions are the ultimate units of representation. This is to say that the simple constituents of facts (i.e. objects) and propositions (i.e. names), sometimes treated as the basic building blocks of the metaphysics of the Tractatus, do not have an independent ontological standing, but are rather “common features shared by different facts and propositions” (108). Zalabardo argues that Wittgenstein’s account of elementary propositions as facts, whose form we grasp directly by a kind of “pseudo-perception”, enables Wittgenstein to overcome the difficulties faced by Russell’s account, especially the “mode-of combination problem”, the problem of how the judging subject grasps how the constituents of the proposition must be combined together for the proposition to be true. While Russell took the constituents of the representing complex to be the constituents of the represented complex, Wittgenstein takes the representing complex to have different constituents than the representing complex, while maintaining that their modes of combination are the same.
According to Zalabardo, propositions must be pictures, because this is the only viable solution to the mode-of-combination problem. In his interpretation, then, the Tractarian pictorial form is “a fact-like item” (72), “the way in which its constituents are actually combined”. Logical form, as the most general pictorial form, is a “(fully existentially) generalized fact” (77–78), a “common feature of different facts” (53). Hence, for Zalabardo, the pictorial form of the fact that a bottle is behind the cup, used as a picture to represent the pencil being behind the sharpener, is “the item corresponding to the relation behind” (72). This is an interesting proposal, but raises the question how pictorial form thus understood differs from the structure of the picture in question. For Wittgenstein explicitly distinguishes between form and structure: “Let us call this connection of its elements the structure of the picture, and let us call the possibility of this structure the pictorial form of the picture (TLP 2.15). Hence, one might expect the pictorial form in question to be spatiality, which in turn makes the relation behind possible. The construal of pictorial form as a “fact-like item” seems to further conflict with Wittgenstein’s view that while “a picture cannot […] depict its pictorial form” (TLP 2.172), we can nonetheless describe the world, i.e. the totality of facts, completely (TLP 1.1, 4.26, 5.632). If logical forms were fact-like items, then why are they available to us only via the non-pictorial model of showing (84)? Again, if the “presence in genuine facts of a common structural feature does not constitute, for Wittgenstein, an additional fact” (182), as Zalabardo acknowledges, then why characterize logical forms as fact-like in the first place?
Zalabardo’s detailed elaboration of the picture theory leads to the final chapter, where he addresses the central problem for pictorial representation as model for linguistic representation in general. Pictures, by themselves, are not capable of determining their relation to reality, because a negating proposition must use the same picture as the negated proposition. Appealing to the pre-Tractatus Notebooks, Zalabardo argues that in addition to the picture itself we need to consider the “way of representing, which determines how the picture has to be compared with reality” (221). He then claims that, in the Tractatus, the notion of a “way of representation” has been replaced by that of a “truth operation” which however is not suited for solving the problem at hand (225). In this contexts, an interesting omission of the textual evidence available in the Tractatus is Wittgenstein’s notion of the “method of projection” (TLP 3.11). Moreover, in treating the relation between the proposition and reality Zalabardo quotes the Notebooks, where Wittgenstein offers a preliminary answer to problem of determinacy of sense by writing: “The proposition says something, is identical with: It has a particular relation to reality, whatever this may be” (NB 37). One could see this remark as a predecessor of TLP 4.022, which states: “A proposition shows its sense. A proposition shows how things stand if it is true. And it says that they do so stand”. But Zalabardo leaves this section unmentioned as well. Nevertheless, mentalistic notions do surface in Zalabardo’s interpretation. It is not just that the regress that lurks in the mode-of-combination problem is stopped by our “pseudo-perception” of the form of the proposition, but more, that a proposition has a truth-functional structure is based on “our inclinations concerning the logical relations that it bears to other propositions” (206). Again, the claim that our “intuitions constitute logical structure” (212) is a fascinating proposal, but leaves open the question how presumably empirical inclinations or intuitions (equated by Zalabardo with the “logico-syntactical employment” of propositions) can back up the necessities of logic (TLP 3.327, 6.375).
The most paradoxical feature of Zalabardo’s book is an endorsement of the main thesis of the so-called resolute reading. According to this family of readings, Wittgenstein’s Tractatus puts forth what looks like a theory of language, but once we start to examine that theory we find it imploding from within. While such a view is nowadays relatively common and finds some support in for example TLP 6.54, it would have been interesting to learn about Zalabardo’s reasons for thinking that Wittgenstein’s ultimate goal is to communicate to his readers the “illegitimacy of the enterprise” of his theory of representation (232). The paradoxical nature of Zalabardo’s thus book corresponds to the paradox the resolute reading presents us: we find relatively limited cues of Wittgenstein’s real intent in the frame of the Tractatus that are supposed to help us adopt the right perspective on the body of the text. For Zalabardo does not discuss the resolute reading in detail, just as he does not engage with other commentators except in Appendix I and a few footnotes. Instead, he offers an ambitious scrutiny of some of the most technical details of the Tractatus with no lesser goal than to “complete the first stage of Wittgenstein’s programme” (9). And indeed, in this respect, the book offers an intense analytic exercise on how to make the picture theory work.  
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