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The debate on (predicamental) universals is, generally speaking, a well-known subject in the history of philosophy, but views on universals from the end of the sixteenth to the mid-seventeenth century—the object of Heider’s welcome contribution—are quite neglected. Such views are extremely sophisticated, drawing on the established traditions of Thomism and Scotism, in particular, but bringing them to a new level of technicality. Heider investigates three major positions, those of Francisco Suárez, João Poinsot (Ioannes a S. Thoma) and the joint position of Bartolomeo Mastri and Bonaventura Belluto (who co-author most of their all-embracing Cursus philosophicus ad mentem Scoti). The three views are chosen to represent Jesuit philosophy, Thomism, and Scotism respectively, and are forms of “moderate realism.” Nominalism and conceptualism (rejecting the universal in being), Platonism (endorsing separate universals), and ultra-realism or—as Heider also calls it—“immanent Platonism” (95, the view “assuming the immanent existence of the universale in actu in extramental things”) are contrasted with moderate realism. Moderate realism claims that a nature exists in extramental things; it is particularized there but retains an aptitude to being in many or being common to many (although not everyone accepts this characterization, particularly not Poinsot), and is therefore universal in potency. Consequently nature in re, also called universale physicum, is the foundation for the abstraction process leading first to the abstracted (absolute) nature, or universale metaphysicum, and finally to the logical fully fledged (relational) universal, universale logicum or universal in act. Universality, properly speaking, pertains to the realm of logic, but has a remote foundation in re and a proximate foundation in the universale metaphysicum. In general terms, Heider considers the compatibility of universality (understood as commonality) and singularity in a thing to be the common trait of moderate realism (301–2). In more detail, however, he considers endorsing praecisio objectiva as the “litmus paper” for distinguishing it from, especially, conceptualism. Objective precision is “the intellectual separation of two predicates in the way that one predicate (rational), or rather its counterpart in re can be cognized without the formal and immediate cognition of the other (animal)” (16). By following this particular feature, Heider distinguishes Suárez’s moderate realism from the conceptualism of Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza, to whom he dedicates an interesting excursus (87–94).
	The structure of the book is clear, with an introduction (chapter 1) followed by one section per author, in chronological order, from Suárez (chapter 2) to Poinsot (chapter 3) to Mastri/Belluto (chapter 4). However, Suárez’s view is influenced by Thomism and Scotism, presented in purer forms in the two following chapters, as well as incorporating elements of nominalism. The narrative is therefore far from linear. Heider’s clever investigation comprises, roughly, two components. The first (quantitatively making up for most of the book) is a detailed analysis of the relevant texts, that follows their arguments, developments, and extremely elaborate terminology very closely. For each author, the analysis is structured around the degrees of actualization of the universal, from physics, to metaphysics, and finally to logic. The second component (found especially in the conclusions to individual chapters and in the general concluding remarks, chapter 5) is a comparison of the three authors. It adopts an “accumulative method” (17), whereby the analysis is progressively enriched by reference to previously considered doctrines. 
	A number of points are raised in Heider’s highly technical analysis, but four, to my eyes, stand out. First, there is the issue of the formal unity and community of nature in re. From this perspective, Heider seems willing to rank the strength of each author’s realism (e.g. 217, n. 704; 296), from the strongest form of Mastri/Belluto (nature in re is common, and community—understood specifically as disjunctive community per indifferentiam—is to be understood as a real and positive feature); to Suárez (nature in re is not common—not even negatively common—but retains a remote aptitude to being in the many); to the weakest form of Poinsot (nature in re is deprived of either community or aptitude to being in the many; nature’s formal unity is utterly particularized and “absorbed” by the individual unity, so that what exists in re is only a plurality of essentially similar individuals of the same species). The second main topic is the distinction of the gradus metaphysici corresponding to the predicates of Porphyry’s tree. This also includes considerations of the distinction between the common nature and the individuating difference (haecceity), and is structured around two main sorts of distinction: virtual distinction (Suárez, Poinsot) and formal distinction (Scotists). Third, Heider importantly investigates the psychogenesis of universals within each author’s theory of cognition. Finally, there is the issue of the quiddity of the logical universal, particularly with respect to the features of being in many (esse in) and being said of many (dici de).
	The virtue of the book, no doubt a reference for research on the subject, lies in painstakingly following the full complexities of the debate being analyzed. It is also successful in approaching the subject in a comparative way (Heider’s comparisons extend, in fact, to many more authors than the three main ones structuring the volume). In this way, and not insignificantly, the author conveys the eminently dialogical way in which Second Scholastic positions developed through reacting to one another.
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