Natural tra nsformatl’?n

Given functors F and G from C to D, we have the notion of a natural zfﬁ
transformation n : F — G. Ln ggma(A oljecte 030 C +o mDKPLu,AM

This associates, to each object X of C, a morphism n(X) : F(X) — G(X)
in D.

This has the property that if f : X — Y is a morphism in C, ‘then

n(Y) o F(f) = G(f) o n(X). _

In other words, the follgwrTg QU tes \ !
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Why do we|ngt impose the|condition that

<a,b> s $some[nan-zero ideal in R? Thjs also
geems to capture thejidea that not/bgthja anc
p are 0, but|isjalso milder than demanding
da,b> F
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s it truelthat morphisms need not negessarily

wel arbitrarily define morphisms between obje

of a categarylas|long as|the definition|of
compositian follows the axioms,

think morphism bétween two Ztaffine schem

not a [function “|ag we definethe morphism

following the ring homomorphism between th

corresponding FPR's.

Tfunctions’ between the|saurce and target? Can
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Vhat are the benefits|of|treating a

Aathematical Structure|/from

ategorical viewpolint instead of
\bgerving its nternal|set theoretic
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