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Extending the principle of local gauge invariance y(x) — exp (1>, @ (x)T4)y(x), x € RY, with T4
being the generators of the gauge group A, to the fields w(g) = (y|Q*(g)|w), defined on a locally compact
Lie group G, g € G, where Q(g) is a suitable square-integrable representation of G, it is shown that taking
the coordinates (g) on the affine group, we get a gauge theory that is finite by construction. The
renormalization group in the constructed theory relates to each other the charges measured at different
scales. The case of the A = SU(N) gauge group is considered.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Gauge theories form the basis of modern high-energy
physics. Quantum electrodynamics (QED)—a quantum
field theory model based on the invariance of the
Lagrangian under local phase transformations of the matter
fields w(x) — ™y (x)—was the first theory to succeed
in describing the effect of the vacuum energy fluctuations
on atomic phenomena, such as the Lamb shift, with an
extremely high accuracy of several decimal digits [1]. The
crux of QED is that in representing the matter fields by
square-integrable functions in Minkowski space, it yields
formally infinite Green functions, unless a special pro-
cedure, called renormalization, is applied to the action
functional [2,3]. Much later, it was discovered that all other
known interactions of elementary particles, viz. weak
interaction and strong interaction, are also described by
gauge theories. The difference from QED consists in the
fact that the multiplets of matter fields are transformed by
unitary matrices w(x) — U(x)w(x), making the theory
non-Abelian. Due to ’t Hooft, we know such theories to
be renormalizable, and thus physically meaningful [4].
Now they form the standard model (SM) of elementary
particles—an A = SU(2) x U(1) x SU.(3) gauge theory
supplied with the Higgs mechanism of spontaneous sym-
metry breaking.

A glimpse at the stream of theoretical papers in high-
energy physics, from Ref. [2] till the present time, shows
that renormalization takes a bulk of technical work,
although the role of it is subjunctive to the main physical
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principle of gauge invariance, explicitly manifested in the
existence of gauge bosons—the carriers of gauge inter-
action. The role of the renormalization group (RG) is to
view the physics changing with scale in an invariant way
depending on charges and parameters related to the given
scale, absorbing all divergences in renormalization factors.

According to the author’s point of view [5], the cause of
divergences in quantum field theory is an inadequate choice
of the functional space L?(R?). Due to the Heisenberg
uncertainty principle, nothing can be measured at a sharp
point: it would require an infinite momentum Ap to keep
Ax — 0 with ApAx > 2. Instead, the values of physical
fields are meaningful on a finite domain of size Ax, and
hence the physical fields should be described by scale-
dependent functions ya,(x). As was shown in previous
papers [5-7], having defined the fields v, (x) as the wavelet
transform of square-integrable fields, we yield a quantum
field theory of scale-dependent fields—a theory finite by
construction with no renormalization required to get rid
of divergences.

The present paper makes an endeavor to construct a
gauge theory based on local unitary transformations of the
scale-dependent fields: y,(x) — U,(x)y,(x). The physi-
cal fields in such a theory are defined on a region of finite-
size Ax centered at x as a sum of all scale components from
Ax to infinity by means of the inverse wavelet transform.
The Green functions are finite by construction. The RG
symmetry represents the relations between the charges
measured at different scales.

This is essentially important for quantum chromody-
namics, the theory of strong interactions, where the
ultimate way of analyzing the hadronic interactions at both
short and long distances remains the study of the depend-
ence of the coupling constant ag on only one parameter—
the squared transferred momentum Q. Naturally, one can
suggest that two parameters may be better than one. As has
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been realized in the classical physics of strongly coupled
nonlinear systems—first in geophysics [8]—the use of two
parameters (scale and frequency) may solve a problem that
appears hopeless for spectral analysis. Attempts of a similar
kind have also been made in QCD [9], although they have
not received further development.

I must admit, in this respect, that one of the challenges of
modern QCD is to separate the short-distance behavior of
quarks, where the perturbative calculations are feasible,
from the long-distance dynamics of quark confinement
and then somehow to relate the parameter A, which
describes the short-range dynamics, to the mass scale of
hadrons [10]. This may not be the ultimate solution of the
problem: sometimes it is easier to scan the whole range of
scales with some continuous parameter than to separate the
small- and the large-scale modes [11].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In
Sec. II, T briefly review the formalism of local gauge
theories as it is applied to the Standard Model and QCD.
Section III summarizes the wavelet approach to
quantum field theory, developed by the author in previous
papers [5-7], which yields finite Green functions
(¢a,(x1)...b4 (x,)) for scale-dependent fields. Its applica-
tion to gauge theories, however, remains cumbersome.
Section IV is the main part of the paper. It presents the
formulation of gauge invariance in scale-dependent for-
malism, sets up the Feynman diagram technique, and gives
the one-loop contribution in a pure gauge theory to the
three-gluon vertex in scale-dependent Yang-Mills theory.
The developed formalism aims to catch the effect of
asymptotic freedom in a non-Abelian gauge theory that
is finite by construction, and hopefully, with fermions being
included, to describe the color confinement and enable
analytical calculations in QCD. The problems and pro-
spectives of the developed methods are summarized in the
Conclusion.

II. LOCAL GAUGE THEORIES

The theory of gauge fields stems from the invariance
of the action functional under the local phase transforma-
tions of the matter fields. Historically, it originated in
quantum electrodynamics, where the matter fields y—the
spin—% fermions with mass m—are described by the action
functional

Sg = /d4'x[l/_/7/ﬂaﬂl// + lml/_/WL (1)

written in Euclidean notation, with y matrices satisfying the
anticommutation relations {y,.7,} = —26,,.

The action functional [Eq. (1)] can be made invariant
under the local phase transformations

y(x) > Uy (x),  Ux) =em™ (2)

by changing the partial derivative d, into the covariant
derivative

D, =0, +1A,(x). (3)

The modified action

St = [ dslr, Dy -+ i) 4)

remains invariant under the phase transformations of
Eq. (2) if the gauge field A, (x) is transformed accordingly:

Al = U(x)A,(x)UT(x) +1(0,U(x))U'(x).  (5)

Equation (2) represents gauge rotations of the matter-
field multiplets. The matrices w(x) can be expressed in the
basis of appropriate generators

w(x) = wA(x)T4,
A

where T4 are the generators of the gauge group A, acting
on matter fields in the fundamental representation. For the
Lie group, they satisfy the commutation relations

[TA, TB] — lfABCTC

and are normalized as Tr[T4, T?] = T;6*%; where T =1
is a common choice. For the Yang-Mills theory, I
assume the symmetry group to be SU(N). The trivial case
of N =1 corresponds to the Abelian theory—quantum
electrodynamics.

The Yang-Mills action, which describes the action of the
gauge field A,(x) itself, should be added to the action in
Eq. (4). It is expressed in terms of the field-strength tensor

1
SYM[A] = 2—g2/TI‘(F”UFW)d4X, (6)

where
F,=-D,DJ]=0A,-0A,+1A,.A)] (7)

is the strength tensor of the gauge field, and g is a formal
coupling constant obtained by redefinition of the gauge
fields A, — gA,.

It should be noted that the free-field action [Eq. (1)] that
has given rise to gauge theory was written in a Hilbert
space of square-integrable functions L?(R¢), with the
scalar product (y|¢) = [W(x)¢(x)d?x. In what follows,
the same will be done for more general Hilbert spaces.
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III. SCALE-DEPENDENT QUANTUM
FIELD THEORY

A. The observation scale

The dependence of physical interactions on the scale
of observation is of paramount importance. In classical
physics, when the position and the momentum can be
measured simultaneously, one can average the measured
quantities over a region of a given size Ax centered at point
x. For instance, the Eulerian velocity of a fluid, measured at
point x within a cubic volume of size Ax, is given by

1
= &) /(Ax)d v(x)d/x.

In quantum physics, it is impossible to measure any field
¢ sharply at a point x. This would require an infinite
momentum transfer Ap ~ fi/Ax, with Ax — 0, making
¢(x) meaningless. That is why any such field should be
designated by the resolution of observation: ¢, (x). In
high-energy physics experiments, the initial and final states
of particles are usually determined in momentum basis
| p)—the plane wave basis. For this reason, the results of
measurements—i.e., the correlations between different
events—are considered as functions of squared momentum
transfer Q%, which play the role of the observation
scale [10,12].

In theoretical models, the straightforward introduction of
a cutoff momentum A as the scale of observation is not
always successful. A physical theory should be Lorentz
invariant, should provide energy and momentum conser-
vation, and may have gauge and other symmetries. The use
of the truncated fields

< — o~ tkx 7 ﬁ
b= [ e G

may destroy the symmetries. In the limiting case of
A — oo, this returns to the standard Fourier transform,
making some of the Green functions (¢(x)...¢(x,))
infinite and the theory meaningless. A practical solution
of this problem was found in the renormalization group
(RG) method [13], first discovered in quantum electrody-
namics [2]. The bare charges and the bare fields of the
theory are then renormalized to some “physical” charges
and fields, the Green functions for which become finite.
The price to be paid for it is the appearance in the theory of
some new normalization scale y>. The comparison of the
model prediction to the experimental observations now
requires the use of two scale parameters, (Q2, u?) [13].
A significant disadvantage of the RG method is that in
renormalized theories, we are often doomed to ignore the
finite parts of the Feynman graphs. The solution of the
divergences problem may be the change of the functional
space to the space of functions that explicitly depend on

UAx (x>

both the position and the resolution—the scale of
observation. The Green functions for such fields
(¢a,(x1)...004 (x,)) can be made finite by construction
under certain causality conditions [7,14].

The introduction of resolution into the definition of the
field function has a clear physical interpretation. If the
particle, described by the field ¢, has been initially
prepared in the interval (x —5%, x +45%), the probability
of registering this particle in this interval is generally less
than unity, because the probability of registration depends
on the strength of interaction and on the ratio of typical
scales of the measured particle and the measuring equip-
ment. The maximum probability of registering an object of
typical scale Ax by equipment with typical resolution a is
achieved when these two parameters are comparable.
For this reason, the probability of registering an electron
by visual-range photon scattering is much higher than
that by long radio-frequency waves. As a mathematical
generalization, we should say that if a set of measuring
equipment with a given spatial resolution a fails to
register an object, prepared on a spatial interval of width
Ax, with certainty, then tuning the equipment to all
possible resolutions a’ would lead to the registration
[ @a(x)|?du(a,x) = 1, where du(a,x) is some measure
that depends on resolution a. This certifies the fact of the
existence of the measured object.

A straightforward way to construct a space of scale-
dependent functions is to use a projection of local fields
¢(x) € L>(R?) onto some basic function y(x) with good
localization properties, in both the position and momentum
spaces, and scaled to a typical window width of size a.
This can be achieved by using a continuous wavelet
transform [15].

B. Continuous wavelet transform

Let H be a Hilbert space of states for a quantum field |¢).
Let G be a locally compact Lie group acting transitively
on H, with du(v),v € G being a left-invariant measure
on G. Then, any |¢) € H can be decomposed with respect
to a representation Q(v) of G in H [16,17]:

9 = ¢ | QW) 0.

X

(8)

where |y) € H is referred to as a mother wavelet, satisfying
the admissibility condition

1
q=@PLWMMMWMW<m

The coefficients (y|Qf(v)|¢) are referred to as wavelet
coefficients. Wavelet coefficients can be used in quantum
mechanics in the same spirit as the coherent states are
used [18,19].
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If the group G is Abelian, the wavelet transform [Eq. (8)]
with G:x' = x + b’ is the Fourier transform. Next to the
Abelian group is the group of the affine transformations of
the Euclidean space R¢:

G:x' =aR(0)x+b, x, beRY,

aeR,, 0eS0(d),

©)

where R(0) is the SO(d) rotation matrix. Here we define
the representation of the affine transform [Eq. (9)] with
respect to the mother wavelet y(x) as follows:

1 x—>b
UGab.00) = oo (R05). (10)
Thus, the wavelet coefficients of the function ¢(x) €
L*(RY) with respect to the mother wavelet y(x) in
Euclidean space R? can be written as

al0)= [ o (R*(e) =l

The wavelet coefficients (11) represent the result of the
measurement of function ¢(x) at the point b at the scale a
with an aperture function y rotated by the angle(s) 9 [20].
The function ¢(x) can be reconstructed from its wavelet
coefficients [Eq. (11)] using the formula Eq. (8):

X — a d
1) = & [ 2o (B 057 ) o) L o)

C, a a

>¢(x)ddx. (11)

(12)

where du(6) is the left-invariant measure on the SO(d)
rotation group, usually written in terms of the Euler angles:

d-2 7
du(0) =2z ][ / sink0,do,.
k=170

The normalization constant C, is readily evaluated using
the Fourier transform. In what follows, I assume isotropic
wavelets and omit the angle variable 6. This means that the
mother wavelet y is assumed to be invariant under SO(d)
rotations. This is quite common for the problems with no
preferable directions. For isotropic wavelets,

6= [P = [

where S; = 1_2&—11//;) is the area of the unit sphere in R¢, with

['(x) being Euler’s gamma function. A tilde denotes the
Fourier transform: (k) = [ ey (x)d"x.

If the standard quantum field theory defines the field
function ¢(x) as a scalar product of the state vector of the

dk
- <oo, (13)
Salk|

system and the state vector corresponding to the localiza-
tion at the point x: ¢(x) = (x|¢), the modified theory [5,21]
should respect the resolution of the measuring equipment.
Namely, we define the resolution-dependent fields

Pa(x) = (x.a: 79). (14)

also referred to as the scale components of ¢, where
(x,a; x| is the bra-vector corresponding to localization of
the measuring device around the point x with the spatial
resolution a; in optics y labels the apparatus function of the
equipment, an aperture function [20].

In QED, the common calculation techniques are based
on the basis of plane waves. However, the basis of plane
waves is not obligatory. For instance, if the inverse size of
a QED microcavity is compared to the energy of an
interlevel transition of an atom, or a quantum dot inside
the cavity, we can (at least in principle) avoid the use of
plane waves and use some other functions to estimate the
dependence of vacuum energy effects on the size and
shape of the cavity. In this sense, the mother wavelet can
be referred to as an aperture function. In QCD, all
measuring equipment is far removed from the collision
domain, and the approximation of plane waves may be
most simple technically, but it is not justified unambig-
uously: some other sets of functions may be used as well.
Discrete wavelet basis, for instance, has been already used
for common QCD models in Ref. [9]. The field theory of
extended objects with the basis y defined on the spin
variables was considered in Refs. [22,23].

The goal of the present paper is to study the scale
dependence of the running coupling constant in non-
Abelian gauge theory constructed directly on scale-
dependent fields. Assuming the mother wavelet y to be
isotropic, we drop the angle argument € in Eq. (12) and
perform all calculations in Euclidean space.

The interpretation of the real experimental results in
terms of the wave packet y is a nontrivial problem to be of
special concern in future. It can be addressed by construct-
ing wavelets in the Minkowski space and by analytic
continuation from the Euclidean space to the Minkowski
space [7,24].

For the same reason, I also do not consider here
the quantization of scale-dependent fields, which was
addressed elsewhere [7,25,26]. A prospective way to do
this, as suggested in Refs. [7,27], is the use of light-cone
coordinates [28,29]. With these remarks, we can under-
stand the physically measured fields, at least in local
theories like QED and the ¢* model, as the integrals over
all scale components from the measurement scale (A) to
infinity:

1

PO = & /  Galgia. bidua.b) (. bl).
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The limit of an infinite resolution (A — 0) certainly drives
us back to the known divergent theories.

C. An example of scalar field theory

To illustrate the wavelet method, following the previous
papers [5,30], I start with the phenomenological model of a
scalar field with nonlinear self-interaction ¢*(x), described
by the Euclidean action functional

2
sidl = [ x| 00r + 5w 1 o) 09

This model is an extrapolation of a classical interacting spin
model to the continual limit [31]. Known as the Ginzburg-
Landau model [32], it describes phase transitions in super-
conductors and other magnetic systems fairly well, but it
produces divergences when the correlation functions

. _ &"InZ[J]
G()(x,,...,xn)—m (16)

J=0

are evaluated from the generating functional

Zult = N [ Dos0esp|=3 [ b (0D(ar, o =) ()

20 =N / oSEWH [ 10ty (17)

[where J(x) is a formal source, used to calculate the Green
functions, and N is a formal normalization constant of
the Feynman integral] by perturbation expansion; see, e.g.,
Ref. [33].

The parameter 4 in the action functional [Eq. (15)] is a
phenomenological coupling constant, which knows noth-
ing about the scale of observation, and becomes the running
coupling constant only because of renormalization or cutoff
introduction. The straightforward way to introduce the
scale dependence into the model [Eq. (15)] is to express the
local field ¢(x) in terms of its scale components ¢,(b)
using the inverse wavelet transform [Eq. (12)]:

1 1 -b dad®b
000 = [ 2o (57 )t 2

This leads to the generating functional for scale-dependent
fields:

(18)

dal ddxl dazdde

C)((ll C)([lz
A a . a da,d%, da,d®x, da;d?x; da,d®x, dad®x
— = v ' . . i 1
] Vi ) (o) TR TR [ a0 T 09

where D(a;,a,,x; —x,) is the wavelet transform of the
ordinary propagator, and N is a formal normalization
constant.

The functional (19)—if integrated over all scale argu-
ments in infinite limits [§° ‘i‘j"—will certainly drive us back
to the known divergent theory. All scale-dependent fields
[¢.(x)] in Eq. (19) still interact with each other with the
same coupling constant A, but their interaction is now
modulated by the wavelet factor V{2, which is the
Fourier transform of [, #(a;k;). In coordinate form, for
the % @" interaction, these coefficients, calculated with the
above mentioned first derivative of the Gaussian taken as
the mother wavelet, have the form

P— 27\ * 1N /b2
Virby = (_1)N<?> exp (_Ekzl <a_k) )

where d is the space dimension, and 1/1/¢ is a kind of
weighted scale.

For Feynman diagram expansion, the substitution of
the fields by Eq. (18) is naturally performed in the Fourier
representation

o[
&a(k) - m&(k)

Doing so, we have the following modification of the
Feynman diagram technique [6]:
(1) Each field ¢(k) is substituted by the scale compo-
nent (k) — (k) = 7(ak) (k).
(2) Each integration in the momentum variable is
accompanied by the corresponding scale integration

'k
(27)

e 7 (ak)da k),

s da 1
(2n) a C,

dk

)~

(3) Each interaction vertex is substituted by its wavelet
transform; for the Nth-power interaction vertex, this
gives multiplication by the factor [T¥, 7(a;k;).

105004-5
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According to these rules, the bare Green function in
wavelet representation takes the form

a —a
Géz)(al»azv p) :%-
The finiteness of the loop integrals is provided by the
following rule: There should be no scales a; in internal lines
smaller than the minimal scale of all external lines [5,6].
Therefore, the integration in a; variables is performed from
the minimal scale of all external lines up to infinity.

For a theory with local ¢ (x) interaction, the presence of
two conjugated factors y(ak) and 7(ak) on each diagram
line, connected to the interaction vertex, simply means
that each internal line of the Feynman diagram carrying
momentum  is supplied by the cutoff factor f?(Ak), where

0= TP s =1 o)

where A is the minimal scale of all external lines of this
diagram. This factor automatically suppresses all UV
divergences.

The admissibility condition [Eq. (13)] for the mother
wavelet y is rather loose. At best, y(x) would be the
aperture function of the measuring device [20]. In practice,
any well-localized function with 7(0) =0 will suit. For
analytical calculations, the mother wavelet should be easy
to integrate, and for this reason, as in previous papers
[5,7,30], we choose the derivative of the Gaussian function
as a mother wavelet:

k) = —tke™5. (21)

This gives C, :% and provides the exponential cutoff
factor [Eq. (20)]: f(x) = ™.

As usual in functional renormalization group technique
[34], we can introduce the effective action functional:

Ll = -WlJ] + (U,

the functional derivatives of which are the vertex
functions:

- 1
0 n
Cld =10+ > [ T @b anby)
n=1 X

da,d'b,  da,db,

ay

X (f’al (bl) -¢a,,(bn)

The subscript (A) indicates the presence in the theory of
minimal scale—the observation scale.

(4)
(4)
scale-dependent ¢* model with the mother wavelet

Let us consider the one-loop vertex function I';, in the

Eq. (21) [30]. The FE?) contribution to the effective action

is shown in diagram (22):

1
1 3
F(4) — 2 3 _ § \\ I// \\]/,/
2 AN
; P _ 4
(22)

Each vertex of the Feynman diagram corresponds to —4,
and each external line of the 1PI diagram contains the
wavelet factor 7(a;k;), hence

(4
(4)
Z(a1p)i(arp2)i(asps)i(asps)

=z

r

—i- %AZX"(A). (23)

The value of the one-loop integral

aa [ d%q f(qA)f*((g - s)A)
X4 = [ G il o]

. (24)

where s = p; + p, and A = min(a,, ay, as, ay), depends
on the mother wavelet y by means of the cutoff function
f(x). The integral in Eq. (24) with the Gaussian cutoff
function [Eq. (20)] can be easily evaluated. In physical
dimension d = 4 in the limit s> > 4m?, this gives [5]

—2a?
. 2 2.
‘Yzil%zxét(“z) ~Tera " 1o o By (o)
+ 222X Ei, (2a2)], (25)

where ¢ = As 1s a dimensionless scale, and

oo p—At
Ei, (x) = % < ar

t

is the exponential integral of the first type. All integrals are
finite now, and the coupling constant becomes running,
A = A(a?), only because of its dependence on the dimen-
sionless observation scale a:

O ., 0Kt 3R 205+ 1-e"
ARG Rk T R R )
where y = —InA + const. The dimensionless scale varia-

ble a is the product of the observation scale A and the total
momentum s. The analogue of Eq. (25) in standard field
theory subjected to cutoff at momentum A is
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_ d’q 1
%= /q|SA (27)* (¢* +m*)((q = 5)* +m?)’

Symmetrizing the latter equation in the loop momenta
g — q+ /2, we get, in the same limit of s? > 4m? and
the dimension d = 4:

1 A\ 2
=——In(4|— 1].
167r2n< (s) +>

We can compare Eq. (27) to Eq. (25) by setting /}—22 =1/rin

X4 (27)

momentum space, and a®> = r in wavelet space. Graphs
showing the dependence of the one-loop contribution to the
¢* vertex as a function of scale for both the standard
[Eq. (27)] and the wavelet-based formalism [Eq. (25)] are
presented in Fig. 1 below. The slopes of both curves in the

UV limit (A — 0) are the same: % = 3%

ou 1672

The running coupling constant A(a?) can be understood
as the coupling that folds into its running all quantum
effects characterized by a scale larger than the observation
scale A.

For small a, Eq. (26) tends to the known result. This is
because we have started with the local Ginzburg-Landau
theory, where the fluctuations of all scales interact
with each other, with the interaction of neighboring scales
being most important; see, e.g., Ref. [35] for an excellent
discussion of the underlying physics.

D. QED: Wavelet regularization of a local gauge theory

Quantum electrodynamics is the simplest gauge theory
of the type given in Eq. (4), with the gauge group being the
Abelian group U(1):

0.1

wavelet scale cutoff
momentum cutoff

0.01}
3
x
0.001 |
0.0001 : :
0.001 0.01 0.1 1
squared dimensionless scale (r)
FIG. 1. Plot of the one-loop contribution to the ¢* vertex,

calculated with the first derivative of the Gaussian as the mother
wavelet as a function of the squared observation scale r = A2s?,
compared to that calculated with the standard cutoff at the cutoff
momentum A = A~! in Euclidean d = 4 dimensions.

w(x) — My (x). (28)
The transformation of the gauge field—the electromagnetic
field—is the gradient transformation:

Ay (x) = A, (x) + 0,A(x). (29)
In view of the linearity of the wavelet transform, Eq. (29)
keeps the same form for all scale components of the gauge
field A, ,(x)—in contrast to the matter field transformation
[Eq. (28)], which is nonlinear—and thus, the gauge trans-
form of the matter fields in a local gauge theory is not the
change of all scale components y,(x) by the same phase.

The Euclidean QED Langangian is

_ 1 1
L= l//(X)(D + lm)l//(X) + ZF/HJF;UJ + Z (aﬂAﬂ)27
gauge fixing

D,=0,+1eA,(x), with F,, =0,A,—-0,A,, (30)
which is the field-strength tensor of the electromagnetic
field A,(x). (The slashed vectors denote the convolution
with the Dirac y matrices: p =y,D,.)

The wavelet regularization technique works for QED in
the same way as it does for the above considered scalar field
theory. This means that each line of the Feynman diagram
carrying momentum p acquires a cutoff factor f2(Ap).

In this way, in one-loop approximation, we get the
electron self-energy, shown in Fig. 2:

V) _wz/ d'q Fa(p. @),[5 — 4 — mly,
'P) (

¥(ap)y(=a 20t [(5=q) +m?]5+q)?
(31)

where

i () (20

_ e_A2p2_4A2q2

is the product of the wavelet cutoff factors, and A =
min(a, a’) is the minimal scale of two external lines of
the diagram in Fig. 2.

Similarly, for the vacuum polarization diagram of QED,
shown in Fig. 3, we get [21]

q+p/2

FIG. 2. Electron self-energy diagram in scale-dependent QED.
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FIG. 3. Vacuum polarization diagram in scale-dependent QED.

ne(p) [ dq
a0

Ted + #/2 = m)n(d = p/2 = m)
(g +p/2)* +m?*|[(qg—p/2)* +m?]
(32)

The electron-photon interaction vertex, in one-loop ap-
proximation, with the photon propagator taken in the
Feynman gauge, gives the equation

T _62/ df L p=fm
2(=pa)y(—qr)y(ka) @)Y (p = f)? +m?

x%ﬂmw—n>

< fA(A(k = £))f*(AS). (33)

The vertex function [Eq. (33)] and the inverse propagator
are related by the Ward-Takahashi identities, which are
wavelet transforms of corresponding identities of the
ordinary local gauge theory [7,36]. The detailed one-loop
calculations, except for the contribution to the vertex,
can be found in Ref. [7]. As for the vertex contribution
[Eq. (33)], shown in Fig. 4, the calculation is rather
cumbersome, but it can be done numerically.

IV. GAUGE INVARIANCE FOR
SCALE-DEPENDENT FIELDS

For a non-Abelian gauge theory, both terms in the gauge
field transformation [Eq. (5)] are nonlinear. The wavelet
transform [Eq. (18)] can hardly be applied to the theory
without violation of local gauge invariance. An attempt to

FIG. 4. One-loop vertex function in scale-dependent QED.

use wavelets for gauge theories, QED and QCD, was
undertaken for the first time by P. Federbush [9] in a form
of discrete wavelet transform. Later, it was extended by
using the wavelet transform in lattice simulations and
theoretical studies of related problems [37-39]. The con-
sideration was restricted to axial gauge and a special type
of divergency-free wavelets in four dimensions. The con-
text of that application was the localization of the wavelet
basis, which may be beneficial for numerical simulation,
but is not tailored for analytical studies, and does not
link the gauge invariance to the dependence on scale. The
discrete wavelet transform approach to different quantum
field theory problems has been further developed in
Hamiltonian formalism, but for scalar theories with local
interaction [39,40].

Now is a point to think of how we can build a gauge-
invariant theory of fields that depend on both the position
(x) and the resolution (a). To do this, we recall that the free
fermion action [Eq. (1)] can be considered as a matrix
element of the Dirac operator:

SE = <l//|7/48/4 + lm’l//>' (34)

Assuming a scalar product (-|-) in a general Hilbert space
‘H, in accordance with the original Dirac’s formulation of
quantum field theory [41], we can insert arbitrary partitions

of unity 1 = 3" |c)(c| into Eq. (34), so that

Se =Y _(wle)clr, 0 + mlc’) (c'ly).

c,c

An important type of the unity partition in Hilbert space
‘H is a unity partition related to the generalized wavelet
transform [Eq. (8)]:

r v dpy (v) y
1= [ewn®E ). 69

Our main criterion for this choice is to find a group G
which pertains to the physics of quantum measurement and
provides the fields defined on finite domains rather than
points. The group that can leverage this task is a group of
affine transformations:

X, x, be R

G: X =ax+ b, a€eR,,

(36)
Following Refs. [5,7], we consider an isotropic theory. The

representation of the affine group [Eq. (36)] in L*(RY) is
chosen as

a

o =g (20 6D

and the left-invariant Haar measure is
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dad’b

duy(a,b) = a

(38)

In view of the linearity of the wavelet transform

v = va0) = [ or(S20 et @9

R d a

the action on the affine group [Eq. (36)] keeps the same
form as the action of the genuine theory [Eq. (34)]. Thus,
we get the action functional for the fields v, (b) defined on
the affine group:

1
SE:—

S monom)
x JRLQR

dad®b

+ lml/_/a(b)l//a(b)] T ’

(40)

where the derivatives 0, are now taken with respect to
spatial variables b,. The meaning of the representation
Eq. (40) is that the action functional is now a sum of
independent scale components S = [S(a)%, with no
interaction between the scales.

Starting from the locally gauge invariant action
Sg = [d*x@p(P + im)y, we destroy such independence
by the cubic term Ay, which yields cross-scale terms.
However, knowing nothing about the point-dependent
gauge fields A,(x) at this stage, we should certainly ask
the question of how one can make the theory of Eq. (40)
invariant with respect to a phase transformation defined
locally on the affine group:

) ? (41)

b) = exp (lZW’;‘(b)TA

Since the action [Eq. (40)], for each fixed value of the
scale a, has exactly the same form as the standard action
[Eq. (1)], we can introduce the invariance with respect
to local phase transformation separately at each scale
by changing the derivative 0, = % into the covariant
derivative

D,,=0,+14A,,(b) (42)
with the gauge transformation law for the scale-dependent
gauge field A, ,(b) = >, A} ,(b)T* identical to Eq. (5):

Apa(b) = Uy(b)A, o(b)UG(b) + 1(0,U, (b)) Ui(b).

Similarly, for the field strength tensor and for the Yang-
Mills Lagrangian:

LYM 1
247

F

wa="UDpaDyal;

w.a

~—Tr(F,,  F

uv,a ;wa)

(43)

Assuming the formal coupling constant of the gauge field
A, 4(D) to be dependent on scale only, we can rewrite the
covariant derivative by changing A, ,(b) to g(a)A, ,(b):

D,,=0,+19A,,(D). (44)

This means we have a collection of identical gauge theories
for the fields y,(b), A, ,(b), labeled by the scale variable a,
which differ from each other only by the value of the scale-
dependent coupling constant g = g(a). It is a matter of
choice whether to keep the scale dependence in g(a), or
solely in A, ,(b). The Euclidean action of the multiscale

theory takes the form

e |

b)(yuDyq + tm)y,(b)

4 - 1 Fﬁy ; F//:v a} + gauge fixing terms, (45)
where
llu a — =0 A?a 8DAI/}"1 - ngBCAE’aAS:a.

The difference between the standard quantum field theory
formalism and the field theory with action (45), defined
on the affine group, consists in changing the integration
measure from d“x to the left-invariant measure on the affine
group [Eq. (38)]. So, the generating functional can be
written in the form

Z[J,(b)] = / DD, (b)e ST b 4, 0)1,(0)

where @,(b) = (A, ,(b),y,(b),...) is the full set of all
scale-dependent fields present in the theory. Since the
“Lagrangian” in action (45), for each fixed value of a,
has exactly the same form as that in standard theory, the
Faddeev-Popov gauge-fixing procedure [42] can be intro-
duced to the scale-dependent theory in a straightfor-
ward way.

(46)

A. Feynman diagrams

The same as in wavelet regularization of a local theory,
described in Sec. III, here we understand the physically
observed fields as the sums of scale components from the
observation scale A to infinity [5]:

1 © da 1 x—>b
N — | dp—=
C;(A a / ad){< a

The free-field Green functions at a given scale a are
projections of the ordinary Green function to the scale a
performed by the y wavelet filters:

)wa(b).
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Gal ..... a, (kh sees kn) = )((alkl)" '):((ankn)G(kh sees kn)‘
The interacting-field Green functions, according to the
action [Eq. (45)], can be constructed if we provide the
equality of all scale arguments by ascribing the multiplier
g(a)[I;6(Ina; —Ina) to each vertex, and 6(Ina; —1Ina;)
to each line of the Feynman diagram. This is different from
the local theory, described in Sec. III, where all scale
components do interact with each other. Now, we do not
yield the cutoff factor £(-) on each internal line, with f(x)
given by the scale integration [Eq. (20)]. Instead, we have
to put the wavelet filter modulus squared on each internal
line. This suppresses not only the UV divergences, but also
the IR divergences. As a result, we arrive at the following
diagram technique, which is (up to the above mentioned
cutoff factors) identical to standard Feynman rules for
Yang-Mills theory; see, e.g., Ref. [43].
The propagator for the spin-half fermions:

—m

= 60 X 27
? ‘dp2+m2‘x(ap)|

where ¢, d are the indices of the fermion representation of
the gauge group.
The propagator of the gauge field (taken in the Feynman

gauge): |

Similarly, for the four-gluon vertex:

B,v

Do = —¢')]

fABEfCDE(é‘

p

—

AN 1 ~
A~ B — 65O K(ap)

The gluon-to-fermion coupling:

c

A = —19(@)7u(T)ea

The three-gluon vertex:

B,v

= *Zg(a)fABC [(7’“ — qu)0upt

+(ap — Pp)Op + (pv — 7"1/)5;)#]
(47)

All momenta are incident to the vertex: p + g+ r = 0.

= updpo) + fCBEfADE(‘Sup‘;W = upbpo)

up6V0

+fDBEfCAE (60/)61/u - 61//)5u0) .

Ap

The ghost propagator:

P
>

A--B

The gluon-to-ghost interaction vertex:
Cip
L
- ABC
q/«v/\\ =59 (a)f (

with r 4 p + ¢ = 0.

T+ Pu— qu) = _g(a)fABCq;m
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For simplicity in the following calculations, I use the first
derivative of Gaussian as a mother wavelet [Eq. (21)],
which provides the cancellation of both the UV and the IR
divergences by virtue of |7(+)|?> on each propagator line.
For the chosen wavelet [Eq. (21)], the wavelet cutoff
factor is

(48)
|

F,(p) = (ap)?e=V’

c

In standard QCD theory, the one-loop contribution to the
three-gluon vertex is calculated in the Feynman gauge [45].
This was later generalized to an arbitrary covariant gauge
[46]. These known results, being general in kinematic
structure, are based on dimensional regularization, and thus
are determined by the divergent parts of integrals. Different
corrections to the perturbation expansion based on analy-
ticity have been proposed [47,48], but they are still based
on divergent graphs. In this context, QCD is often con-
sidered as an effective theory, which describes the low-
energy limit for a set of asymptotically observed fields,
obtained by integrating out all heavy particles [49]. The
effective theory is believed to be derivable from a future
unified theory, which includes gravity.

The essential artifact of renormalized QCD is the
logarithmic decay of the running coupling constant
a,(Q?) at infinite momentum transfer Q> — oo, known
as asymptotic freedom. With the help of MS, the calcu-
lations are available up to the five-loop approximation [50].

In the present paper, I do not pretend to derive the
logarithmic law. Instead, I have shown that if our under-
standing of gauge invariance is true in an arbitrary func-
tional basis, based on a Lie group representation we use to
measure physical fields, the resulting theory is finite by
construction. The restriction of calculations to the Feynman
gauge and the specific form of the mother wavelet are
technical simplifications, with which we proceed to make
the results viewable.

The first term on the rhs of Eq. (49) is the unrenormal-
ized three-gluon vertex [Eq. (47)]. The second graph is the
gluon loop shown in Fig. 5: Its value is

for each line of the diagram, calculated for the scale a of the
considered model.

B. Scale dependence of the gauge coupling constant

To study the scale dependence of the gauge coupling
constant, we can start with a pure gauge field theory
without fermions, along the lines of Ref. [44]. The total
one-loop contribution to three-gluon interaction is given by
the diagram in Eq. (49):

C
. . (49)
+ 3 [ + permutatlons] + ghost loops
A B A
|
MBC  — 3 )ﬁ ABCVOHC-IOOP( ) 50)
H o3 g (a 2 f uipoous \P1> P2, P3)» (

where the common color factor is Cy = 2TpN, N is
the number of colors, and Ty = % is the usual normalization

of generators in fundamental representation; see, e.g.,
Ref. [51].

1. Gluon loop contribution

We calculate the one-loop tensor structure
Vel (b1, pa. p3) in the Feynman gauge. After symmet-

rization of the loop momenta in diagram (50),

11:f+P3gP2’ 12=f+plgp3, P2— D1

3 El

l3 :f+

and the tensor structure of the diagram takes the form

BHU'Q

C> H3

FIG. 5. Gluon loop contribution to three-gluon vertex;
pPi+p2+p3=0.
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Vz?eyloﬁf( P1:02: 3. f) = Vo ap(Pr. 3. —1) is the tensor structure of the three-gluon interaction
vertex [Eq. (47)].
X Vo s(=l3. p2. 11) The tensor structure of Eq. (50) can be represented as a
% V&m‘ﬂ(_ll, 3. 1), (51) sum of two terms: the first term is free of loop momentum
‘ f, and the second term is quadratic in it:
where
Vi (P15 P25 P3) = (P34, = P2 )0y Vit (P1:92.p3.£) =V°(P1.p2.p3) + V' (P1. 2. 3. ),
+ (pl,llz - p3-ﬂ2)5ﬂ3-ﬂ1
+ (P2yus = Py ) O, (52) with
|
Vllll,ﬂz,ﬂg (P1.P2:P3. f) = 3[f,41f;43 (171,,42 - sz) + fﬂlfﬂg<p2,/43 - P1,;43) + fu s (P3,,41 — Poyy )]

7
+ §f2[<p3~141 - plﬂl)éﬂzam + (plvllz - p37ﬂ2)5ﬂ3~,ﬂ1 + (p2~ﬂ3 - p1~ﬂ3)5ﬂlsﬂ2]

2
+ § [5u1/42f/43fa(p2,a - pl,a) + 5ﬂ1/43f/42fa(p1,a - p3,a) + 5ﬂ2ﬂ3fﬂ1fa<p3,a - p2,a)]'

wrpops (P12 P2s P3. f) with the Gaussian weight, we substitute f,f, — % £? into the Gaussian
integral [ e~ f2d?f = 475", With ¢ = 3a?, d = 4, this gives the tensor structure

Integrating the equation V)

13 2,212 2 2_ _ _
Vi(p1.pap3) = 8647:26 a2 [p1+p3+p3—P1P2=P1P3—P2p3] Vs (P15 P25 P3)-

The part of the tensor structure that does not contain f contributes a term proportional to the Gaussian integral
~(fgdf = (1)4. This gi
Je/d’f = (%):. This gives

2
a _202[p2 42 0 o
]44,,26 3 [Pﬁrﬁﬁimvz]vﬂlMM3 (P1.P2.P3 = —P1 — D).
where
0 4 5
Vul,m,m (P1.p2) = 3 (Pz,ﬂlpz.ﬂzpz.MS - PLM]PLMPI,M) + 3 (Pz,ylpz,mpl.ﬂ3 - PI.M]PLMZPZM})
2 1
+§ (p2.ﬂ2p2./,t3pl,u] - p],ﬂ]pl,ﬂ3p2.ﬂ2) +§(p1,ﬂ2pl.ﬂ3p2.ﬂl - pZ,,ulp2,,u3pl,/42)

37 58
+ ﬁ%ml)mz(ﬁzm —Pigy) T ﬁéﬂmz (P1P2ys — P3P ;)

5
2 2 2
+ 27 (Buopis PTP1g1y) = Oprps P2 P24ty ~ Oy P2P2y)

" 32
27
16 53 47

+ ﬁ (5/41l43p%p2442 - éﬂzﬂap%pl-ﬂl) + ﬁ (5ﬂ1/43p%p1»ﬂ2 - 6142!43p%p2441) + ﬁplpz (5ﬂ2/43p1-/41 - 5/41143p2»l42)'

(84,s P1 sy (PT + P1P2) = By P2, (P34 P1P2))

Summing these two terms, we get

CA fABC T 13
DBC (P11, p2) = —1g°(a) 2 14422 x e (PrFPrtpip2) a?V o (P12 p2) + gvﬂmwg (P1.P2.—p1—p2)|. (53)

where V

s> 21ven by Eq. (52), is the tensor structure of the unrenormalized three-gluon vertex.
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2. Contribution of four-gluon vertex

The next one-loop contribution to the three-gluon vertex
comes from the diagrams with four-gluon interaction, of the
type shown in Fig. 6. In the case of four-gluon contribution,
the common color factor cannot be factorized: instead,
there are three similar diagrams with gluon loops inserted in
each gluon leg: p;, p,, and p,, respectively. The case of p;
is shown in Fig. 6.

The one-loop contribution to a three-gluon vertex shown
in Fig. 6 can be easily calculated, taking into account that
the squared momenta in gluon propagators are canceled by
wavelet factors [Eq. (48)]. This gives

|

ot / (—19(a)) fPE((2ps = f)one + (=

fBEXfADX( 5 -5

Hip2 €py

81,0) + fPEX fPAX (85,0

€y

The presence of four-gluon interaction does not allow for
the factorization of the common color factor. Instead, there
are three different terms in color space:

C
fDEC fAEX fBDX A fABC
fDECfBEXfADX =+ ﬂfABC’
fDECfDEXfBAX — —CAfABC, (54)

with the normalization condition

fACDfBCD CA5AB

There are two Gaussian integrals contributing to the
diagram shown in Fig. 6:

d4f 202 52 1 a2s?
I =2a°f*=-2a"sf _ >
(s) = / 2n)*¢ anla*
d4f —2a2 2_2a%s sﬂ 252
I”(S)_/( e fue T = g

where s = p; + p,.
Thus, we can express the tensor coefficients at the three
terms in Eq. (54) as

3 3
T, = _55#1#3‘?/42 + §5H2#3s#1 ’
3 3
T, = +§5M1M3Sﬂz - EéﬂZﬂSSﬂl ’
T3 = 3(Byuppiy Sy = Oprpis Sy ) (55)

respectively. The sum of all three terms —$ fA5CT| +
S fABCT, — C, fABCT; gives

— P3)eOuss + (2f = P3),4,0e5] X

= Oey, Byy5)] X exp(—a

B7 H2 P A7M1

FIG. 6. One-loop contribution to the three-gluon vertex pro-
vided by four-gluon interaction.

(_g( )) {fAEXfBDX( /41/475 5eﬂ25;¢1 )

4

2fF—a*(f + p +P2)2)W-

9

_CAfA 52 = Oy Sy |

[ HiH3 HoH3 ™ My

and thus the whole integral

19 (a) 2 9C,

VAB C
647> 2

Hi1H2M3 (S)

ABC
f [ Illllzsﬂz - 6#2/43s141]'

(56)

Two more contributing diagrams, symmetric to Fig. 6, are
different from the above calculated V(A, uy, p1; B, po, P23
C,p3, p3) only by changing B, u,, py <> C,p3, p3 and
A, uy, p1 < C,us, p3, respectively. This gives us two more
terms,

19 (a) =22 9C4

ABC _ ACB
Vﬂlllzll} (t) - 6471'2 ez 2 f [ /41/42[/43 - 5142143[#1]’
3
ABC _19'(@) 229Cs cpy
Vﬂglzlh(u) - 6471’2 € 2 2 f b [ 141/43uﬂ2 - 5#2#1”#3]’

where t=p;+ p3;=—p, and u = p, + p3 = —p;. Taking
into account the common topological factor % standing

before all these diagrams in Eq. (49), finally we get

g (a)
25672

_a2 p%

te (5ﬂ1ﬂ2p2~ﬂ3 _5/42/43 p2~/41)

2p2

FABC

Mlﬂzllz(pl’p2):l 7 (6 Sy, — 0, S )

Hi1H3 " o Hap3 ™

9C, fABC[e™

—a

+6T](5ﬂm3pl,ﬂz_5/41/421)1443)]’ (57)

where 1 = —p,, u = —py, p3 = —p; — pa.
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FIG. 7. Ghost loop contribution to three-gluon vertex;
p1+p2+p3=0.

3. Ghost loop contribution

The last one-loop contribution, not shown in Eq. (49), is
the ghost loop diagram (Fig. 7), and one more diagram
symmetric to it. The color factor of the diagram Fig. 7 is
fPEAfFDB fEFC — _ Ca pABC The tensor structure for dia-
gram Fig. 7 is b, 13,1, ,,, and it is I3, 1, .1, ,, for the
symmetric diagram [51]. Ghost propagators multiplied by
wavelet factors give (—1)3aSe=3¢"/*=3¢*(Pi+r3+P1P2) and one
more (—1) accounts for the fermion loop. Finally, this gives

Cy, e3¢ (Pi+p3+pip2)

Tghost — _ ;3 ABC €
@) 5 14472

1
a*Vy +Evﬂlu2u3(P1»P21P3 =-p1—p2)|
1

Vo=2; (P1yy = P2) (P1yy Poyy = 2P1 0 P2y
+ ﬁ(plﬂlplﬂzpz,m - pl’”]plyﬂzpl’m)
5
27 <p2ﬂlp2ﬂ2p1l43 Pl,y,Pl,ﬂngm). (58)

C. Study of simplified three-gluon vertex (p,-p,0)

To study the scale dependence of the coupling constant,
let us start with a trivial situation: p; = p, p, = —p,
p3 = 0. The unrenormalized vertex takes the form

Citious (P) = —19(a) f**V (p,—p.0),
where
V(p, -P 0) = pﬂléﬂzlls + pllzéﬂlm - 2pﬂ35141l42'

The triangle gluon loop contribution, shown in Fig. 5, is

2.2.2
_22p
fABCe ’

14472

c
bt (p) = —ig(a)® 2
13
a2V0 +FV(I)’ _P,O)

4 2
Vo :Eplllpﬂzpm (55ﬂ2M3pﬂ1

+ 55141143p142 + 325}41#2[)#3)' (59)

The contributions containing four-gluon vertexes (without
fermions) give

lllllzﬂz

1] “p.0). (60

The contributions of two ghost loops give

Cy fABC 242 2

h ~2a
D (P =p. 0) = =19 (a) 1 €77
1,4 1
X§ azgpﬂlpﬂzpﬂs—’—iv(p’_p’o) ’

(61)

Therefore, due to the use of a localized wavelet basis
with a window width of size a, we obtain an exponential
decay of the vertex function proportional to p?.

The gauge interaction in the action functional [Eq. (45)]
is not identical to that of local gauge theory [Eq. (4)].
At this point, I cannot definitely claim that physical
observables are integrals of the form [ 4% F[¢,(b)]. If
the parameter A of a wavelet—regularlzed local theory
[Eq. (19)] were a counterpart of a 1 /x4 normalization scale,
in our theory, with scale-dependent gauge invariance, the
scale parameter a should be treated as an independent
coordinate on a (d + 1)-dimensional group manifold (a, x),
with the scale transformations given by the generator
D = ad,.

Using the simplified vertex contributions [Eqs. (59)—
(61)] of the one-loop scale-dependent Yang-Mills theory,
we can estimate the renormalization of the coupling
constant g in the considered theory with scale-dependent
gauge invariance [Eq. (41)]. Since the scale a in such a
theory plays the role of the normalization scale 1/u of
common models, we can calculate the f function:

go=const.

from the equality g, = Z,¢g, with

lel+

2

CA 10 5.5 9 i,
Yoy P 2
[81 16¢ ] (62)

calculated from the one-loop expansion [Eq. (49)] with the
vertex contributions [Eqgs. (59)—(61)]. This gives

o 1

p= _ga aagz (63)

The equation (63) differs from standard renormalization

3

schemes by the absence of the factor Zj for field renorm-
alization. This is because each of the scale-dependent fields
A, 4(b) dwells on its own scale a, and is not subjected to
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B*16 2/(g> Cy)

x=ap

FIG. 8. Dependence of the beta function [Eq. (64)] on the
dimensionless scale x = ap. The dependence is shown in units

3
g°Ca
of {4

renormalization [30]. Taking the scale derivative in Eq. (63)
explicitly, we get

_g3CA(ap)2 20 222 9 12,2

=7 ,-3atp 2 ta*p
162 |23¢ 0 T3¢’

0.
0 =

p= (64)

The dependence of this function on dimensionless scale
x = ap is shown in Fig. 8 below.

The factors similar to field renormalization may be
required depending on the type of observation—if we
i
where the averaging (-) involves integration over a certain
range of scales. A more detailed study of the subject is
planned for future research. Since the action in Eq. (45)
comprises the fields of different scales which do not
interact to each other, to derive a phenomenological
interpretation of the proposed model, we need to study it
within a wider framework of the Standard Model with the
SU(2) x U(1) x SU.(3) gauge group to calculate the
observable quantities.

assume the observable quantity to be dependent on

V. CONCLUSION

The basis of Fourier harmonics, an omnipresent tool of
quantum field theory, is just a particular case of the
decomposition of the observed field ¢ with respect to
representations Q(g) of the symmetry group G responsible
for observations. It is commonly assumed that the sym-
metry group of measurement is a translation group (or,
more generally, the Poincaré group), the representations of
which are used. We can imagine, however, that the
measurement process itself is more complex, and may

have symmetries more complex than the Abelian group of
translations. The simplest generalization is the affine group
G:x' = ax + b, considered in this paper—a tool for study-
ing scaling properties of physical systems. In this paper, |
have considered the possibility to extend quantum field
theory models of gauge fields, usually defined in R? or
Minkowski space, to more general space—the group of
affine transformations, which includes not only translations
and rotations, but also scale transformation. The peculiarity
of the scale parameter (a) is that the scale transformation
generator D = ad,, in contrast to coordinate or momentum
operators, is not a Hermitian operator. Hence, the scale a is
not a physical observable—it is a parameter of measure-
ment—say, a scale we use in our measurements.

Following the previous papers [5,7,30], introducing
explicitly a basis y(a,-) to describe quantum fields, the
current paper presents a gauge theory with a gauge
transformation defined separately on each scale,
wo(x) = %My, (x). The transformation from the usual
local fields y/(x) to the scale-dependent fields, which may
be referred to as the scale components of the field y with
respect to the basic function y at a given scale a, is
performed by means of continuous wavelet transform—a
versatile tool of group representation theory. This repre-
sentation is physically similar to coherent state representa-
tion [18]. The Green functions in the scale-dependent
theory become finite, because both the UV and the IR
divergences are suppressed by the wavelet factor |7(ap)|?
on each internal line of the Feynman diagrams.

As a practical example of calculations, the paper presents
one-loop correction to the three-gluon vertex in a pure
Yang-Mills theory. The calculations are done with the
mother wavelet y being the first derivative of the Gaussian.
The Green functions vanish at high momenta, which is
usual for the theories with asymptotic freedom.

The existence of such a theory is merely an exciting
mathematical possibility. The author does not know which
type of interaction takes place in real processes: standard
local gauge theory, where all scales talk to each other due
to locally defined gauge invariance, or the same-scale
interaction proposed in this paper. This subject needs
further investigation—at least, it seems not less elegant
than the existing finite-length and noncommutative
geometry models [52,53].
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