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2Instituto de Matemática e Estat́ıstica, Universidade de São Paulo, SP, Brazil

Abstract

In this paper we discuss how the gauge principle can be applied to

classical-mechanics models with finite degrees of freedom. The local in-

variance of a model is understood as its invariance under the action of

a matrix Lie group of transformations parametrized by arbitrary func-

tions. It is formally presented how this property can be introduced in such

systems, followed by modern applications. Furthermore, Lagrangians de-

scribing classical-mechanics systems with local invariance are separated

in equivalence classes according to their local structures.

1 Introduction

The importance of local invariance in field theoretical models is unquestion-
able. To illustrate that, we could use, for instance, the gauge principle. It states
that a Lagrangian field model invariant under the action of a Lie group with
global parameters can be reformulated if we raise the parameters to local ones.
That is the basic ingredient R. Utiyama [1] has used to generalize the seminal
previous paper by Yang and Mills [2]. The introduction of local parameters into
the game implies the insertion of a covariant derivative, as well as a connection,
in order to keep the desired invariance. In turn, it leads the initial model to
interact with a gauge field. This is the very structure one finds in the unified
Standard Model [3]. In this case, the gauge group is given by the unitary prod-
uct SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1), setting together fermions, electroweak boson, gluon
and Higgs fields.

The introduction of the gauge principle dates back to 1918, when Hermann
Weyl presented his ideas of building a unified field theory, which gave rise to
the notion of gauge invariance [4]. Although his ideas were mathematically
solid, they did not sound so physically appealing. In effect, his proposal pre-
dicted that if one transported two identical measuring rods, from points p1 to

∗brunorizzuti@ice.ufjf.br
†guilherme.vasconcelos@ime.usp.br

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.01264v1


p2, along different paths which cross regions with distinct electromagnetic fields,
generally they would no longer have the same length if measured on the point of
arrival. Nonetheless, with the ascendance of quantum mechanics, his ideas were
no longer physically implausible. They were actually suitable to link electro-
magnetism and matter fields and thus played a central role in the development
of such areas. It is also worth mentioning that his seminal work still reverber-
ates and provides the necessary background for attempts to relate gravity and
electromagnetism [5].

Weyl’s proposal was based on the following. In accordance with the theory
of General Relativity, spacetime is described by a 4−dimensional manifold M

endowed with a Lorentz metric g̃. A key aspect of such modeling is that it
presupposes the choice of unit length. However, if different observers agree
to measure lengths at different points with different units, then not only one
Lorentz metric g̃ is being used but a whole set of them. In turn, this set is a class
of equivalence G of metrics g such that g = eλg̃, with λ being an arbitrary smooth
function on M . Moreover, a Weyl structure on M is a map F ∶ G → Λ1(M),
where Λ1(M) is the space of 1-forms on M , defined by F (eλg) = F (g) − dλ,
whilst a manifold with a Weyl structure is called a Weyl manifold [6]. One of
the key aspects of this geometrical approach is that Weyl structures allow us
to compare lengths of vectors at different points of M through the transport of
scalar products, associated to the metrics in G, along curves over the manifold
[7].

Furthermore, such theory enables us to understand the gauge invariance
principle in a full geometrical perspective, see [6] for more details. In particular,
it reveals how the commonly seen “covariant derivative” Dµ = ∂µ + iAµ appears
in the context of field theories. Nevertheless, such procedure to define Weyl
structures is not the only one, as it can be seen in [8].

The central role played by local invariance is not only restricted to (quan-
tum) field models. Therefore, it is natural to step back and seek its implications
on systems with finite degrees of freedom. In effect, there is a long list of relevant
models where local or gauge invariance is as important as described previously.
For example, the dynamics of any classical-mechanics system can be formulated
with a local structure [9,10]. We have only to take into account the correspond-
ing reparametrization-invariant formulation. In this case, reparametrization
invariance (RI) can be seen as a gauge symmetry [11]. A mathematical oriented
perspective on all that can be seen in [12].

RI has even deeper implications though. It may lead to a common arrow of
time and non-negativity of mass [13]. Broader consequences, such as an underly-
ing origin to classical long range interactions (electrodynamics and gravitation)
could also be supported by reparametrization-invariant systems [14]. Gauge
theory for finite-dimensional dynamical systems has also been explored, running
from quantum mechanics to information theory, passing through chemistry and
rigid body dynamics [15].

In a more philosophical approach, in the realm of Newtonian physics, one
could eliminate the notion of an absolute space by gauging translations and
rotations [16]. While this is restricted to the Galileo group, we extend it in
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this paper by considering the gauge principle directly applied to arbitrary La-
grangian systems with finite degrees of freedom. We will name it Classical Gauge

Principle. The prescription is pretty much the same: a Lagrangian model in-
ert under the representation of a Lie group parametrized by global parameters
is reformulated by the swap of such parameters to local ones, that is, smooth
functions of the evolution variable. Just as before, it implies the introduction
of a covariant derivative (and the corresponding connection) into the original
model.

The paper is divided as follows. In Section 2 we present a seminal and
illustrative example which can be rewritten in order to present local invariance,
according to the gauge principle. This example is a key application of such
principle and, in turn, the consequences of its usage are then enumerated. In
Section 3 we develop the method of introducing local invariance in classical-
mechanics models and present two modern examples in which this technique
may be applied. In Section 4 we formalize the concept of equivalent classes of
Lagrangians with the same local structure. Furthermore, leveraging on a more
pragmatic view, two examples are given to elucidate such approach. Finally,
Section 5 is left for the conclusions.

2 Free Dirac Lagrangian

Let us consider an underlying example of a model endowed with local in-
variance. We start with the Lagrangian of a free massive spinor field ψ = ψ(xµ)
and write

L = ψ̄(iγµ∂µ −m)ψ. (1)

Here, ψ̄ = ψ†γ0, whereas γµ are the Dirac-gamma matrices and γµγν + γνγµ =
2ηµν , with ηµν = diag(1,−1,−1,−1). In turn, L is invariant under the action
of the symmetry group U(1), since the transformations ψ ↦ ψ′ = eiαψ and
ψ̄ ↦ ψ̄′ = e−iαψ̄, where α is a real number, do not alter the Lagrangian,

L ↦ L′ = e−iαψ̄(iγµ∂µ −m)eiαψ = L. (2)

One may now ask if this Lagrangian would still be invariant under transforma-
tions where α is an arbitrary smooth function. Naturally, it would no longer be
invariant under the action of the same transformations, due to the derivative
∂µψ term. However, local invariance can be achieved in this scenario. In order
to enforce such property, we introduce the vector field Aµ in L and define

Dµ ∶= ∂µ − iAµ. (3)

We also fix the transformation of Aµ with

Aµ ↦ A′µ = Aµ + ∂µα. (4)

This way, we write
L = ψ̄(iγµDµ −m)ψ, (5)
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whereas Dµψ has a simple transformation law,

Dµψ ↦D′µψ
′ = eiα(x)Dµψ. (6)

Therefore, local invariance for L has been established, as previously claimed.
Such procedure is the standard way in order to obtain the interaction of the
initial free field with the vector Aµ, commonly called the gauge field.

Let us make a two elucidating observations.

1. Models with local invariance are constructed according to this recipe,
known as the gauge principle. Namely, a field model which is invari-
ant under a Lie group of global transformations may be reformulated to
be invariant under the same group, although with local parameters. In
order to do so, an interaction with a vector field is introduced, whilst the
components of this field, named gauge field, are but the components of a
1-form which defines the connection map on a Weyl manifold [6].

2. Lagrangian models with local invariance present first class constraints
through the corresponding hamiltonization procedure [17, 18]. Theories
of this type possess spurious degrees of freedom, with ambiguous evo-
lution. The physical sector may be consistently characterized by gauge
invariant variables.

In our illustrative example, Aµ is the vector potential. Since it changes
under the local transformation, see (4), Aµ has no physical interpretation. The
possible observables of the model are combinations that are not affected by the
local transformations; for instance, the integral I = ∮ A⃗.dl⃗ of the spatial part of
Aµ over any closed contour is invariant under (4). It manifests itself through
the Aharonov-Bohm effect [19]. The electromagnetic tensor, represented by
Fµν = ∂µAν −∂νAµ, is another example of local invariant which is an observable.

At this point, a natural question that rises is if the gauge principle for field
models can be transposed to systems with finite degrees of freedom. The answer
is yes and the Classical Gauge Principle will be discussed in details in the next
section, followed by applications in both classical and relativistic mechanics.

3 Introducing local invariance in classical-mechanics

models

To begin with, let us consider a configuration space parametrized by xa,
a = 1, . . . , n and a mechanical model defined on it. The corresponding dynamics
is governed by a Lagrangian L(xa, ẋa), where ẋa ∶= dxa

dτ
and τ is an evolution

parameter. As usual, the equations of motion are obtained from a least action
principle applied to the action functional

S = ∫ dτL(xa, ẋa). (7)
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We also impose that L is invariant under the faithful representation of a
matrix Lie group G, whose elements are denoted by G, with respective entries
Ga

b in a field F. The linear representation is defined by

xa → x′a ∶= Ga
bx

b. (8)

Although it appears to be a restriction to consider only n × n−matrix groups
directly realized onto the underlying (n-dimensional) configuration space, every
case of interest to this work possess this very structure. We could go even
further and realize that there are many standard examples where this particular
representation plays a central role, for instance SO(3) as the rotation group in
space or even SO(1,3) describing the Lorentz transformations in spacetime and
so on [20].

The corresponding Lie algebra is denoted by

g = {ξiΓi ∣ ξ
i ∈ F, [Γi,Γj] = c k

ij Γk}, (9)

that is, g is generated by Γi, i = 1, . . . , n and c k
ij are the structure constants.

Any G ∈ G sufficiently close to the identity of the group may be written as

G = eξ
i
Γi , (10)

with Ga
b = (eξiΓi)ab. It will be sufficient to this work to write the group elements

only in first order in the exponential map,

Ga
b ≈ δ

a
b + ξ

i(Γi)ab. (11)

According to the initial assumption,

L(xa, ẋa) GÐ→ L′(x′a, ẋ′a) = L(Ga
bx

b,Ga
bẋ

b) = L(xa, ẋa). (12)

Now, we may relax this first assumption to include not only constant pa-
rameters ξi, but also smooth functions

ξi ∶ I ⊂ R → F, ∀ i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (13)

τ ↦ ξi(τ), (14)

where I is an open interval of the real line. We denote both the Lie algebra and
group so obtained by gτ and Gτ . It means they are local in the sense that their
elements are parametrized by arbitrary smooth functions of τ . Clearly, due to
the velocity ẋa in L, the latter is no longer invariant under the G−action,

dxa

dτ
→ dx′a

dτ
=
d

dτ
(δab + ξi(Γi)ab)xb (15)

= Ga
bẋ

b + ξ̇i(Γi)abxb. (16)
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We would like to maintain its invariance even under the action of the local
group Gτ . Hence, we proceed exactly in the same manner one introduces co-
variant derivatives through the gauge principle in field theories. In our cause,
though, we substitute the time derivative for

δab
d

dτ
→Da

b ∶= δ
a
b ( d
dτ
− g) , (17)

where g is a new variable, analogous to the gauge field. The Lagrangian remains
invariant under Gτ , provided g changes according to

δabg → δabg
′ = δabg + ξ̇

i(Γi)ab. (18)

In fact, the pathological term comes from the velocity, see (16). However, it is
ruled out by the transformation provided above in (18),

Da
bx

b →D′abx
′b = Ga

bD
b
cx

c. (19)

In turn, returning back to L,

L(xa,Da
bx

b)→ L(x′a,D′abx′b) = L(Ga
bx

b,Ga
bD

b
cx

c)
= L(xa,Da

bx
b), (20)

where the equality comes from (12).
As claimed previously, we have imposed local invariance to the action we

are working with. In the next subsections, we apply the procedure developed
here to concrete models, revealing the power of the method while explaining
a possible geometrical and algebraic origin to leading proposals, such as the
free relativistic particle, as well as more sophisticated examples, such as doubly
special relativity (DSR) models and spinning particles.

3.1 Free particle and DSR proposal

Let us consider as a first example a particle model described by the La-
grangian

L =
1

2
mη(v, v), (21)

defined on (R5, η), a 5-dimensional spacetime endowed with a pseudo-metric η
and parametrized by {xA}. m is a constant that can be interpreted as the mass
of the particle. We shall denote vA = ẋA and write ηAB = diag(+1,−1,−1,−1,−1).
We also allow ourselves to multiply position and velocity vectors by complex
numbers and impose

η(αv1, βv2) = (α∗β)η(v1, v2), ∀ α,β ∈ C. (22)

With these considerations, we take the representation of the group U(1) ={eiγ ; γ ∈ R} on (R5, η) given by

xA → x′A = eiγxA ⇒ v′A = eiγvA, (23)
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which gives us

L→ L′ =
1

2
mη(v′, v′) = 1

2
mη(eiγv, eiγv) = 1

2
mη(v, v) = L. (24)

According to the classical gauge principle, we raise U(1) to the status of a lo-
cal group, meaning that its elements are now parametrized by smooth functions
γ ∶ I (open) ⊂ R → R. As explained, L is no longer invariant under x′µ = eiγ(τ)xµ.
In accordance with what we have exposed previously, we substitute

d

dτ
→D ∶=

d

dτ
− iγ. (25)

This way, in local coordinates the Lagrangian reads

L =
1

2
mηABDx

ADxB =
1

2
mηAB(ẋA − iγxA)(ẋB − iγxB), (26)

which is now invariant under U(1)τ = {eiγ(τ);γ ∶ I → R}. If we redefine iγ = g, we
obtain exactly the same action proposed in [21]. Due to the local invariance, the
Lagrangian presents first class constraints through the Dirac’s hamiltonization
algorithm [22]. The physical sector of the model describes a free massive particle
and the superior bounded speed is obtained in a particular gauge choice. It is
also possible to show that the model leads to the Magueijo-Smolin doubly special
relativity (MS DSR) proposal [23].

We conclude this section with a brief comment concerning the transforma-
tion law given in (18). It implies that the gauge variable g changes as a total
derivative,

∆(δabg) ∶= δab(g′ − g) = d

dτ
(ξi(τ)(Γi)ab) . (27)

In this case, we could change L in (21) for

L→ L′ = L + ξg =
1

2
mηDxADxB − ξg, (28)

where ξ is a constant that couples the gauge variable g to the dynamical sector
of the model. In turn, it can be shown that these Lagrangians are equivalent
and possess the same local structure (this notion shall be clarified in Section
4). Moreover, (28) is the Lagrangian described in the work [24], in which it was
shown that the MS DSR model is a particular gauge of a free relativistic particle
Lagrangian model. In this particular case, ξ is related to the new invariant scale,
presented within the model from the beginning.

3.2 Classical spinning particle

Let us discuss another example of imposing local invariance to a classical
model. Contrary to our previous example, the covariant derivative encodes the
interaction of the model with an external field. Moreover, the local parameters
gain clear physical interpretation, as we shall see.
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On the configuration space parametrized by {vi, g,ϕ}, i ∈ {1,2,3}, we define
the following Lagrangian,

Lspin =
1

2g
(v̇i)2 + g b2

2a2
+
1

ϕ
[(vi)2 − a2]. (29)

We are using the short hand notation (vi)2 = δijvivj , as well as v̇i = dv
i

dτ
. On

one hand a is an arbitrary constant, while b2 = 3h̵2/4.
This model is particularly important to describe internal degrees of freedom

of classical spinning particles. In fact, when set together with space-time dy-
namical variables, we find a Lagrangian whose equations of motion produce the
Pauli equation through the canonical quantization method. All the details may
be seen in [25].

We shall focus on (29). It is clear that this Lagrangian has manifest SO(3)
global invariance,

vi → v′i = Ri
jv

j ; ∀ R ∈ SO(3). (30)

Identifying SO(3) as a matrix Lie group we may write

Ri
j = (eξkΓk)ij , (31)

where ξkΓk is an element of the Lie algebra so(3) and ξk are interpreted as
rotation angles. According to the Classical Gauge Principle, we promote the
constant parameters ξk to arbitrary smooth functions ξk(τ). In order o maintain
the invariance of Lspin, we introduce the covariant derivative

δij
d

dτ
→ δij

d

dτ
+ ξ̇k(Γk)ij . (32)

In this case ξ̇k may be interpreted as an angular velocity. We redefine it accord-
ing to

ξ̇k = −
e

m
Bk, (33)

which provides the angular velocity of a charged massive particle in terms of an
external magnetic field.

Together with this redefinition, there is an explicit form for the generators
Γ, (Γk)ij = εikj , (34)

where εijk is the Levi-Civita symbol. Thus, (29) may be rewritten as

Lspin =
1

2g
(v̇j − e

m
εjikv

iBk)2 + g b2
2a2
+
1

ϕ
[(vi)2 − a2]. (35)

Our construction provides the correct interaction between an external mag-
netic field and the spinning degrees of freedom. To verify this, we may look at
a possible observable of the theory, given by the angular momentum associated
to the vi−variables,

J i ∶= εijkvjπk, (36)
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where πk =
∂L
∂v̇k . The Lagrangian equations of motion imply

J̇ i =
e

m
εijkJjBk, (37)

which is precisely the precession expected from a spinning particle under the
effect of an exterior magnetic field.

4 Local structures

Our examples are constructed with a peculiar freedom one has to write out
Lagrangian models. Even when two Lagrangians differ, they may possess the
same local structure, in the sense of being invariant under (almost) the same
gauge transformations. Let us formalize these ideas that unite Lagrangians in
equivalence classes. Our background shall be a configuration space parametrized
by {qA}, A ∈ {1, ...,N}. We write collectively

qA = (xa, yα, ...). (38)

That is, the space can be split in different sectors. We may allow Lagrangians
to depend only on a particular subset of variables, say, L(xa, ẋa). Let L be
the set of all possible Lagrangians of the form L = L(qA, q̇A). Now, consider
transformations qA(τ) → q′A(τ) parametrized by arbitrary functions ǫα(τ); α ∈{1, ..., n}. Their infinitesimal form is given by

qA → q′A = qA +
n

∑
k=0

R
A
(k)α(qA, q̇A, ...; τ)dkǫα(τ)

dτk
, (39)

where the functions R
A
(k)α are the corresponding generators. From here on,

we write δqA ∶= q′A − qA for short.
Let L1 and L2 be two Lagrangians in L invariant under gauge transforma-

tions δ1q
A and δ2q

A, respectively. On L ×L , we set the following relation

L1 ∼ L2⇔ δ1L1 = δ2L2 +
dF

dτ
(40)

whenever there exists such a function F . Clearly, ∼ is symmetric, reflexive and
transitive, and as so, an equivalence relation. The corresponding equivalence
classes will be designated by [L] ∈ L / ∼ and for L1, L2 ∈ [L], we say that the
Lagrangians possess the same local structure.

Let us elucidate how this division of L in classes works with our previous
examples.

Example 1. Let us consider the already presented Lagrangians,

L1 =
m

2
ηABDx

ADxB, (41)

L2 =
m

2
ηABDx

ADxB − ξg, (42)
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see Section 3.
The two Lagrangians are invariant under the same transformations δ = δ1 =

δ2, given by
δxA = 1

2
α̇xA − αẋA

δg = 1

2
α̈ − α̇g − αġ

(43)

where α is an arbitrary function of the evolution parameter τ . Clearly, L1 ≠ L2,
although a straightforward calculation leads to

δ2L2 = δ1L1 + (ξαg − ξα
2
)⋅ ⇒ L1 ∼ L2, (44)

that is, L1 and L2 bear the same local structure.
Example 2. The second example is related to the spinning particle also

presented in Sec. 3. In the first place, we take a Lagrangian defined on the
configuration space {vi, g} given by

L1 =
1

2g
(v̇i)2 (45)

while the second one is defined on an extended space {vi, g,ϕ} and is given by
(29). In this case, the local symmetries are given by

δ1v
i = αv̇i,

δ1g = (αg)⋅,
δ2v

i = αv̇i,
δ2g = (αg)⋅,

δ2ϕ = αϕ̇ − α̇ϕ.
(46)

α is an arbitrary function of the evolution parameter τ . The local transforma-
tions lead to

δ2L2 = δ1L1 + (αgb2
2a2

+
α

ϕ
[(vi)2 − a2])

⋅

⇒ L1 ∼ L2. (47)

This example shows an interesting feature of models with the same local struc-
ture. We can impose extra desirable constraints to a particular Lagrangian,
enlarging the configuration space, maintaining the different Lagrangians so gen-
erated in the same class though. In this particular case, L1 is not restricted
to the sphere (vi)2 = a2 as is L2. This constraint was introduced in L2 by the
variable ϕ.

5 Conclusions

This work discusses models with finite degrees of freedom that present local
symmetries. Our new results are listed below.

i. We have transposed the gauge principle from field theories to mechanical
models. Although there are related works exhibited in the introduction, this
is, up to our knowledge, the first attempt to do so with the generality hereby
presented. In a few words, we start from a Lagrangian model invariant under
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a Lie group parametrized by constant factors. Then the group is raised to a
local one and we require that the model stays invariant. With this prescription,
the dynamical sector of the initial Lagrangian is now described by a covariant
derivative, once a connection naturally appears throughout the method.

ii. Our construction was applied to different current models such as DSR
proposals and classical spinning particles. Our prescription provides an original
algebraic and geometric origin to the corresponding local invariance imposed,
while giving insightful interpretations of relevant physical quantities that natu-
rally emerge in the previously presented models.

iii. Finally, and still concerning the local symmetries, we have shown how
the set of Lagrangians is partitioned in equivalence classes. The corresponding
equivalence relation was defined in (40). We say that two Lagrangians posses
the same local structure when they differ by a total derivative term under local
transformations. This composition of the set L of Lagrangians was particularly
important to our own examples. In the first case (regarding DSR proposals), we
could deform the initial Lagrangian to a new one, preserving the local structure.
In the new framework, the invariant scale ξ presented in DSR models appears
as a coupling constant to the gauge variable. The second example (concerning
spinning particles) shows how we can add extra variables to the configuration
space, enlarging the initial configuration space while still conserving the local
structure. For that case, the last term added guaranteed a desirable constraint.

Furthermore, this work may shine some light on the importance of formal-
izing key aspects of classical mechanics, such as the gauge principle for models
with finite degrees of freedom. Even though a more complete description of
mechanics is accomplished with quantum field theory, approaches like the one
presented here play a central role in the finding and understanding of the phys-
ical sector of important models formulated with extra degrees of freedom, thus
justifying their formalization.

Acknowledgement

This work was supported by Programa Institucional de Bolsas de Iniciação
Cient́ıfica - XXIX PIBIC/CNPq/UFJF - 2020/2021, project number ID47862.

GFVJr is currently a CNPq fellow - Brazil.
BFR would also like to thank G. Caetano for indicating valuable references

concerning the analogy between non-Abelian gauge theories and general rela-
tivity.

References

[1] R. Utiyama, “Invariant theoretical interpretation of interaction,” Phys.

Rev., vol. 101, pp. 1597–1607, Mar 1956.

[2] C. N. Yang and R. L. Mills, “Conservation of isotopic spin and isotopic
gauge invariance,” Phys. Rev., vol. 96, pp. 191–195, Oct 1954.

11



[3] J. Baez and J. Huerta, “The algebra of grand unified theories,” Bulletin of

the American Mathematical Society, vol. 47, pp. 483–552, Mar. 2010.

[4] H. Weyl, “Gravitation und elektrizität,” Sitzungsberichte der Königlich

Preußischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, pp. 465–478, 1918.

[5] J. Lindgren and J. Liukkonen, “Maxwell’s equations from spacetime ge-
ometry and the role of weyl curvature,” Journal of Physics: Conference

Series, vol. 1956, p. 012017, July 2021.

[6] G. B. Folland, Quantum field theory : a tourist guide for mathematicians.
American Mathematical Society, 2008.

[7] G. B. Folland, “Weyl manifolds,” Journal of Differential Geometry, vol. 4,
pp. 145–153, 1970.

[8] G. S. Hall, “Weyl manifolds and connections,” Journal of Mathematical

Physics, vol. 33, pp. 2633–2638, July 1992.

[9] F. Debbasch, “Classical mechanics and gauge theories,” American Journal

of Physics, vol. 61, pp. 1131–1133, Dec. 1993.

[10] A. A. Deriglazov and B. F. Rizzuti, “Reparametrization-invariant formula-
tion of classical mechanics and the schrödinger equation,” American Jour-

nal of Physics, vol. 79, pp. 882–885, Aug. 2011.

[11] G. G. Fulop, D. M. Gitman, and I. V. Tyutin, “Reparametrization invari-
ance as gauge symmetry,” International Journal of Theoretical Physics,
vol. 38, pp. 1941–1968, 1999.

[12] E. Massa, E. Pagani, and P. Lorenzoni, “On the gauge structure of classical
mechanics,” Transport Theory and Statistical Physics, vol. 29, pp. 69–91,
Jan. 2000.

[13] V. G. Gueorguiev and A. Maeder, “Reparametrization Invariance and Some
of the Key Properties of Physical Systems,” Symmetry, vol. 13, p. 522, Mar.
2021.

[14] V. G. Gueorguiev and A. Maeder, “Geometric Justification of the Funda-
mental Interaction Fields for the Classical Long-Range Forces,” Symmetry,
vol. 13, p. 379, Feb. 2021.

[15] P. Gurfil, “Gauge theory for finite-dimensional dynamical systems,” Chaos:

An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, vol. 17, p. 023107, June
2007.

[16] R. Ferraro, “Relational mechanics as a gauge theory,” General Relativity

and Gravitation, vol. 48, p. 23, Jan. 2016.

12



[17] A. A. Deriglazov and B. F. Rizzuti, “Generalization of the extended la-
grangian formalism on a field theory and applications,” Phys. Rev. D,
vol. 83, p. 125011, Jun 2011.

[18] B. F. Rizzuti, G. F. V. Júnior, and M. A. Resende, “To square root the
lagrangian or not: an underlying geometrical analysis on classical and rel-
ativistic mechanical models,” Open Access Journal of Mathematical and

Theoretical Physics, vol. 3, pp. 8–15, 2020.

[19] Y. Aharonov and D. Bohm, “Significance of electromagnetic potentials in
the quantum theory,” Phys. Rev., vol. 115, pp. 485–491, Aug 1959.

[20] A. N. Rocha, B. F. Rizzuti, and D. S. Mota, “Transformações de galileu
e de lorentz: um estudo via teoria de grupos,” Rev. Bras. Ensino F́ısica,
vol. 35, pp. 4304–9, 2013.

[21] B. F. Rizzuti and A. A. Deriglazov, “Five-dimensional mechanics as the
starting point for the magueijo–smolin doubly special relativity,” Physics

Letters B, vol. 702, no. 2, pp. 173–176, 2011.

[22] P. A. M. Dirac, Lectures on quantum mechanics. Mineola, NY: Dover
Publications, 2001.

[23] J. Magueijo and L. Smolin, “Lorentz Invariance with an Invariant Energy
Scale,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 88, p. 190403, Apr. 2002.

[24] B. F. Rizzuti and G. F. Vasconcelos, “5-dimensional so(1,4)-invariant action
as an origin to the magueijo-smolin doubly special relativity proposal,”
Physics Letters B, vol. 817, p. 136334, 2021.

[25] A. A. Deriglazov, “From noncommutative sphere to nonrelativistic spin,”
Symmetry, Integrability and Geometry: Methods and Applications, vol. 6,
p. 016, 2010.

13


	1 Introduction
	2 Free Dirac Lagrangian
	3 Introducing local invariance in classical-mechanics models
	3.1 Free particle and DSR proposal
	3.2 Classical spinning particle

	4 Local structures
	5 Conclusions

