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Abstract

According to the Einstein hole argument, vacuum metric solutions are equivalent only if they
correspond to the same energy–momentum tensor in the source region. In this paper it is shown that
singular coordinates that are used to show Schwarzschild geodesics completeness, introduce the fictive
delta-like sources at the horizon. Then, metric tensors obtained by such singular transformations,
cannot be considered as solutions of the same Einstein equations with the central source.
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1 Introduction

Despite being the most successful theory in explaining gravitational interaction, General Relativity
(GR) has several problems: In the observational side it fails to adequately address the dark sector (see
the recent review [1]), while as the theoretical unresolved issues one can mention the information and
singularity problems (see the recent reviews [2, 3]). The singularity theorems and initial value problem
in GR lead to the restriction that admissible coordinate transformations be of class C2 [4–6], otherwise
they will result in fictitious extra sources in the Einstein equations. Indeed, the class C0 coordinate
transformations introduce the δ-like terms in the Riemann tensor, even if the initial metric tensor
was smooth. This means that untransformed and transformed metric tensors are solutions of different
equations and do not coincide on the surface of discontinuity.

Coordinate transformations in GR can be restricted also using so-called Einstein’s hole argument [7].
In 1915, Einstein posited a specific thought experiment in which an empty spacetime domain (hole) is
surrounded by a source region with non-zero energy-momentum (Tµν 6= 0). He argued that an active
diffeomorphism, which acts as the identity in the source region, but is not an identity in the hole, would
modify the metric field in the hole. The naive conclusion is that the energy-momentum sources cannot
uniquely determine the metric in the hole. This apparent paradox, called ’the Einstein hole argument’,
is related to a gauge freedom in GR. It shows that the viewpoint of spacetime substantivalism, which
considers geometry independently of the physical processes, leads to unpalatable conclusions in a large
class of models. The metric is not a prescribed property of a Riemannian manifold, each solution of
Einstein equations determines coordinates in terms of which it is written and transformed metrics may
give different physical meanings to the same set of local coordinates.

For usual field equations, like Maxwell’s system, the source and boundary conditions determine
the field everywhere. However, the equations of classical electrodynamics do not determine the vector
potential, since it depends on an arbitrary choice of gauge. Similarly, Einstein’s field equation is covariant
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and the metric tensor can be transformed arbitrarily in active diffeomorphisms. Therefore, to avoid the
multiplicity of solutions, one should assert that all the metric solutions are physically equivalent and
deny that local coordinates represent real geometry [8].

For the case of a Black Hole (BH), according to the Einstein hole argument, outer vacuum metric
solutions are equivalent only if they correspond to the same under-horizon sources. Even though BHs
are classical solutions of GR, they can be also understood as macroscopic quantum objects. Inside a BH
it is expected that quantum effects of gravity are dominated and a regular description of the spacetime
is possible in some quantum sense, analogous to the case of the Coulomb potential with regular wave
functions at the central singularity. Observationally nothing is known about the interior of a BH [10],
and it might be possible that BHs without a singularity emerge within a classical theory. A large number
of physically reasonable non-singular BH models, curvature invariants of which are finite for all points
in space time, have been proposed [9, 10].

The inconsistency of GR with the principles of quantum mechanics above the Planck scale motivates
the need to modify the classical description of BHs not only at central singularity, but already at horizon
scales [11,12]. BHs can be considered as horizon size massive spheres, since they are objects formed by
gravitational collapse that shrink matter to a minimum size that does not violate quantum theory [13].
This picture reconciles two controversial views on the BH horizon: one is that the energy density there is
small [14], and the other is the existence of a structure like ’brickwall’ [15], ’fuzzball’ [16], or ’firewall’ [17],
which have a large back-reaction to the geometry. Note that, as many physicists today, Einstein and
Schwarzschild also believed that the event horizon is a physical singularity and matter cannot reach
it [18,19].

In this paper aspects of the problems with singular coordinate transformations for the Schwarzschild
metric are considered, generalizations for the more realistic Kerr spacetime are straightforward. It is
shown that the Einstein hole argument restricts classes of singular coordinate transformations that are
usually used to restore geodesics completeness at the Schwarzschild horizon.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 problems of realization of so-called Schwarzschild BHs are
discussed. In Sec. 3 the Einstein hole arguments for the Schwarzschild solution are canalized. Vacuum
spherically symmetric metrics, written in different coordinates, can be considered as equivalent only if
they correspond to the same energy-momentum tensor in the under-horizon source region. In Sec. 4 it
is shown that the Regge-Wheeler ’tortoise’ radial variable, and corresponding singular coordinates used
to demonstrate geodesics completeness, are unacceptable class C0 functions and lead to the appearance
of fictive sources. Due to the hole argument, such singular transformations are unacceptable. In Sec. 5
problems of singular lagrangians for geodesics are considered. The existence of solutions of particle
equations that contain the exponentially time-dependent factors (with the complex phases) is justified.
The Sec. 6 is devoted to the concluding remarks. It is argued that particles probably do not cross the
BH event horizon, but are absorbed or reflected by it.

2 Schwarzschild’s black holes

The most important solution of GR is the Schwarzschild metric:

ds2 =
(
1− rS

r

)
dt2 −

(
1− rS

r

)−1
dr2 − r2dΩ2 , (1)

where
dΩ2 = dθ2 + sin2 θdφ2 (2)

is the metric of the unit 2-sphere of the area 4π and the parameter rS = 2GM determines the
Schwarzschild horizon.

The metric (1) mainly is used to describe exterior geometry of a classical spherical body. To assign
the value rS to an integration constant in a general spherically symmetric solution of vacuum Einstein
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equations, one needs to find a suitable static interior solution and introduce junction conditions on its
surface. In Schwarzschild’s coordinates (1), the gravitational mass of a body, which determines the
parameter rS , is given by

M =

∫
4πρ(r)r2dr , (3)

where ρ(r) represents the density function. To the best of the knowledge, no corresponding study has
ever been made for other coordinates. For a recent review about problems with the definition of BHs
mass see [20].

Often (1) is also used to represent so-called Schwarzschild BHs, when r < rS . In this case the ’mass’
M is assumed not to located anywhere (since the stress-energy-momentum tensor is identically zero
everywhere) and is considered just as a useful concept describing not ’fully formed’ BH from the point
of view of a distant observer, who sees the matter that in the process of collapsing is ’frozen’ just before
the horizon. In this case the metric (1) is thought to represent the end state of collapse after an infinite
amount of time. When the collapse is complete, all the matter that formed the BH vanishes in central
singularity at r = 0, with zero surface area, leaving behind the vacuum gravitational field [21–23].

In Schwarzschild BHs studies it is often supposed that r in (1) is like a proper radial coordinate,
which can go down to zero. However, the parameter r does not of itself determine any distance, but
represents the inverse square root of the Gaussian curvature of a spherically symmetric geodesic surface
in the spatial section, i.e. is the radius of curvature of a two-sphere (2) [24,25]. Because of this, without
disturbing spherical symmetry and violation of the field equations, r can be replaced by any analytic
function. In addition, the point at the center of spherical symmetry need not be coincident with the
origin of the coordinate system.

In general, the proper distance must be calculated by the geometrical relations intrinsic to the
concrete metric. In the Minkowski space-time, the proper and curvature radii coincide,

∫ √−grrdr =
∫ r

0
dr = r , (4)

and one can construct the scalar quantity r, representing the magnitude of the radius vector ~r from
the origin point of the coordinate system (having zero volume). Then, the associated spherical surface,
4πr2, can be shrunk to zero. In any other case, when grr 6= const, the central sphere has some nonzero
volume, i.e. the curvature scalar r cannot go down to zero.

The Schwarzschild solution (1) appears to introduce singularities also at r = rS , entail divisions by
zero or multiplication by infinity in some geometrical quantities. The singularity at r = rS is called
a coordinate singularity, which can be avoided by changing to ’good’ coordinates. While r = 0 is
considered as a true physical singularity, which appears in quantities that are independent of the choice
of coordinates, like the Kretschmann invariant:

RαβγδRαβγδ =
12r2S
r6

. (5)

If r → 0 this quantity becomes infinite, i.e. the metric cannot be extended in a smooth manner [21–23].
From the other hand, for sufficiently large values of BH mass, M ∼ rS , one can let (5) be arbitrarily
small at r → rS . Regular features of scalar invariants at the horizon is the main motivation to use
various singular radial variables (instead of r), which are defined on infinite or semi-infinite intervals.
In these singular coordinates the Schwarzschild horizon singularity seems to ’disappear’ and cannot
prevent classical particles from reaching the central naked singularity at r = 0. However, the conclusion
on a finiteness of (5) at r = rS is usually based on an assumption of a mutual cancellations of delta-like
divergences. The same is true for other invariants of the gravitational field at the horizon. For example,
the determinant of (1),

g =
√
gtt · grr r2 sin θ =

√
rS − r

rS − r
r2 sin θ → r2 sin θ , (6)
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is also ill-defined at r = rS , and is unstable under small variations of gtt and grr. In general, gtt and
grr are independent functions and the cancellation of their zeros at the horizon is accidental, since it
follows from the exact validity of the vacuum Einstein equations implying a perfect sphericity. However,
a perfect spherical symmetry and true vacuums are rarely observed, if ever.

For example, one can consider a model with the time-dependent parameter rS for a collapsing BH,
since any particle (even a single photon) traversing the horizon will change its mass. For a time-
dependent version of the metric (1) we immediately recover physical singularities in various scalars at
r → rS. e.g. the Ricci scalar for time-dependent Schwarzschild mass obtains the form:

R =
r
[
r̈S(rS − r)− 2ṙ2S

]

(rS − r)3
, (7)

where overdots mean time derivatives.
Note also the equations of motion for the system of classical particles in the quadrupole approxima-

tion [26],
Dpµ

ds
= Fµ = −1

2
Rµ

ναβu
νSαβ − 1

6
JαβγδDµRαβγδ , (8)

where Jαβγδ is the quadrupole moment, Sαβ is the spin tensor and uν is the 4-velocity. We see that
the force (8) diverges at the Schwarzschild horizon, since from six non-zero components of the mixed
Riemann tensor, the three

Rt
rrt = 2Rθ

rθr = 2Rφ
rφr =

rS
r2(rS − r)

, (9)

blow up at r = rS .

3 Einstein’s hole argument for Schwarzschild

Let us consider various aspects of the Einstein hole argument for the case of a spherical symmetric
source that is concentrated under the Schwarzschild horizon, r ≤ rS (source region) [27]. If we perform
a change of the radial coordinate in the outer metric (hole region),

r = f(R) ,

{
R = r (r ≤ rS)
R 6= r (r > rS)

(10)

the Schwarzschild metric (1) obtains the form:

ds2 =

[
1− rS

f(R)

]
dt2 −

[
1− rS

f(R)

]−1

f ′2(R)dR2 − f2(R)dΩ2 , (11)

where f ′ denotes the derivative with respect to r. The variable R in (11) is the same as r inside the
matter source (at r ≤ rS), but is different outside (in hole). As the Einstein equations are generally
covariant, the both (1) and (11) are solutions, they represent the same gravitational field on the same
spacetime manifold and should be physically equivalent. For instance, in (11) the sphere at R has the
area 4πf2(R) = 4πr2, as does the sphere at r for (1).

Now consider the metric:

ds2 =

[
1− rS

f(r)

]
dt2 −

[
1− rS

f(r)

]−1

f ′2(r)dr2 − f2(r)dΩ2 , (12)

which is obtained by replacing R in (11) with the Schwarzschild radial variable r. The metric (12)
has the same mathematical form as the solution (11) and also should be a solution to the vacuum
Einstein equations. The coordinate description of the interior of the source should be unaffected by
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the transformation, but the functional form of the Schwarzschild metric outside is changed. So, the
solutions (1) and (12) are physically distinguishable – in (1) the sphere at r has area 4πr2, while in (12)
at the same radius it has the area 4πf2(r). One can conclude that a source can lead to many seemingly
different metrics and Einstein equations do not uniquely determine geometry of the central mass. But,
any two fields which only differ by the transformations of the type (10) must be physically equivalent,
similar to the case of two different vector potentials which differ by a gauge transformation.

The resolution of this seeming paradox is that the assumption of the hole argument that we have two
gravitational fields (described by (1) and (12)) on the same spacetime and using the same coordinates,
is wrong. A theory that has a generally covariant field equation cannot consider two gravitational fields
on the same space-time. In GR spacetime geometry and gravity are indistinguishable, we cannot start
with a geometry and then introduce a gravitational field.

In order to avoid problems with the Einstein hole arguments for the Schwarzschild metric, we need
to show that the meanings of t and r coordinates in (1) and (12) are different. In GR a metric defines
not only the gravitational field, but also the coordinate system in which it is presented. There is no
other source of information about the coordinates apart from the expression for the metric. In (1) the
physical meaning of r follows from the r2dΩ2 term: events on the sphere of area 4πr2 have the radial
coordinate r. The physical meaning of t also can be read off from (1): the proper time for a clock at
fixed r and Ω is

dτ2 =
(
1− rS

r

)
dt2 . (13)

This defines the coordinate time interval dt in terms of the proper time dτ measured by the clock. The
physical meaning of coordinates in (12) is different from ones in (1), i.e. this metric is the different
solution to the Einstein equations, with another source.

It should be emphasized that, according to Einstein’s hole argument, different solutions in the hole
region can be considered as equivalent only if they correspond to the same energy-momentum tensor in
the source domain. So, the coordinate transformation (10) for outer Schwarzschild metric (in the hole
region) is admissible only if it does not disturb the sources at r ≤ rS .

4 Regge-Wheeler’s coordinate and geodesic completeness

Important ingredient of singular transformations, which is often used to show geodesic completeness for
the Schwarzschild metric, is the so-called Regge-Wheeler’s tortoise coordinate [21–23]:

r∗ =

∫ (
1− rS

r

)−1
dr = r + rS ln

(
r

rS
− 1

)
.

{
rS < r <∞

−∞ < r∗ <∞ (14)

The variable (14) satisfies the equation

dr∗

dr
=

(
1− rS

r

)−1
, (15)

in the interval of its definition that often is assumed to include the point r = rS as well. In terms of the
tortoise coordinate the Schwarzschild metric (1) becomes

ds2 =

[
1− rS

r(r∗)

]
(dt2 − dr∗2)− r2(r∗)dΩ2 , (16)

where r is thought of as a analytic function of r∗.
Analytic expressions of r by r∗ can be found only in asymptotic regions. For the large distances

from the horizon, r → ∞ (r∗ → ∞), radial variables exhibit the behaviors,

r∗(r) = r + rS ln
r

rS
+O

(rS
r

)
,

r(r∗) = r∗ − rS ln
r∗

rS
+O

(rS
r∗

)
.

(17)
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Close to the event horizon, r → rS (r∗ → −∞), we have

r∗(r) = rS ln

(
r

rS
− 1

)
+O (r − rS) ,

r(r∗) = rS + rSe
r∗/rS +O

(
r2Se

2r∗/rS
)
,

(18)

and the metric (16) obtains the following approximate form:

ds2 ≈ er
∗/rS(dt∗2 − dr∗2)− r2SdΩ

2 . (19)

This metric describes meanings of coordinate parameters, t∗ and r∗, close to the horizon. From the
r2SdΩ

2 term in (19) we see that events on the horizon (having the area 4πr2S), can be represented by the
radial coordinate rS, as in (1). However, for a clock at fixed r∗ and Ω, the proper time is

dτ2 ≈ er
∗/rSdt∗2 , (20)

which is very different from the behavior (13). The meanings of time coordinates in (13) and (20) are
different, i.e. (1) and (16) are the different solutions to the Einstein equations, corresponding to different
sources. Thus, due to the Einstein hole argument, the introduction of the tortoise radial variable (14)
cannot be considered as a coordinate transformation of the Schwarzschild solution (1).

To clarify this issue note that the coordinate (14) does not belong to the C2-class of admissible
coordinate transformations in GR. Indeed, the factor

Ψ(r) =
1

r − rS
, (21)

at the right side of (15), represents the discontinuous function across the surface r = rS. If the area of
definition of Ψ(r) includes the singular point r = rS , as often is assumed for the tortoise coordinate in
(14), one needs to introduce the generalized derivative:

dΨ̂

dr
=
dΨ

dr
+ [Ψ]r=rSδ(r − rS) , (22)

where δ(r − rS) is the Dirac delta function and [Ψ]r=rS denotes the jump of Ψ across r = rS . Since a
generalized function that satisfies

(r − rS)ψ(r) = 0 (23)

is proportional to Dirac’s delta,
ψ(r) = Cδ(r − rS) , (24)

where C is some constant, the solution of

(r − rS)
dΨ̂

dr
= 1 (25)

is the function
Ψ̂(r) = ln |r − rS |+ C1 +CH(r − rS) , (26)

where C1 is an integration constants and H(r − rS) is the Heaviside function (see, for example, (3.57)
in [28]). We note that, of course one can consider the solution of (23) in ordinary functions and obtain
the trivial solution by setting C = 0 in (24). But, in ordinary function the solution (26) (when C = 0)
is valid only if r 6= rS .

So, if we consider (15) over the entire interval of definition of the variable r (including the origin
r = 0), the generalized equation,

(r − rS)
dr̂∗

dr
= r , (27)
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should contain the Dirac delta function at the right hand side,

dr̂∗

dr
=

r

r − rS
+ Cδ(r − rS) , (28)

where C is a constant. Then, the solution of (28), the generalized Regge-Wheeler tortoise coordinate
(14), incorporates the Heaviside function,

r∗ = r + rS ln

(
r

rS
− 1

)
+ CH(r − rS) . (29)

In the class of generalized functions, singular coordinate transformations of (1) (like considered by
Kruskal-Szekeres, Eddington-Finkelstein, Lemâıtre, or Gullstrand-Painlevé) give δ-functions in the sec-
ond derivatives, since they all contain one of the factors

√
rS − r, or ln |rS − r|. This means that

transformed metric tensors at r = rS are not differentiable, i.e. are of unacceptable class C0 (not of
C2, or C1). The vacuum Einstein equation for these metrics is altered with δ-sources at r = rS that
contradicts the validity of the Einstein hole argument.

It is instructive also to recall how the Schwarzschild solution (1) was obtained. For the spherically
symmetric case the only non-trivial Einstein equation has the form (see, for example [29]):

Rrr =
1

2rgtt

dRθθ

dr
= 0 , (30)

where gtt = −1/grr is the tt-component of the metric tensor and

Rθθ = r
dgtt
dr

+ gtt − 1 . (31)

It is obvious that the equation (30) has two special points, r = 0 and gtt = 0. In regular points (30) is
completely equivalent to

dRθθ

dr
= 0 . (32)

To find gtt it is sufficient to set Rθθ to zero, which leads to the equation

r
dgtt
dr

= 1− gtt . (33)

It is clear that this equation in generalized functions, in analogy of (25), contains the Heaviside function
at r = 0. Then, its solution, the Schwarzschild metric (1), corresponds to the delta-like source at
the origin. In the case of the presence of the tortoise radial variable r∗ in (32) (instead of r), after
transformation to the Schwarzschild coordinates using (15), we find

gtt
dRθθ

dr
= 0 , (34)

what means that the solution contains now the additional delta-function at gtt = 0, i.e. on the
Schwarzschild horizon. This analysis justifies that (1) and (16) are solutions to the different equations,
corresponding to non-identical sources.

We conclude that The point r = rS should be excluded from the classical definition of the interval
for the Regge-Wheeler tortoise coordinate (14), and one needs to set adequate boundary conditions at
r = rS for the equations of matter fields.
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5 Schwarzschild geodesics

In GR a geodesic xν(τ) is the extremum of the action integral along the curve,

S =

∫
dτL , (35)

where τ is an affine parameter. For a particle with nonzero mass m, the affine parameter typically taken
to be proper time, which mathematically is defined via a metric tensor,

dτ2 = gµνdx
µdxν . (36)

Due to this definition, the 4-velocity uν = dxν/dτ obeys the relation:

gµνu
µuν = constant . (37)

It is natural to believe that the lagrangian of classical particles in (35) should be basically non-
degenerate. That is, the Hessian matrix of second derivatives of L(xν , uν) with respect to the velocities,
∂2L/∂uµ∂uν , should be invertible. For singular lagrangians, when the Hessian obeys the condition:

det

∣∣∣∣
∂2L

∂uµ∂uν

∣∣∣∣ = 0 , (38)

the system that describes canonical momenta pν = ∂L/∂uν cannot be solved for the velocities as
functions of the coordinates and momenta. This leads to the non-equivalence of the Euler-Lagrange
and Hamilton methods. One cannot worry about this, since there exists the Dirac–Bergmann algorithm
for converting a theory with a singular Lagrangian into a constrained Hamiltonian system [30,31]. The
formalism is elegant, but consists of a large number of logical steps and is rather complex.

In the context of Newtonian mechanics, the Lagrangian and the Hamiltonian formulations often
are equivalent, since equations of motion in both cases usually describe the same trajectory. However,
in field theory the issue of singular lagrangians cannot be avoided. Nearly every physical theory –
electrodynamics, Yang-Mills, GR, relativistic string models – has gauge freedom and introduces singular
lagrangians. However, in these theories lagrangians that come directly from the Principle of Least Action
are considered to be ’more fundamental’, and Hamiltonians are defined using Legendre transformations.

In particle mechanics one has the freedom to choose the lagrangian among several possibilities, some
of which are regular and others singular. Most often the choice is the ’geometrical’ lagrangian that gives
the arc length of a curve [32]:

L1 = −m
√
gµνuµuν . (39)

This lagrangian has nice geometrical interpretation, but in some sense is the ‘worst’ choice to consider
motion of a test particle. Indeed, for an arbitrary function of the invariant (37), the only function that
leads to a singular lagrangian is the square root. To show singular features of (39), consider the radial
particle (uθ = uφ = 0) of the unit mass (m = 1), for which we can construct the two components of
momenta,

pt =
∂L1

∂ut
= −

(
1− rS

r

) ut√
L1

,

pr =
∂L1

∂ur
=

(
1− rS

r

)−1 ur√
L1

.

(40)

It is not difficult to see that there exists a relation between them:

(
1− rS

r

)−1
p2t =

(
1− rS

r

)
p2r + 1 , (41)
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which represents the energy–momentum relation in effective (1+1)-Schwarzschild space for the particle
with the unit mass. This constraint is the reason that the geometric lagrangian (39) appears to be
singular, what can be explicitly checked calculating the determinant of the 2 × 2 Hessian matrix (38)
having the components:

∂2L1

∂u2t
= − u2r√

L1
,

∂2L1

∂u2r
= − u2t√

L1
,

∂2L1

∂ut∂ur
= −utur√

L1
. (42)

Another popular choice for the lagrangian of relativistic particles in curved space is the expression
of the relativistic kinetic energy [32]:

L2 =
m

2
gµνu

µuν . (43)

This lagrangian is not singular and one can directly construct the Hamiltonian by the familiar procedure:

H = uν
∂L2

∂uν
− L2 . (44)

As we have shown, in general, descriptions by the lagrangians (39) and (43) are not the same. Both
lagrangians give the same equations of motion if they take a constant value for the solution, i.e. two
formalisms become equivalent only if we fix the condition (37). But, for the Schwarzschild case (1) this
condition is satisfied only if r 6= rS .

Let us consider some problems with singularities for the Schwarzschild geodesics. In literature, a
radial motion (θ = π/2 and φ = 0) in the Schwarzschild field usually is described not from the second
order differential equations for geodesics, but directly from the definition of the proper time (36),

gµνu
µuν =

(
1− rS

r

)
u2t −

(
1− rS

r

)−1
u2r . (45)

Since t not appears in the metric coefficients, the Euler-Lagrange equations tell us that pt = E in (40)
is the constants of motion – the conserved total energy of a test particle per a unit proper mass m = 1,

E =
(
1− rS

r

) dt

dτ
. (46)

Usually the coefficient in this expression is treated as some kind of Lorentz factor and in geodesic
equations replacements of τ with t is made. However, in the ratio of dt/dτ only dτ is a function of
4-coordinates, hence, dτ = dτ(t) and it seems that the τ with t are not directly replaceable [33]. Using
the relation (46) for photons, L = 0, we arrive at the equation

0 = E2 −
(
dr

dτ

)2

. (47)

The system (46) – (47) can be solved in quadratures:

τ = const , t = ±
∫
dr

(
1− rS

r

)−1
= ±

∫
dr∗ = const± r∗ . (48)

But, according to (29), we need to insert the Heaviside function in the definition of r∗ and we find:

t ∼ ±
[
r + rS ln

(
r

rS
− 1

)]
+ CH(r − rS) . (49)

Note that observables should not depend on the choice of formalism. The fact of crossing the
given point, like Schwarzschild surface, must be an event having an absolute logical meaning. In the
traditional approach there are opposite answers: “yes” from the local observer, and “no” from the
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distant observer. These predictions follow from suggested formulas rather than adequate solutions of
the equations of motion in different coordinate systems. The appearance of the Heaviside function in
the expression (49) means the existence of the real singularity for geodesics at the Schwarzschild radius
r = rS that cannot be removed by coordinate transformations. Then, in equations of particles one needs
to set adequate boundary conditions at that point, which eliminates contradictions between results of
different observers.

As an example of the importance of boundary conditions at a singularity, consider the ordinary
Laplace equation in Cartesian coordinates,

(
∂2x + ∂2y + ∂2z

)
ϕ = 0 . (50)

If we look for the solution of this equation in regular functions, we obtain the plain waves-type solution
of the form:

ϕ ∼ e±[i(ax+by)+
√
a2+b2z] , (51)

where a and b are integration constants [34]. However, the most important solution of the Laplace
equation (50) is the Newtonian potential in spherical coordinates,

ϕ ∼ 1

r
. (52)

In generalized functions the singular solution (52) corresponds to some δ-source at the origin, which
should be placed at right hand side of (50). This means that the solution (52) does not follow from the
regular boundary conditions at the origin, r = 0.

Analogously, particle equations on the Schwarzschild background cannot have plane wave solutions
on the singular surface r = rS . Nevertheless, based on the solution (48), for infalling particles the
boundary conditions usually are imposed assuming the existence of the horizon crossing plane waves
[35,36],

Φr→rS ∼ e±i(ωt+kr∗) , (53)

where the radial variable is represented by the Regge-Wheeler coordinate (14). Based on these inade-
quate boundary conditions and on the assumption that by specific singular coordinate transformations
it is possible to remove singularities in the geodesic equations, one can conclude that particles can freely
fall through the event horizon [21–23]. However, due to the appearance of the δ-function in the second
derivatives of r∗, the solution (53) does not obey the sourceless equation at r = rS .

Alternatively, by applying physical boundary conditions at r → rS , in [37, 38] it was found the
exponentially decay/enhanced wave functions (with the complex phases ω = ±i/rS),

Φr→rS ∼ e±t/rS , (54)

which is very different from the familiar internal [39,40] and external [41] periodic-in-time solutions (53)
for the particles close to the Schwarzschild horizon. The existence of exponentially dumping (increasing)
in time solutions (54) shows that quantum particles do not cross freely the Schwarzschild horizon, but
are absorbed or reflected by it.

Note that appearance of complex phases in wavefunctions usually is connected to tunneling or radia-
tion processes. The solutions of wave equations in Schwarzschild’s coordinates having the complex phase
was obtained also in [42–45], were it was nevertheless assumed that classical geodesics are extendable
across the horizon, while the real-valued exponential factor was connected with the process of particle
creation by the gravitational field of BHs. But, in these papers the singular point at the BH horizon,
which shows that classical particles are stopped from entering the Schwarzschild sphere, was removed
in propagators by the introduction of the infinitesimal integration contours around the pole.
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6 Conclusion

In this article we attempt to show that, even on the level of classical GR, extensions of geodesics across
the Schwarzschild horizon by singular diffeomorphisms is problematic. Singular coordinate transfor-
mations used to demonstrate continuity of geodesics at a BH horizon, usually are class C0 functions.
Singular metric tensors introduce δ-like sources on the surfaces of discontinuity, while, according to
Einstein’s hole argument, vacuum metric solutions are equivalent only if they correspond to the same
energy-momentum tensor in the source region. We explicitly show that the correct expression for the
Regge-Wheeler radial variable should contain Heaviside function at the Schwarzschild horizon that cor-
responds to delta-like sources there. This means that particle equations have not horizon crossing plane
wave solutions and we need to set adequate boundary conditions on the Schwarzschild sphere. In this
case one obtains the exponential solutions with the complex phases that correspond to the absorptions
and reflections of particles by the BH horizon [37, 38]. In this model the event horizon surrounds an
impenetrable sphere of the ultra-dense matter, reflected from which particles could obtain energy from
the gravitational field and imitate some burst-type signals, like GRBs, FRBs, ultra-high energy cosmic
rays, or the LIGO events [46].
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