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Bell’s theorem proves the incompatibility between quantum mechanics and local realistic hidden-
variable theories. In this paper we first show that, contrary to a common belief, the theoretical
proof of Bell’s theorem is not affected by counterfactual reasoning. Second, we show that the
experimental verification of this theorem may be affected by our unavoidable ignorance about the
probability distribution of the hidden variables. Our study is based on the standard theory of random
variables, and lays the groundwork for a critical rethinking of Bell’s theorem and its consequences.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics is at the same time the most suc-
cessful and the most debated theory in physics we have,
still today more than one hundreds years after its founda-
tion. One of the reasons for this debate originated from
the celebrated paper by Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen [1],
where the authors discussed the possible incompleteness
of quantum mechanics (QM), and the need to complete it
by introducing additional variables, which later became
known as hidden variables. The rest is well-known his-
tory and needs not be repeated here. We only point out
that the turning point in that history was represented by
the so-called Bell’s theorem and its by-products [2]. In
short, Bell proved that no local, realistic hidden-variable
(HV) theory could describe the outcomes of certain corre-
lation experiments with entangled particle [3, 4]. He was
able to express his theorem in the form of an inequality
that could be verified experimentally. Since then, many
variants of such inequality have been derived [5], like the
largely used CHSH (Clauser, Horne, Shimony et Holt)
inequality [6]. More recently, Bell’s theorem has made a
comeback mainly due to its usage in the field of quan-
tum information [7]. Despite these successes, Bell’s the-
orem has not been free from criticisms [8–13], the most
significant of which is perhaps the use of counterfactual
reasoning [14].

The purpose of this work is twofold. First, we demon-
strate that, in fact, there is no counterfactual reasoning
in the proof of the CHSH inequality. Then, we show
that any experimental verification of this inequality is
inevitably affected by a loophole rooted in our ignorance
about the statistical distribution of the hidden variables.
The tools we use to obtain our results are simply basic
quantum mechanics and random variable theory.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we
present a quick review of two-photon correlation exper-
iments. Next, in Sec. III we show that counterfactual
reasoning is not necessary to prove the CHSH inequal-
ity. In Sec. IV we calculate the actual upper bound of
this inequality. Finally, in Sec. V, we draw our conclu-
sions. Four appendixes reporting detailed calculations,
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complete the paper.

II. A BRIEF REVIEW OF TWO-PHOTON
CORRELATION EXPERIMENTS

Consider a light source that emits pairs of counter-
propagating photons, say photon A and photon B, in
the entangled state

|ψ⟩ = 1√
2

(
|e(A)

+ ⟩ ⊗ |e(B)
− ⟩ − |e(A)

− ⟩ ⊗ |e(B)
+ ⟩

)
=

1√
2

(
|e(A)

+ , e
(B)
− ⟩ − |e(A)

− , e
(B)
+ ⟩

)
, (1)

where the two vectors |e(A)
k ⟩, (k = ±1), form a complete

and orthonormal basis in the two-dimensional Hilbert
space HA representing the polarization state of photon
A. The same definitions hold, mutatis mutandis, for pho-
ton B. By definition, |ψ⟩ ∈ H = H(A)⊗H(B), where H is
the four-dimensional Hilbert space of the pair of photons.
Note that throughout this paper, when an index takes on
the two values ±1, we write q± as an abbreviation of q±1,
for the generic quantity qk, (k = ±1).
After being emitted, photons A and B propagate to

Alice and Bob, respectively, who can test the linear po-
larization of the photons they receive, using rotatable
polarization analyzers. Alice’s analyzer has one input
port, where the photons enter, and two output ports, la-
beled dA+ and dA−, from which the photons can exit. If
a photon exits the analyzer from dA+, its polarization is
described by the vector state

|ζ(A)
+ (α)⟩ = cosα|e(A)

+ ⟩+ sinα|e(A)
− ⟩, (2)

where α ∈ [0, π) is the angle by which the analyzer is
rotated. Conversely, when the photon exits from the port
dA−, its polarization is represented by the vector state

|ζ(A)
− (α)⟩ = − sinα|e(A)

+ ⟩+ cosα|e(A)
− ⟩. (3)

Again, the same definitions apply to photon B replacing
everywhere A with B and α with β. Behind each of
Alice and Bob’s output ports of their analyzers there is
a detector that fires when reached by a photon.
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In this context, the term “experiment” denotes the
emission of a pair of photons by the light source, followed
by the firing of a pair of Alice’s and Bob’s detectors. The
possible outcomes of this experiment are given by the set
Ω (sample space of the experiment), whose elements are
all the ordered pairs (dAk, dBl) :=ωkl, (k, l = ±1), that
is

Ω = {(dA+, dB+), (dA+, dB−),

(dA−, dB+), (dA−, dB−)}

:= {ω++, ω+−, ω−+, ω−−} , (4)

where + and − stand for +1 and −1, respectively. We
remark that each experiment, which we denote by E, is
characterized by an ordered pair of angles (α, β) that
describe the orientation of Alice and Bob’s analyzers
respectively, hence we write E = E(α, β). Different
pairs of angles characterize different experiments, so that
E(α, β) ̸= E(α′, β′), when (α, β) ̸= (α′, β′).

Next, we define the two dichotomic random variables
X and Y , as

X(ωkl) = k, and Y (ωkl) = l, (5)

where k, l = ±1. By hypothesis, X and Y have respective
probabilities

P (X = k) = pk, and P (Y = l) = ql, (6)

with 0 ≤ pk, ql ≤ 1, (k, l = ±1). Their joint probabilities
are the four nonnegative numbers

P (X = k, Y = l) = pkl, (7)

with ∑
k,l=±1

pkl = 1, (8)

and

pk =
∑
l=±1

pkl, ql =
∑
k=±1

pkl, (k, l = ±1). (9)

By definition, the four probabilities pkl depends on the
analyzers’ orientation angles α and β, that is

pkl = pkl(α, β). (10)

As shown in [15], for a pair of dichotomic random vari-
ables X = ±1 and Y = ±1, it is always possible to write

P (X = k, Y = l)

=
1

4
+ k

E[X]

4
+ l

E[Y ]

4
+ k l

E[XY ]

4
, (11)

with k, l = ±1, and here and hereafter E[U ] denotes the
expected value of the random variable U .

Since the vector state (1) is invariant with respect to
rotations in the polarization space, whatever theory we
use to calculate the probabilities pkl(α, β), the marginal
probabilities must satisfy p+ = p− = 1/2 and q+ = q− =
1/2. This implies that the random variables X and Y
have zero mean,

E[X] = 0 = E[Y ], (12)

and unit variances,

E[X2] = 1 = E[Y 2]. (13)

Therefore, if we write the linear correlation coefficient
between X and Y as,

C(α, β) :=E[XY ] =
∑

k,l=±1

kl pkl(α, β), (14)

from (11-13) it follows that

pkl(α, β) =
1

4
+ k l

C(α, β)

4
. (15)

This expression is valid irrespective of whatever theory
we use to calculate C(α, β), either quantum mechanics
or a hidden-variable theory. The only obvious constraint
to C(α, β) is

−1 ≤ C(α, β) ≤ 1. (16)

For completeness, we also calculate the variance V[XY ]
of XY [16], as

V[XY ] = E[X2Y 2]− (E[XY ])
2

= 1− C2(α, β). (17)

The four probabilities pkl can be estimated from the
experimental data by repeating the experiment N ≫ 1
times and using the frequency interpretation of probabil-
ity [16]. Let Nkl, (k, l = ±1) be the number of simulta-
neous clicks of the detectors behinds port dAk and dBl.
Then we estimate

pk ∼=
Nk+ +Nk−

N
, ql ∼=

N+l +N−l

N
, (18)

and

pkl ∼=
Nkl
N

, (19)

with N++ + N+− + N−+ + N−− = N . From (14) and
(19) it follows that

E[XY ] ∼=
N++ −N+− −N−+ +N−−

N
. (20)

Alternatively, the correlation coefficient E[XY ] can be
calculated by using either a) quantum mechanics, or b)
some hypothetical hidden-variable theories. Bell’s theo-
rem [5] basically consists of comparing certain linear com-
binations of correlation coefficients calculated according
to a) and b). A popular form of Bell’s theorem is the so-
called CHSH’s inequality. It is often stated in textbooks
that counterfactual reasoning is required to derive this
inequality [14, 17]. In the next section we will show that
this belief is unjustified.
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III. THERE IS NOT COUNTERFACTUAL
REASONING IN THE DERIVATION OF THE

CHSH INEQUALITY

To obtain the CHSH inequality [6], we must run
four distinct experiments, labeled Eµ(αµ, βµ), with µ =
1, 2, 3, 4, which are identical to the experiment E(α, β)
described above, apart from the different orientations of
Alice and Bob’s polarization analyzers. Consequently,
we need to define four distinct pairs of dichotomic
random variables, say (X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), (X3, Y3) and
(X4, Y4), which represent the outcomes of the experi-
ments E1, E2, E3 and E4, respectively.
Note that here and hereafter we will use a notation

that is a natural generalization of the one previously es-
tablished. However, to avoid possible ambiguities, we
give the details of this notation in Appendix A.

A. General facts

As first step, we calculate the so-called Bell parameter
S = S

(
α, β, α′, β′), defined by

S
(
α, β, α′, β′)

= E [X1Y1] + E [X2Y2] + E [X3Y3]− E [X4Y4]

= C(α, β) + C(α, β′) + C(α′, β)− C(α′, β′), (21)

where

C(αµ, βµ) :=E[XµYµ] =
∑

k,l=±1

kl pkl(αµ, βµ), (22)

with µ = 1, . . . , 4, and

(α1, β1) = (α, β),

(α2, β2) = (α, β′),

(α3, β3) = (α′, β),

(α4, β4) = (α′, β′).

(23)

The probability distribution pkl(αµ, βµ) of the out-
comes of the experiment Eµ(αµ, βµ) can be calcu-
lated either using quantum mechanics, thus obtaining

pQM
kl (αµ, βµ), or local realistic hidden-variable theories

which supposedly give pHV
kl (αµ, βµ). What is important

to remark here is that in both cases, since the four exper-
iments E1, . . . , E4 are performed independently, the joint
probability distribution of the eight random variables
X1, Y1, X2, Y2, X3, Y3, X4, Y4, is given by the product of
the individual distributions of the four experiments, viz.,

P (X1 = k1, Y1 = l1, X2 = k2, Y2 = l2, X3 = k3, Y3 = l3, X4 = k4, Y4 = l4) =

4∏
µ=1

pkµlµ(αµ, βµ), (24)

with kµ, lµ = ±1.

We can also write the Bell parameter S(α, β, α′, β′)
in (21), as the expectation value of the single random
variable T , defined by

T = X1Y1 +X2Y2 +X3Y3 −X4Y4. (25)

Explicitly, we have

S
(
α, β, α′, β′)

= E [X1Y1] + E [X2Y2] + E [X3Y3]− E [X4Y4]

= E [X1Y1 +X2Y2 +X3Y3 −X4Y4]

= E [T ] . (26)

From the definition (25), it follows that the random vari-
able T may take only the five values,

T → 0,±2,±4. (27)

This means that if we run the four experiments just
for a (small) finite number of times, we could achieve∣∣S(α, β, α′, β′)∣∣ > 2 with nonzero probability, even if the
world were ruled by local realistic HV theories.

We can find the probability density function fT (t) of T
using the random variable transformation theorem [18].
A straightforward calculation gives

fT (t) =
∑

n=0,±2,±4

pn δ(t− n), (28)

where
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pn =
∑

k1,l1=±1

∑
k2,l2=±1

∑
k3,l3=±1

∑
k4,l4=±1

pk1l1(α, β)pk2l2(α, β
′)pk3l3(α

′, β)pk4l4(α
′, β′)δ(n, k1l1 + k2l2 + k3l3 − k4l4),

(29)

with δ(i, j) denoting the Kronecker delta function

δ(i, j) =

{
0 if i ̸= j,

1 if i = j.
(30)

In Eq. (29) the probabilities pk1l1(α, β), . . . , pk4l4(α
′, β′)

are given by (15). The explicit values of the probabilities
pn are given in Appendix C. It is instructive to verify
that

E [T ] =

∫
R
t fT (t) dt

=
∑

n=0,±2,±4

n pn

= C(α, β) + C(α, β′) + C(α′, β)− C(α′, β′). (31)

Moreover, we can calculate the variance V[T ] of T , ob-
taining

V[T ] = E
[
T 2

]
− E

([
T
])2

= 4− C2(α, β)− C2(α, β′)

− C2(α′, β)− C2(α′, β′), (32)

in agreement with (17). We remark that these expres-
sions for E[t] and V[T ] are valid for any correlation func-
tion C(αµ, βµ), either classical or quantum mechanical.

However, quantum mechanics and local realistic
hidden-variable theories predict different values for the
correlation functions C(αµ, βµ). Per each individual ex-
periment Eµ(αµ, βµ), quantum mechanics gives (see Ap-
pendix B for detailed calculation),

CQM(αµ, βµ) =
∑

k,l=±1

kl pQM
kl (αµ, βµ)

= − cos
[
2(αµ − βµ)

]
, (33)

while local realistic HV theories yield [3],

CHV(αµ, βµ) =
∑

k,l=±1

kl pHV
kl (αµ, βµ)

=

∫
D
fΛ(λ)a(αµ, λ)b(βµ, λ) dλ. (34)

In Eq. (34) fΛ(λ) := ρ(λ) denotes the probability density
function of the random vector Λ, characterized by the
domain S and the range D:

Λ : S → D, (35)

and normalized to ∫
D
ρ(λ) dλ = 1. (36)

It is not necessary to specify how many components Λ
has, nor whether they are discrete, continuous, or mixed.
Following the common convention, here and in the fol-
lowing we will write Λ and λ as if they were continuous
one-dimensional parameters. The two functions a(αµ, λ)
and b(βµ, λ), supposedly take only two values,

a(αµ, λ) = ±1, b(βµ, λ) = ±1, (37)

and determine the results of the outcomes of the measure-
ments performed by Alice and Bob, respectively. When
a photon pair is emitted, the random variable Λ takes a
specific value λ, and this fixes the either +1 or −1 values
of a(αµ, λ) and b(βµ, λ). At this point it is convenient to
consider the angles (α, β, α′, β′) given and fixed, so that
we can simplify the notation renaming

a(α, λ) = a(λ),

a(α′, λ) = a′(λ),

b(β, λ) = b(λ),

b(β′, λ) = b′(λ),

(38)

for all λ ∈ D. In the remainder we will use one or the
other expressions according to convenience. These func-
tions are what mathematicians call simple functions [19],
that is measurable functions that takes only finitely many
values. They can be written as,

a(λ) =
∑
k=±1

k χAk
(λ),

a′(λ) =
∑
k=±1

k χA′
k
(λ),

b(λ) =
∑
l=±1

l χBl
(λ),

b′(λ) =
∑
l=±1

l χB′
l
(λ),

(39)

where χF (x) denotes the indicator function of the set F ,
defined by

χF (x) :=

{
1, if x ∈ F ,

0, if x ̸∈ F .
(40)
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Note that by definition

⋃
k=±1

Ak = D =
⋃
k=±1

A′
k,

⋃
l=±1

Bl = D =
⋃
l=±1

B′
l.

(41)

Then, from (34) and(39), it follows that

CHV(α, β) =

∫
D
ρ(λ)a(α, λ)b(β, λ) dλ

=
∑

k,l=±1

kl

∫
D
ρ(λ)χAk

(λ)χBl
(λ) dλ

=
∑

k,l=±1

kl

∫
Ak∩Bl

ρ(λ) dλ, (42)

where we have used the following property of the indica-
tor functions: χF (x)χG(x) = χF∩G(x). Comparing (42)

with the first line of (34), we infer that

pHV
kl (α, β) =

∫
Ak∩Bl

ρ(λ) dλ,

pHV
kl (α, β′) =

∫
Ak∩B′

l

ρ(λ) dλ,

pHV
kl (α′, β) =

∫
A′

k∩Bl

ρ(λ) dλ,

pHV
kl (α′, β′) =

∫
A′

k∩B′
l

ρ(λ) dλ.

(43)

B. The CHSH inequality

Each distinct experiment Eµ(αµ, βµ) is characterized
by a different random vector Λµ, with µ = 1, 2, 3, 4, and
these four random vectors are independent and identi-
cally distributed according to the same probability den-
sity function ρ(λ). Therefore, the joint probability den-
sity function of Λ1,Λ2,Λ3,Λ4 is given by

fΛ1Λ2Λ3Λ4
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) =

4∏
µ=1

fΛµ
(λµ)

=

4∏
µ=1

ρ(λµ). (44)

Then, using (34) and (44), we can rewrite (21) as,

S (α, β, α′, β′) = C(α, β) + C(α, β′) + C(α′, β)− C(α′, β′)

=

∫
D4

a(α, λ1)b(β, λ1)

4∏
µ=1

fΛµ(λµ) dλµ +

∫
D4

a(α, λ2)b(β
′, λ2)

4∏
µ=1

fΛµ(λµ) dλµ

+

∫
D4

a(α′, λ3)b(β, λ3)

4∏
µ=1

fΛµ(λµ) dλµ −
∫
D4

a(α′, λ4)b(β
′, λ4)

4∏
µ=1

fΛµ(λµ) dλµ, (45)

=

∫
D
a(λ1)b(λ1)ρ(λ1) dλ1 +

∫
D
a(λ2)b

′(λ2)ρ(λ2) dλ2

+

∫
D
a′(λ3)b(λ3)ρ(λ3) dλ3 −

∫
D
a′(λ4)b

′(λ4)ρ(λ4) dλ4, (46)

=

∫
D
ρ(λ)

[
a(λ)b(λ) + a(λ)b′(λ) + a′(λ)b(λ)− a′(λ)b′(λ)

]
dλ. (47)

There is a reason why we wrote this equation in three
detailed steps, as we will soon see.

It is easy to show that the quantity

M(λ) = a(λ)b(λ) + a(λ)b′(λ)

+ a′(λ)b(λ)− a′(λ)b′(λ), (48)
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satisfies

M(λ) = ±2. (49)

To this end, it suffice to rewrite M(λ) as,

M(λ) = (a+ a′)b+ (a− a′)b′. (50)

Clearly, if a+a′ = 0, then a−a′ = ±2; and if a−a′ = 0,
then a + a′ = ±2. This implies M(λ) = ±2. Therefore,
from (47) it follows that

|S (α, β, α′, β′)| ≤
∫
D
ρ(λ) |M(λ)| ≤ 2. (51)

This is the celebrated CHSH inequality. It is not difficult
to see that this demonstration remains perfectly valid if
we replace the four functions a, a′, b, b′, with their expres-
sions (39), so that the concerns expressed by Cetto and
coworkers [11], about the partitions (41) of the range D
of the random parameters Λ, are unfounded.

It has been argued that the quantity M(λ) actually
does not exist and that counterfactual reasoning is in-
volved. For example, Peres wrote:

“There is no doubt that counterfactual rea-
soning is involved: the four numbers a, b, c, d,
[a, b, a′, b′ in this work] cannot be simultane-
ously known. The first observer can measure
either a or c, but not both; the second one–
either b or d. Therefore Eq. (6.29) [Eq. (49)
in this work] involves at least two numbers
which do not correspond to any tangible data,
and it cannot be experimentally verified.”

(Quoted and adapted from section 6-4 in Ref. [14]). Sim-
ilarly, Cohen-Tannoudji and coauthors, wrote that,

“[...] one must then consider that it is mean-
ingless to attribute four well defined values A,
A′, B, B′ [a, a′, b, b′ in this work] to each pair.
Since only a maximum of two of them can be
measured in a given experiment, we should
not be able to talk about these four numbers
or argue about them even as unknown quan-
tities.”

(Quoted and adapted from section F-3-b in Ref. [17]).
Despite these latter two statements, it is clear that

in our detailed derivation (47) we did not make use
of quantities that could not be measured. We started
from the results of four independent experiments in (45),
and derived the CHSH inequality from there. There-
fore, in our calculations we have not exploited counter-
factual reasonings. So, where does the contradiction arise
from? The reason underlying this conflict is the linear-
ity of the expectation value of a random variable [20]
or, equivalently in this case, the linearity of integration
[21]. In our derivation we used such linearity to write

S = S
(
α, β, α′, β′), as

S =

∫
D4

ab+

∫
D4

ab′ +

∫
D4

a′b−
∫
D4

a′b′

=

∫
D

ab+

∫
D

ab′ +

∫
D

a′b−
∫
D

a′b′

=

∫
D

(
ab+ ab′ + a′b− a′b′

)
. (52)

From this equation it is clear that the quantity ab+ab′+
a′b − a′b′ does not need to represent a physically mea-
surable quantity, it is just the result of a formal math-
ematical manipulation that we performed to pass from
(46) to (47). However, in the traditional derivations of
the CHSH inequality presented in many textbooks and
articles, such linearity is used in reversed manner, that
is they first calculate M(λ) = a(λ)b(λ) + a(λ)b′(λ) +
a′(λ)b(λ)−a′(λ)b′(λ), which is physically not measurable,
and then evaluate the average

S =

∫
D

(
ab+ ab′ + a′b− a′b′

)

=

∫
D

ab+

∫
D

ab′ +

∫
D

a′b−
∫
D

a′b′. (53)

Note the different domain of integration in the first line of
(52) and the last line of (53). We have thus demonstrated
that contrary to common belief, there is no need to use
counterfactual reasoning to derive the CHSH inequality.
This is our first main result.
In the next section we will show that, however, the

inequality (51) cannot be used for comparison with the
results of real-world experiments. Before doing so, we
would like to point out that the linearity discussed above
was questioned by Czachor, who showed that some mod-
els of HV theories could violate it [13]. Moreover, a pro-
posal has recently been made to measure M(λ) on a sin-
gle entangled photon pair [22].

IV. ACTUAL BOUNDS ON THE SAMPLE
MEAN OF THE BELL OPERATOR S

Let us consider the individual experiment Eµ(αµ, βµ),
with µ = 1, 2, 3, 4. To perform it, Alice and Bob rotate
their polarization analyzers along the angles αµ and βµ,
respectively, and repeat the experiment a large number
N of times. According to HV theories, at each photon
pair emission, the random vector Λµ takes a specific but
random value, say λµ,n, (n = 1, . . . , N), so that the N
repetitions of the experiment Eµ(αµ, βµ) are character-
ized by the list of N values

{λµ,1, λµ,2, . . . , λµ,N}. (54)
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Let Nµ,kl, (k, l = ±1) be the number of simultaneous
clicks of Alice and Bob’s detectors behinds port dAµk

and dBµl, respectively. Then, at the end of the day Alice
and Bob measure the following correlation between the
outcomes of their measurements,

E[XµYµ] ∼=
Nµ,++ −Nµ,+− −Nµ,−+ +Nµ,−−

N
. (55)

This correlation would be equal, if an HV theory were
valid, to

CHV
N (αµ, βµ) =

1

N

N∑
n=1

a(αµ, λµ,n)b(βµ, λµ,n), (56)

where the subscript N reminds that this is a finite version
of (34). In more technical terms, CHV

N (αµ, βµ) is the
sample covariance of the random variables a(αµ, λµ,n)
and b(βµ, λµ,n) [16].

Now, suppose to have performed N times the four ex-
periments E1, . . . , E4, thus obtaining an estimate SN of
the value of the Bell parameter S. According to HV the-
ories, SN would be given by [10],

SN = CHV
N (α, β) + CHV

N (α, β′) + CHV
N (α′, β)− CHV

N (α′, β)

=
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
a(λ1,n)b(λ1,n) + a(λ2,n)b

′(λ2,n)

+ a′(λ3,n)b(λ3,n)− a′(λ4,n)b
′(λ4,n)

]
:=

1

N

N∑
n=1

Mn, (57)

where we have defined Mn = Mn(λ1,n, λ2,n, λ3,n, λ4,n),
as

Mn := a(λ1,n)b(λ1,n) + a(λ2,n)b
′(λ2,n)

+ a′(λ3,n)b(λ3,n)− a′(λ4,n)b
′(λ4,n), (58)

The difference between Mn in (58) and M(λ) in (47), is
that while M(λ) depends on a single set of values λ, Mn

depends on the four set of values λ1,n, λ2,n, λ3,n and λ4,n.
Since the latter are independent numbers sampled from
the same probability distribution ρ(λ), we have that

minMn = −4, and maxMn = 4. (59)

Therefore, one could be tempted to state that |SN | ≤ 4,
thus contradicting |S| ≤ 2 in (51). However, this con-
clusion would not be correct, as we are going to show
now.

A. Actual upper bound of SN

Let us analyze the problem from a practical point of
view, considering only the measured data at our disposal
[2, 23–26]. To measure SN we must perform 4N experi-
ments, that is we must generate 4N distinct photon pairs.
After we had ran the experiment 4N times using differ-
ent polarization analyzers settings for Alice and Bob, at
the end of the day we got an array of 4N values, say VN ,
given by

VN =
1

N



x1,1y1,1 x2,1y2,1 x3,1y3,1 x4,1y4,1

x1,2y1,2 x2,2y2,2 x3,2y3,2 x4,2y4,2

x1,3y1,3 x2,3y2,3 x3,3y3,3 x4,3y4,3

...
...

...
...

x1,Ny1,N x2,Ny2,N x3,Ny3,N x4,Ny4,N


,

(60)

where xµ,n = ±1 and yµ,n = ±1 are the values taken
by the random variables Xµ and Yµ, respectively, in the
nth repetition of the experiment Eµ, with µ = 1, 2, 3, 4,
and n = 1, . . . , N . The sum of the elements of the µth

column gives, by definition, an estimate of the correlation
coefficient E[XµYµ]:

1

N

N∑
n=1

xµ,nyµ,n ∼= E[XµYµ]. (61)

According to (56), if an HV theory were valid, the same
matrix VN would be given by,
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V HV
N =

1

N



a(λ1,1)b(λ1,1) a(λ2,1)b
′(λ2,1) a′(λ3,1)b(λ3,1) a′(λ4,1)b

′(λ4,1)

a(λ1,2)b(λ1,2) a(λ2,2)b
′(λ2,2) a′(λ3,2)b(λ3,2) a′(λ4,2)b

′(λ4,2)

a(λ1,3)b(λ1,3) a(λ2,3)b
′(λ2,3) a′(λ3,3)b(λ3,3) a′(λ4,3)b

′(λ4,3)

...
...

...
...

a(λ1,N )b(λ1,N ) a(λ2,N )b′(λ2,N ) a′(λ3,N )b(λ3,N ) a′(λ4,N )b′(λ4,N )


. (62)

By definition, the elements of the N × 4 matrix V HV
N are

equal to either +1 or −1, and given by the corresponding
elements of VN in (60). If we sum the µth column of
V HV
N , we obtain the correlation function (56). Clearly,

rearranging the order of the elements in each column will
not alter the value of such correlation function. So, we
can exploit this freedom to recast V HV

N in the new matrix
WHV
N , defined by

WHV
N =

1

N



a(λ1,1)b(λ1,1) a(λ2,s1)b
′(λ2,s1) a′(λ3,t1)b(λ3,t1) a′(λ4,f1)b

′(λ4,f1)

a(λ1,2)b(λ1,2) a(λ2,s2)b
′(λ2,s2) a′(λ3,t2)b(λ3,t2) a′(λ4,f2)b

′(λ4,f2)

a(λ1,3)b(λ1,3) a(λ2,s3)b
′(λ2,s3) a′(λ3,t3)b(λ3,t3) a′(λ4,f3)b

′(λ4,f3)

...
...

...
...

a(λ1,N )b(λ1,N ) a(λ2,sN )b′(λ2,sN ) a′(λ3,tN )b(λ3,tN ) a′(λ4,fN )b′(λ4,fN )


. (63)

This matrix has been built in such a way that at least in
the first M ′ ≤ N rows we have

λ1,n ≈ λ2,sn ≈ λ3,tn ≈ λ4,fn , (64)

for all n = 1, . . . ,M ′. This assumption presupposes that
a notion of distance ∥λ − λ′∥ between any two points λ
and λ′ in D, could be introduced. Clearly, it would be
meaningless to be more rigorous about this assumption
since the procedure we are illustrating is purely hypothet-
ical, in the sense that it cannot be materially performed
since we are completely ignorant about the parameters
λ and their distribution ρ(λ). What matters is that this
procedure could be performed if we had a detailed hidden-
variable theory.

Now, let us suppose that in addition to the condition
(64), there are M ≤ M ′ ≤ N rows of WHV

N , such that
the random parameters λs are close enough to yield

a(λ2,sn) = a(λ1,n) ,

AND b(λ3,tn) = b(λ1,n),

AND a′(λ4,fn) = a′(λ3,tn) = a′(λ1,n),

AND b′(λ4,fn) = b′(λ2,sn) = b′(λ1,n).

(65)

In this case we would be able to split the sum in (57) in

two parts, as follows:

SN =
M

N
S
(1)
N +

N −M

N
S
(2)
N , (66)

where

S
(1)
N =

1

M

M∑
m=1

[
a(λm)b(λm) + a(λm)b′(λm)

+ a′(λm)b(λm)− a′(λm)b′(λm)
]
, (67)

and

S
(2)
N =

1

N −M

N−M∑
k=1

[
a(λk)b(λk) + a(λ′k)b

′(λ′k)

+ a′(λ′′k)b(λ
′′
k)− a′(λ′′′k )b

′(λ′′′k )
]
. (68)

Clearly, for S
(1)
N we have that∣∣S(1)

N

∣∣ ≤ 2. (69)

However, since λk, λ
′
k, λ

′′
k , λ

′′′
k are four independent values

sampled from the same probability distribution ρ(λ), we
also have that ∣∣S(2)

N

∣∣ ≤ 4. (70)
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Therefore, from (66-70) it follows that

∣∣SN ∣∣≤ M

N

∣∣S(1)
N

∣∣+ N −M

N

∣∣S(2)
N

∣∣
≤ 2

M

N
+ 4

N −M

N
= 4− 2

M

N
. (71)

From the law of large numbers [27], we expect that (in a
probabilistic sense),

lim
N→∞

SN = S. (72)

Therefore, from (71) it follows that

lim
N→∞

M = N, (73)

so that 4− 2M/N → 2 in (71), and we recover the theo-
retical form (51) of the CHSH inequality. It is interesting
to remark that Eq. (71) implies that we get |SN | > 2,

whenever M < N , and we obtain |SN | > 2
√
2, whenever

M < (2−
√
2)N ≈ 0.6N .

1. Discussion

The emission of photon pairs by the source of light in
a two-photon correlation experiment naturally occurs a
discrete number of times, and the number N of times an
experiment can be repeated is necessarily finite. So, if
we want a realistic comparison between the predictions
of quantum mechanics and those of a hypothetical local
realistic hidden-variable theory, we have to take this fact
into account. This implies that the actual limit imposed
by HV theories on the Bell parameter is not

|S| ≤ 2, (74)

but rather

|SN | ≤ 4− 2
M

N
, (75)

where the right side of this equation can be any real
number between 2 and 4, depending on the value of
M =M(N). However, there is no way to determine the
value of the right-hand side of (75) from theory alone.

It is important to emphasize that if we were knowledge-
able about hidden variable models, that is, if we knew the
nature of the parameters λ, their distribution ρ(λ) and
the two functions a(α, λ) and b(β, λ), then the statisti-
cal analysis described above would not be purely hypo-
thetical, but would be completely analogous to what is
routinely done when using a sample of experimental data
to make inferences about a probabilistic model. The key
problem is that we are inevitably ignorant of such mod-
els. This is the second main result of this paper.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have demonstrated two things in this
paper. First, no counterfactual reasoning is required to
prove the CHSH inequality. Second, the upper bound of
this inequality can be greater than 2, depending on the
rapidity of the convergence of the limit M → N . The
numerical value of this bound though is not computable
because of our unavoidable ignorance about the proba-
bility distribution of the hidden variables. Because of
the relevance of Bell’s theorem in practical applications
of quantum mechanics, such as quantum computing or
quantum cryptography, we believe that these results have
the potential to open up new avenues on this important
topic.

Appendix A: Notation

In this appendix we describe in great detail some no-
tation used in the main text, in order to avoid possible
ambiguities. First we introduce the notation suitable for
the description of an individual experiment, and then we
extend it to the case of four independent experiments.

1. Single experiment

The set of four independent experiments Eµ(αµ, βµ),
(µ = 1, . . . , 4), is described by quantum mechanics as
follows. In each individual experiment the physical sys-
tem of interest is the pair of photons, called Aµ and
Bµ, emitted by the light source. They are characterized
by two independent degrees of freedom: the polariza-
tion and the path of propagation, all the other degrees of
freedom being the same. Let us associate the standard

bases {|e(Aµ)
+ ⟩, |e(Aµ)

− ⟩} and {|e(Bµ)
+ ⟩, |e(Bµ)

− ⟩}, to two or-
thogonal states of linear polarization of photons Aµ and
Bµ, respectively. By hypothesis, these photons are en-
tangled with respect to the polarization degrees of free-
dom and each pair can be described by the state vector
|ψµ⟩ ∈ Hµ = H(Aµ) ⊗H(Bµ), defined by

|ψµ⟩ =
1√
2

(
|e(Aµ)

+ ⟩ ⊗ |e(Bµ)
− ⟩ − |e(Aµ)

− ⟩ ⊗ |e(Bµ)
+ ⟩

)
=

1√
2

(
|e(Aµ)

+ , e
(Bµ)
− ⟩ − |e(Aµ)

− , e
(Bµ)
+ ⟩

)
. (A1)

Next, suppose that in the experiment Eµ, Alice and
Bob test the linear polarization state of their photons,
using polarizers which can be rotated by the angles αµ
and βµ around the direction of propagation of photons
Aµ and Bµ, respectively. Each polarizer has two output
ports, labeled dAµ+, dAµ− for Alice and dBµ+, dBµ− for
Bob. Photons exiting port dAµ+ (dBµ+) are linearly po-
larized along the direction given by the angle αµ (βµ)
of the rotated polarizer, and photons exiting port dAµ−
(dBµ−) are polarized orthogonally to αµ (βµ).
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Let Z(Aµ)(αµ) be an observable that takes the values
+1 or −1, depending on whether the photon exits from
port dAµ+ or port dAµ− of Alice’s polarizer. Similarly,

Z(Bµ)(βµ) is an observable taking the values +1 or −1,
depending on whether the photon exits from port dBµ+ or
port dBµ− of Bob’s polarizer. These two observables can

be represented by the Hermitian operators Ẑ(Aµ)(αµ) ∈
H(Aµ) and Ẑ(Bµ)(βµ) ∈ H(Bµ), which are defined by

Ẑ(F )(ϕ) := |ζ(F )
+ (ϕ)⟩⟨ζ(F )

+ (ϕ)| − |ζ(F )
− (ϕ)⟩⟨ζ(F )

− (ϕ)|, (A2)

where

|ζ(F )
+ (ϕ)⟩ = cosϕ|e(F )

+ ⟩+ sinϕ|e(F )
− ⟩,

|ζ(F )
− (ϕ)⟩ = − sinϕ|e(F )

+ ⟩+ cosϕ|e(F )
− ⟩,

(A3)

with |ζ(F )
± (0)⟩ = |e(F )

± ⟩, and (F, ϕ) = (Aµ, αµ), or
(F, ϕ) = (Bµ, βµ). By definition,

Ẑ(F )(ϕ)|ζ(F )
± (ϕ)⟩ = ±|ζ(F )

± (ϕ)⟩. (A4)

The two-photon Hilbert space Hµ is spanned by the
basis vectors |kµ, lµ⟩, defined by

|kµ, lµ⟩ := |ζ(Aµ)
kµ

(αµ)⟩ ⊗ |ζ(Bµ)
lµ

(βµ)⟩. (A5)

By definition, these vectors form an orthonormal and
complete basis in the space Hµ, that is

⟨kµ, lµ|kν , lν⟩ = δ(kµ, kν)δ(lµ, lν),∑
kµ,lµ=±1

|kµ, lµ⟩⟨kµ, lµ| = Îµ, (µ, ν = 1, . . . , 4),
(A6)

where Îµ ∈ Hµ is the identity operator, and δ(i, j) de-
notes the Kronecker delta function defined by

δ(i, j) =

{
0 if i ̸= j,

1 if i = j.
(A7)

It is convenient to extend Ẑ(Aµ)(αµ) and Ẑ
(Bµ)(βµ) to

the Hilbert space Hµ, by defining

X̂µ(αµ) := Ẑ(Aµ)(αµ)⊗ Î(Bµ), (A8a)

Ŷµ(βµ) := Î(Aµ) ⊗ Ẑ(Bµ)(βµ). (A8b)

From (A4) and (A5), it follows that

X̂µ(αµ)|kµ, lµ⟩ = kµ|kµ, lµ⟩, (A9a)

Ŷµ(βµ)|kµ, lµ⟩ = lµ|kµ, lµ⟩, (A9b)

where kµ, lµ = ±1. Moreover, we remark that[
X̂µ(αµ), Ŷµ(βµ)

]
= 0, (A10)

for all angles αµ and βµ. From a physical point of view,
this simple relation has a very important meaning: the
measurements performed on photons Aµ and Bµ are in-
dependent of each other. In other words, any polariza-
tion test made by Alice has not influence on any other
polarization measurement made by Bob, and vice versa,
regardless of the state of the two photons. There is no
room for further discussion on this point, as also made
clear in Sec. 7 of Ref. [28].

Consider now the result of a measurement of the cor-
relation between the values assumed by the observables
Ẑ(Aµ)(αµ) and Ẑ(Bµ)(βµ) in a single run of the experi-
ment Eµ. Such correlation is quantified by the expecta-
tion value of the correlation operator

Ĉµ(αµ, βµ) := X̂µ(αµ)Ŷµ(βµ) ∈ Hµ, (A11)

with respect the state |ψµ⟩. By construction,

Ĉµ(αµ, βµ)|kµ, lµ⟩ = kµlµ|kµ, lµ⟩, (kµ, lµ = ±1).
(A12)

2. Four experiments

Consider now the four independent experiments E1 −
E4 together. Each of the four sources emits a pair of
photons in the state |ψµ⟩, so that the overall four-pair
state is given by

|Ψ⟩ = |ψ1⟩ ⊗ |ψ2⟩ ⊗ |ψ3⟩ ⊗ |ψ4⟩ ∈ H, (A13)

where

H = H1 ⊗H2 ⊗H3 ⊗H4. (A14)

The Hilbert space H is spanned by the 256 basis vectors{ 4⊗
µ=1

|kµ, lµ⟩
}
=

{
|k1, l1⟩|k2, l2⟩|k3, l3⟩|k4, l4⟩

}
:=

{
|K,L⟩

}
. (A15)

with k1, l1, . . . , k4, l4 = ±1. From (A6) it follows that
these vectors form an orthonormal and complete basis in
the space H, that is

⟨K,L|K ′, L′⟩ = δ(K,K ′)δ(L,L′),∑
K,L

|K,L⟩⟨K,L| = Î ,
(A16)

where Î ∈ H is the identity operator,

Î =

4⊗
µ=1

Îµ

=

4⊗
µ=1

{ ∑
kµ,lµ=±1

|kµ, lµ⟩⟨kµ, lµ|
}
, (A17)
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and δ(K,K ′)δ(L,L′) is a shorthand for

δ(K,K ′)δ(L,L′) =

4∏
µ=1

δ(kµ, k
′
µ)δ(lµ, l

′
µ). (A18)

Next, using (A11) we define the “Bell operator” T̂ , as

T̂ := Ĉ1(α, β)⊗ Î2 ⊗ Î3 ⊗ Î4

+ Î1 ⊗ Ĉ2(α, β
′)⊗ Î3 ⊗ Î4

+ Î1 ⊗ Î2 ⊗ Ĉ3(α
′, β)⊗ Î4

+ Î1 ⊗ Î2 ⊗ Î3 ⊗ Ĉ4(α
′, β′)

:= T̂1 + T̂2 + T̂3 − T̂4. (A19)

From (A12,A15) and (A19), it follows that

T̂ν |K,L⟩ = kν lν |K,L⟩, (A20)

with ν = 1, . . . , 4, which implies

T̂ |K,L⟩ = (k1l1 + k2l2 + k3l3 − k4l4) |K,L⟩. (A21)

Since

k1l1 + k2l2 + k3l3 − k4l4 = 0,±2,±4, (A22)

when k1, l1, . . . , k4, l4 = ±1, then T̂ possesses only 5 dis-
tinct eigenvalues, multiply degenerate. Specifically, the
degree of degeneracy g is given by,

g[±4] = 16, g[±2] = 64, g[0] = 96. (A23)

The detailed random variable T representation of the op-
erator T̂ with respect to the vector state |Ψ⟩, will be given
in Appendix D, here we report only the main formulas.
The expectation value of T is given by,

E[T ] =− cos[2(α− β)]− cos[2(α− β′)]

− cos[2(α′ − β)] + cos[2(α′ − β′)], (A24)

as it should be. The variance of T is

V[T ] = E
[
(T − E[T ])2

]
= 2− 1

2

{
cos[4(α− β)] + cos[4(α− β′)]

+ cos[4(α′ − β)] + cos[4(α′ − β′)]
}
,

(A25)

in agreement with (32).

Appendix B: QM probability distributions

In this Appendix we calculate explicitly the probability

distribution pQM
kl (αµ, βµ) that we have introduced in Sec.

III. However, first we provide for a short recap of some
formulas from random variables theory, which we will
need later.

1. Short recap of random variables theory formulas

We briefly recall that from von Neumann’s spectral
theorem [29, 30], it follows that given a self-adjoint op-

erator X̂ and a normalized state vector |ψ⟩, there is a

unique random variable X associated with X̂ and |ψ⟩,
which is distributed according to the probability density

function f
|ψ⟩
X (x) defined by,

f
|ψ⟩
X (x) = ⟨ψ|δ

(
xÎ − X̂

)
|ψ⟩, (B1)

where x ∈ R is one of the values assumed by X when
an experiment is performed (see, e.g., sec. 3-1-2 in [31],

and problem 4.3 in [32]). When X̂ possesses a discrete

spectrum, that is X̂n|xn⟩ = xn|xn⟩, with n ∈ N, then
(54) can be rewritten as

f
|ψ⟩
X (x) =

∑
n∈N

δ(x− xn) |⟨xn|ψ⟩|2

:=
∑
n∈N

δ(x− xn)pn, (B2)

where pn = |⟨xn|ψ⟩|2, is the so-called probability mass
function of the random variable X.
Thus, we write X ∼ f

|ψ⟩
X (x), and we can calculate

the expectation value of any regular function F (X̂) of X̂

with respect to |ψ⟩, either as ⟨F (X̂)⟩ψ = ⟨ψ|F (X̂)|ψ⟩,
or as ⟨F (X̂)⟩ψ = E[F (X)], where E[F (X)] denotes the
expected value of the random variable F (X), calculated
as

E[F (X)] =

∫
R
F (x) f

|ψ⟩
X (x) dx

=
∑
n∈N

F (xn) pn, (B3)

where the equation in the second line applies when X̂ has
a discrete spectrum with eigenvalues xn.

2. Calculation of pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ)

From (A8) and (B1), it follows that given the opera-

tors X̂µ(αµ) and Ŷµ(βµ), and given the vector state |ψµ⟩,
we can define the two random variables Xµ and Yµ, dis-
tributed according to

Xµ ∼ f
|ψµ⟩
Xµ

(x), and Yµ ∼ f
|ψµ⟩
Yµ

(y), (B4)

where

f
|ψµ⟩
Xµ

(x) = ⟨ψµ|δ
(
xÎµ − X̂µ(αµ)

)
|ψµ⟩, (B5a)

f
|ψµ⟩
Yµ

(y) = ⟨ψµ|δ
(
yÎµ − Ŷµ(βµ)

)
|ψµ⟩. (B5b)

For illustration purposes, we will perform an explicit cal-

culation only for f
|ψµ⟩
Xµ

(x). Inserting the identity operator

(A6) into (B5a), we obtain
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f
|ψµ⟩
Xµ

(x) = ⟨ψµ|δ
(
xÎµ − X̂µ(αµ)

) ∑
kµ,lµ=±1

|kµ, lµ⟩⟨kµ, lµ|

 |ψµ⟩

=
∑

kµ=±1

δ
(
x− kµ

) ∑
lµ=±1

|⟨kµ, lµ|ψµ⟩|2

:=
∑

kµ=±1

δ
(
x− kµ

)
pQM
kµ

, (B6)

where (A9a) has been used, and we have defined

pQM
kµ

:=
∑
lµ=±1

|⟨kµ, lµ|ψµ⟩|2

= ⟨ψµ|

|kµ⟩⟨kµ| ⊗
∑
lµ=±1

|lµ⟩⟨lµ|

 |ψµ⟩

= ⟨ψµ|
(
|kµ⟩⟨kµ| ⊗ Î(Bµ)

)
|ψµ⟩. (B7)

Substituting (A1) into (B7), we obtain

pQM
kµ

=
1

2

[∣∣∣⟨e(Aµ)
+ |kµ⟩

∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣⟨e(Aµ)
− |kµ⟩

∣∣∣2]

=
1

2
⟨kµ|

[
|e(Aµ)

+ ⟩⟨e(Aµ)
+ |+ |e(Aµ)

− ⟩⟨e(Aµ)
− |

]
|kµ⟩

=
1

2
. (B8)

Since the two operators X̂µ(αµ) and Ŷµ(βµ) commute,
it is possible to calculate the joint probability density

function f
|ψµ⟩
XµYµ

(x, y), defined by

f
|ψµ⟩
XµYµ

(x, y) = ⟨ψµ|δ
(
xÎµ − X̂µ(αµ)

)
δ
(
yÎµ − Ŷµ(βµ)

)
|ψµ⟩

= ⟨ψµ|δ
(
xÎµ − X̂µ(αµ)

)
δ
(
yÎµ − Ŷµ(βµ)

) ∑
kµ,lµ=±1

|kµ, lµ⟩⟨kµ, lµ|

 |ψµ⟩

=
∑

kµ,lµ=±1

δ
(
x− kµ

)
δ
(
y − lµ

)
|⟨kµ, lµ|ψµ⟩|2

:=
∑

kµ,lµ=±1

δ
(
x− kµ

)
δ
(
y − lµ

)
pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ), (B9)

where we have defined

pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ) := |⟨kµ, lµ|ψµ⟩|2 , (kµ, lµ = ±1). (B10)

Substituting (A1) and (A5) into (B10), we find

pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ) =
1

4

{
1− kµlµ cos

[
2 (αµ − βµ)

]}
. (B11)

Using this equation, it is easy to obtain the marginal
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distribution (B8) as,

pQM
kµ

=
∑
lµ=±1

pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ) =
1

2
. (B12)

Appendix C: Probabilities pn in Eq. (29)

In this Appendix we adopt the shorthand C1 =
C(α, β), C2 = C(α, β′) , C3 = C(α′, β), and C4 =

C(α′, β′). A straightforward calculation gives:

p0 =
3

8
− 1

8
(C1C2 + C1C3 − C1C4 + C2C3 − C2C4 − C3C4)−

3

8
C1C2C3C4,

p±2 =
1

4
± 1

8
(C1 + C2 + C3 − C4)∓ (C1C2C3 − C1C2C4 − C1C3C4 − C2C3C4) +

1

4
C1C2C3C4,

p±4 =
1

16
± 1

16
(C1 + C2 + C3 − C4) +

1

16
(C1C2 + C1C3 − C1C4 + C2C3 − C2C4 − C3C4)

± 1

16
(C1C2C3 − C1C2C4 − C1C3C4 − C2C3C4)−

1

16
C1C2C3C4. (C1)

Appendix D: Random variable representation of the
Bell operator T̂

In this section we calculate and study the random vari-
able T associated with the operator T̂ and the vector
state |Ψ⟩, defined by Eqs. (A19) and (A13), respectively.
Using (B1) we can calculate

f
|Ψ⟩
T (t) = ⟨Ψ|δ

(
tÎ − T̂

)
|Ψ⟩

=
∑
K,L

⟨Ψ|δ
(
tÎ − T̂

)
|K,L⟩⟨K,L|Ψ⟩, (D1)

where (A16) has been used. From (A21) it follows that

δ
(
tÎ − T̂

)
|K,L⟩

= δ
(
t− k1l1 − k2l2 − k3l3 + k4l4

)
|K,L⟩. (D2)

Substituting (D2) into (D1), we obtain

f
|Ψ⟩
T (t)

=
∑
K,L

δ
(
t− k1l1 − k2l2 − k3l3 + k4l4

)
|⟨K,L|Ψ⟩|2 ,

(D3)

and we use (A13) and (A15) to calculate,

|⟨K,L|Ψ⟩|2 =

4∏
µ=1

|⟨kµ, lµ|ψµ⟩|2

=

4∏
µ=1

pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ), (D4)

where (B10) has been used. So, being the four experi-
ments independent, the probability distribution of T is
factorable, as expected. This implies that
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E[T ] =
∫
R
t f

|Ψ⟩
T (t) dt

=
∑

k1,l1=±1

∑
k2,l2=±1

∑
k3,l3=±1

∑
k4,l4=±1

4∏
µ=1

pQM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ)

∫
R
t δ

(
t− k1l1 − k2l2 − k3l3 + k4l4

)
dt

=
∑

k1,l1=±1

∑
k2,l2=±1

∑
k3,l3=±1

∑
k4,l4=±1

pQM
k1l1

(α, β)pQM
k2l2

(α, β′)pQM
k3l3

(α′, β)pQM
k4l4

(α′, β′)
(
k1l1 + k2l2 + k3l3 − k4l4

)

=

4∑
µ=1

sµ

 ∑
kµ,lµ=±1

kµlµ p
QM
kµlµ

(αµ, βµ)

 , (D5)

where we have introduced the useful parameters s1 = s2 = s3 = 1, and s4 = −1.

Substituting (33) into (D5), we recover the well known
result

E[T ] =
4∑

µ=1

sµC
QM(αµ, βµ)

= − cos[2(α− β)]− cos[2(α− β′)]

− cos[2(α′ − β)] + cos[2(α′ − β′)]. (D6)

An important parameter characterizing the probabil-
ity distribution fX(x) of a random variable X, is the
variance V[X], defined by

V[X] = E[X2]− (E[X])2. (D7)

In our case a straightforward calculation gives

V[T ] = 2− 1

2

{
cos[4(α− β)] + cos[4(α− β′)]

+ cos[4(α′ − β)] + cos[4(α′ − β′)]
}
.

(D8)

It is instructive to visualize the range of E[T ] and V[T ]
by randomly sampling the four angles α, β, α′, β′, uni-
formly in the interval [0, π), and plotting the frequency
of occurrence of the values of E[T ] and V[T ]. This is
shown in Figs. 1 and 2, respectively. From Fig. 1 it is
interesting to note how the values of E[T ] in the inter-
val [−2, 2], are almost uniformly distributed, only slightly
peaked at E[T ] = ±2. Outside this interval the frequency
of occurrence of E[T ] drops significatively, being actually

quite low for E[T ] = ±2
√
2. This means that values of

|E[T ]| bigger than 2, occur for a small range of Alice and
bob’s polarizers orientations. The plot of the variance
V[T ] in Fig. 2, shows that V[T ] = 2 is the most likely
value. The frequency of occurrence of V[T ] ̸= 2, drops
quickly to zero when we move away from V[T ] = 2.
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