Appendix
[bookmark: _Hlk99037659][bookmark: _Hlk99037577]If a collapse of the wave function is to take place for entangled photons upon detection of a photon at either location, then the two separate measurements do not coincide. In this case, a local measurement vanishes for the maximally entangled Bell states, e. g.  , that is, , with   being the identity operator, and the projecting Pauli operators are in this case  and  Thus, a physical contradiction arises as local experimental outcomes determine the mixed quantum state of polarization of the ensemble to be compared with its pair quantum state. However, the experimental results of reference 10 which were obtained with independent photons clearly indicate the possibility of obtaining quantum-strong correlations without entangled photons as explained in reference 8. 
The mixed quantum state   is space- and time-independent and considered to be a global state which can be used in any context, anywhere, and at any time.  Nevertheless, the Hilbert spaces of the two photons move away from each other and do not spatially overlap, so that any composite Hilbert space is mathematically generated by means of a tensor product at a third location where the comparison of data is performed. Even so, the absence of a Hamiltonian interaction renders any suggestion of a mutual influence physically impossible sees reference 1.  
Furthermore, the experimental results of references 11 and 12 were measured with a low level of entanglement, with the reported mixed states having one component much larger than the other, thereby allowing for measurements of unentangled product states. From equations (2) of both references, their experimental optimal ratios of the two amplitudes are 2.9 and 0.961/0.276, respectively. 
Another glaring contradiction of the quantum nonlocality interpretation can be found in reference 13. In the caption to Fig.1, on its second page, one reads:
“…if both polarizers are aligned along the same direction (a=b), then the results of A and B will be either (+1; +1) or (-1; -1) but never (+1; -1) or (-1; +1.); this is a total correlation as can be determined by measuring the four rates with the fourfold detection circuit”.
This statement first deals with single, individual events but in the second `part, it mentions “rates” which apply to an ensemble of measurements (as a degree or comparative extent of action or procedure). Now, if it is possible, with entangled photons, to have 100% correlation at the level of individual events, then one could easily carry out a short series of measurements to find simultaneous detections and prove directly the existence of quantum nonlocality, rather than use, indirectly, Bell-type inequalities to claim it from correlations of ensembles. Ensemble distributions also cover non-simultaneous single detections that are taken to be simultaneous in order to reach the 100% correlation value. 
[bookmark: _Hlk116576989]Ensembles of two separate measurements lead to two sets of probabilities. Correlations between distributions of ensemble probabilities are calculated as the expectation value of the correlation operator to be  as opposed to probabilities of single, individual events  , identical for both locations with .
[bookmark: _GoBack]For example, if one in ten photons is detected, then, for entangled photons, the two separate detections should happen simultaneously with a ratio of 1:10, as claimed with quantum nonlocality. This would allow a direct measurement and demonstration of quantum nonlocality without the need for Bell-type inequalities that involve ensembles of measurements. But this cannot be done because a single photon is diverted by the quantum Rayleigh scattering in a dielectric medium from a straight-line propgation. Therefore, no quantum nonlocality has been demonstrated in so far as single photons are concerned.
