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Exchangeability is a fundamental concept in probability theory and statistics. It allows to model
situations where the order of observations does not matter. The classical de Finetti’s theorem
provides a representation of infinitely exchangeable sequences of random variables as mixtures of
independent and identically distributed variables. The quantum de Finetti theorem extends this
result to symmetric quantum states on tensor product Hilbert spaces. However, both theorems do
not hold for finitely exchangeable sequences. The aim of this work is to investigate two lesser-known
representation theorems. Developed in classical probability theory, they extend de Finetti’s theorem
to finitely exchangeable sequences by using quasi-probabilities and quasi-expectations. With the aid
of these theorems, we illustrate how a de Finetti-like representation theorem for finitely exchangeable
sequences requires a mathematical representation which is formally equivalent to quantum theory
(with boson-symmetric density matrices).

I. INTRODUCTION

Let (t1, t2, . . . , tr) be a sequence of r random variables,
each variable taking values in a finite possibility space
Ω, and let P (t1, t2, . . . , tr) be their joint probability dis-
tribution. When P (t1, t2, . . . , tr) is symmetric to permu-
tations of the labels of the variables ti, the sequence is
called finitely exchangeable with respect to P . The clas-
sical de Finetti theorem states that, whenever the con-
sidered sequence is finitely exchangeable with respect to
P and for every s > r there is a finitely exchangeable
sequence (t1, t2, . . . , ts) with respect to a joint probabil-
ity P ′ such that P coincides with the marginal of P ′ on
(t1, t2, . . . , tr), then P (t1, t2, . . . , tr) can be represented
as:

P (t1, t2, . . . , tr) = E[P (t1)P (t2) · · ·P (tr)]

:=

∫
P (t1)P (t2) · · ·P (tr)dq(P ),

(1)

with q a probability measure on the marginal probability
distribution P (t) (of one variable).

One well known issue with this theorem is that
it necessarily requires an infinite sequence extending
(t1, t2, . . . , tr) for which exchangeability holds for each
segment longer than r. Without such requirement, and
thus by sticking to a finitely exchangeable sequence only,
the representation of the operator E in Equation (1) as
a probabilistic mixture of identical product distributions
fails in general. However, if the finitely exchangeable se-
quence of r variables is part of a finite but large enough
finitely excheangable sequence of s >> r variables, the
joint distribution of the initial r random variables can be
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well-approximately represented in a de Finetti-like man-
ner. Much of the work on finite exchangeability in classi-
cal probability has actually focused on deriving analytical
bounds for the error of this approximation [1, 2].
A quantum analogue of de Finetti’s theorem has been

derived in [3–8]. Widely used in quantum information
theory, it states the following. Let ρr be a density matrix
on the r-tensor product Hilbert space H⊗r. Whenever ρr

is symmetric, that is it is such that ΠρrΠ† = ρr with Π
being the so-called ‘symmetriser’, and there is a symmet-
ric density matrix ρs on H⊗s such that ρr = Trs−r(ρ

s)
for every s > r, where Trs−r denotes the partial-trace,
then it holds that

ρr =

∫
(σ⊗s)dq(σ), (2)

with σ a density matrix in H and q a probability measure
on the set of all density matrices in H. The research on
analytical bounds has also been extended to the quantum
setting [5, 6] with applications to quantum cryptography
[9], emergence of classical reality [10] and, more recently,
the black hole information puzzle [11].
In this paper we investigate two lesser-known repre-

sentation theorems that extend the classical de Finetti’s
theorem so as to cover also the case of finitely exchange-
able sequences. Both modify the definition of operator E
in Equation (1). The first solution keeps the same rep-
resentation as in the original theorem, except that q is
a normalised signed-measure (a quasi-probability). The
second solution instead employs a quasi -expectation op-
erator applied to certain polynomial functions. Our ob-
jective is to illustrate, with the aid of the above results,
how de Finetti-like representation theorems for finitely
exchangeable systems require a mathematical representa-
tion which is formally equivalent to quantum theory (QT
for short). This objective is achieved in two steps. First,
we will use polynomials of complex conjugate variables to
re-derive the extension of the classical de Finetti’s theo-
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rem based on quasi -expectation operators but expressed
with the same mathematical objects as in QT. Second,
we will demonstrate that such quasi -expectation opera-
tors are equivalent to boson-symmetric density matrices.
In doing so, we will be able to simulate finite exchange-
able sequences using quantum experiments with bosons.
In summary, we will show that a de Finetti-like represen-
tation of finite exchangeability leads to a representation
theorem which encompasses both classical and quantum
theories as special cases. By way of conclusion, we will
discuss how such representations are similar to other for-
mulations of QT involving quasi-probability densities and
expectations, and are consistent with the Wigner func-
tion formalism.

To provide a clearer and more practical understanding
of the different representation theorems, in what follows
we use a dice rolling experiment as a case study.

II. THE CLASSICAL DE FINETTI’S
REPRESENTATION THEOREM

Consider a dice whose possibility space is given by its
six faces:

Ω :=
{
i,j,f,g,k,h

}
.

Let us assume that the upward-facing side of the dice
is the one that is facing the reader. By t1, t2, . . . , tr we
denote the results of r-rolls of the dice. For example, for
r = 3, we can have the three outcomes:

j
t1
f
t2
f
t3 ,

That is t1 = 2, t2 = 3, and t3 = 3.

Definition 1. Let t1, t2, . . . , tr a sequence of variables
and P a joint probability. The sequence is said to be
finitely exchangeable with respect to P , if

P (t1, t2, . . . , tr) = P (tπ(1), tπ(2), . . . , tπ(r)),

for any permutation π of the index sequence (1, 2, . . . , r).

Considering the previous example. To say that the
three rolls are finitely exchangeable means that

P
(
jff

)
= P

(
fjf

)
= P

(
ffj

)
and so on for all the 3! permutations of the positions of
the rolls.

Definition 2. The sequence is called infinitely exchange-
able (with respect to P ) if it is finitely exchangeable (with
respect to P ) and if for any s > r, there is a distribution
P ′ with respect to which t1, t2, . . . , ts is finitely exchange-
able and such that

P (t1, t2, . . . , tr) =
∑

tr+1,...,ts

P ′(t1, t2, . . . , tr, tr+1, . . . , ts).

Stated otherwise, an infinitely exchangeable sequence
can be understood as a subsequence

. . . , tk−1, tk,

subsequence of length r︷ ︸︸ ︷
tk+1, tk+2, . . . , tk+n−1, tk+r, tk+r+1, . . .

of an infinite sequence of random variables where the
order of these variables does not matter.
Given r exchangeable rolls t1, t2, . . . , tr, their output is

fully characterised by the counts:

i
n1
j
n2
f
n3
g
n4
k
n5
h
n6

where ni denotes the number of times the dice landed
on i-th face in the r-rolls. Based on this fact, de Finetti
proved his famous representation theorem.[12]

Proposition 1 ([13]). Let Ω be the possibility spaces
given by the six faces of a dice, and let (t1, . . . , tr) be a se-
quence of random variables that is infinitely exchangeable
with probability measure P . Then there exists a distribu-
tion function q such that

P (t1, . . . , tr) =

∫
Θ

θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn5
5 θn6

6 dq(θ), (3)

where θ = [θ1, θ2, . . . , θ6]
⊤ are the probabilities of the cor-

responding faces and whose values belong to the possibility
space:

Θ =

{
θ ∈ R6 : θi ≥ 0,

6∑
i=1

θi = 1

}
,

and ni is the number of times the dice landed on the i-th
face in the r rolls, meaning that

∑6
i=1 ni = r.

In the context of Bayesian statistics, the theorem states
that any infinitely exchangeable sequence can be seen as
generated by first selecting a probability distribution θ
from some prior q (probability distribution on the space
of probability distributions) and then letting the ti to be
i.i.d. with common distribution θ. For a selected θ, this
for instance means that P (t1 = 2, t2 = 3, t3 = 3) = θ2θ

2
3

(the product comes from the independence assumption).
As mentioned in Section I, one known issue with the

above theorem is that the assumption of an infinite ex-
changeable sequence is necessary for the specific represen-
tation to hold [14, 15]. As a counter-example, consider:

P (t1 = i, t2 = i) = 0,

P (t1 = i, t2 = j) = P (t1 = j, t2 = i) =
1

30

(4)

for all i ̸= j = 1, 2, . . . , 6. The variables t1, t2 are ex-
changeable. Assume that a representation like (3) holds.
Then

0 = P (t1 = i, t2 = i) =

∫
Θ

θ2i dq(θ)
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for all i, would imply that q puts mass 1 at all the θi =
0, which is impossible. This means that, although the
P in (4) is a valid probability, we cannot express it as
(3). In other words, exchangeability is not equivalent to
independence.

Examples of situations that are truly finitely exchange-
able were already discussed by de Finetti in [14]. They
can be illustrated by the act of selecting items from an
urn without replacement.

Example 1. Suppose we have an urn containing one
black (B) ball and one white (W) ball. Draw out balls, one
at a time and without replacement, and note the colour.
We denote with

ti =

{
1 it the i-th ball is black,
0 other.

Then we have that

P (t1 = B, t2 = B) = 0,

P (t1 = B, t2 =W ) = P (t1 =W, t2 = B) = 0.5,

P (t1 =W, t2 =W ) = 0,

which is finitely but not infinitely exchangeable.
In QT, we can rule out this type of urn-model depen-

dence by choosing the direction of the measurement ran-
domly and independently for each particle. This is done
in Bell’s experiments. This comment is relevant for the
relationship between exchangeability and entanglement,
which we discuss in Section V.

Kendall [16] proved that every finite system of ex-
changeable events is indeed equivalent to a random sam-
pling scheme without replacement, where the number of
items in the sampling has an arbitrary distribution.

While it is evident that de Finetti’s theorem can be in-
valid for finite exchangeable sequences, for a large enough
integer s > r, the distribution of the initial r random
variables of an exchangeable vector of length s can be
approximately represented as in (3). Much of the work
on finite exchangeability has focused on deriving analyt-
ical bounds for the error of this approximation [1, 2]. In
order to better illustrate what the term ‘bound’ means in
this context, we discuss in our example of rolling a dice
the more general problem of bounding an expectation.

Example 2. Consider r = 2 (two rolls) and assume
we want to find the finitely exchangeable probability P2,
which minimises the following expectation (worst-case
P2):

v2 = min
P2

P2

(
ii

)
− P2

(
ij

)
+ P2

(
jj

)
It is not difficult to see that the minimum is v2 = −0.5
and the finitely exchangeable P2 which achieves it given

by setting P2

(
ij

)
= P2

(
ji

)
= 0.5 and zero

otherwise. Now assume that these two rolls are at the be-
ginning of a finitely exchangeable sequence of three rolls,

and let P3 be the relative finitely exchangeable probability.
What is the solution of the problem

v3 = min
P3

P3

(
ii

)
− P3

(
ij

)
+ P3

(
jj

)
,

where P3(t1 = a, t2 = b) =
∑

t3
P3(t1 = a, t2 = b, t3)?

This problem is more challenging because exchangeability
imposes many constraints on P3, such as:

P3

(
iji

)
= P3

(
iij

)
= P3

(
jii

)
In particular this means that P3

(
ii

)
cannot

be equal to zero (it depends on P3

(
iij

)
via

marginalisation). We will later show that in this case
the solution of the minimisation problem is v3 ≈ −0.167.
We can also show that when the two rolls are at the be-
ginning of an infinitely exchangeable sequence of rolls it
holds that

v∞ = inf
P∞

P∞

(
ii

)
−P∞

(
ij

)
+P∞

(
jj

)
= 0.

In summary, we have computed the inequalities

−0.5 = v2 < v3 < · · · < v∞ = 0,

which provide a lower and upper bound to vn for any
n ≥ 2. In Section IV, we will discuss a general numerical
algorithm to compute vn.

Why are these bounds important? First, statisti-
cal problems and experiments involve exchangeable se-
quences that are always finite. It is not possible to per-
form an infinite number of trials. Second, de Finetti’s
theorem provides a useful and simple representation of
the mechanism generating the data (which, in turn, can
be inverted to estimate θ from the counts n1, . . . , n6 via
Bayes’ rule). Consequently, practitioners are still inclined
to use de Finetti’s theorem as an approximation for the
mechanism generating the finite exchangeable sequence.
These facts motivate the search for representation theo-
rems that apply to both the finite and the infinite case.

III. FIRST GENERALISATION

A fact about finite exchangeability that has not re-
ceived equal attention is that a de Finetti-like represen-
tation actually holds in the finite case if we drop the
non-negativity condition for q. The result was already
known to de Finetti [17]. Explicitly derived in [18, 19]
for some special cases, it was generalised by [20].

Proposition 2 ([20]). Given a sequence of finitely ex-
changeable variables t1, t2, . . . , tr, there exists a signed
measure ν, satisfying

∫
Θ
dν(θ) = 1, such that:

P (t1, . . . , tr) =

∫
Θ

θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn5
5 θn6

6 dν(θ). (5)
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Signed measure means that ν can have negative val-
ues. Note that, in Equation (5), the only valid signed-
measures ν are those which give rise to well-defined (non-
negative and normalised) probabilities P (t1, t2, . . . , tr).
By comparing the two representations (3) and (5), it

becomes apparent that there exists a significant differ-
ence that may not be immediately noticeable.

Any probability measure q originates, via (3),
into a valid (non-negative and normalised) probabil-
ity P (t1, . . . , tk), that is for any [n1, . . . , n6] such that∑6

i=1 ni = r, we have that:∫
Θ

θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn5
5 θn6

6 dq(θ) ≥ 0, (6)∑
[n′

1,...,n
′
6]:

∑6
i=1 n′

i=r

∫
Θ

θ
n′
1

1 θ
n′
2

2 · · · θn
′
5

5 θ
n′
6

6 dq(θ) = 1. (7)

Notice that not all signed measures ν that integrate
to one define valid probabilities P (t1, . . . , tk) via (5). In
some cases, these measures may result in a negative value
for P (t1, . . . , tk). These are the same reasons why QT
does not use ‘negative probabilities’, even though it is
widely known that negative probabilities would enable a
hidden variable representation (at least mathematically).
For finite exchangeability, Jaynes’ work [19] is interest-
ing because it contains a method to define valid P via
(12) using Bernstein (or Legendre) polynomials. A more
recent approach is discussed in the next section.

IV. SECOND GENERALISATION

Reasoning about finitely exchangeable variables ti can
be reduced to reasoning about polynomials of count vec-
tors, known as Bernstein polynomials [19–23]. Working
with this polynomial representation automatically guar-
antees that finite exchangeability is satisfied and that P
are valid probabilities, without having to deal directly
with the signed measure ν.

The multivariate Bernstein polynomials are polynomi-
als of the form

θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn5
5 (1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)

n6 with

6∑
i=1

ni = r,

(8)
where r is the number of rolls. They satisfy many useful
properties, such as forming a base for the linear space
of all polynomials whose degree is at most a given r and
forming a partition of unity. To simplify the notation, we
will denote 1− θ1 − · · · − θ5 as θ6, so that

∑6
i=1 θi = 1.

The fundamental concept behind the new representa-
tion theorem that focuses on Bernstein polynomials in-
volves working directly with the linear operator L defined
as

L(. . . ) :=

∫
Θ

(. . . ) dν(θ), (9)

and determining the specific properties that L must ad-
here to in order to produce valid probabilities.
More precisely, let L be a linear operator from the

space Br of polynomials of degree at most r to R. Our
goal is to write any finitely exchangeable P (t1, t2, . . . , tr)

as L(θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn6
6 ), where

∑6
i=1 ni = r. In the aim of

determining the appropriate properties of L, we first in-
troduce the closed convex cone

B+
r =

{ ∑
n=[n1,...,n6]:

∑
i ni=r

un θ
n1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn6
6 : un ∈ R+

}
,

(10)
which includes the all non-negative linear combination of
Bernstein polynomials of degree r, as well as all constant
polynomials with value c.

Proposition 3 ([23]). Given a sequence of finitely ex-
changeable variables t1, t2, . . . , tr, there exists a linear op-
erator L : Br → R satisfying

L(g) ≥ sup c s.t. g − c ∈ B+
r , (11)

for all polynomials g ∈ Br and where c is the constant
polynomial of value c, such that:

P (t1, . . . , tr) = L(θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn5
5 θn6

6 ). (12)

The condition (11) ensures that L defines valid (non-
negative and normalised) probabilities P via (12). We
call a linear operator L satisfying (11) a quasi-expectation
operator.

Example 3. Consider the case r = 2 and the linear
operator:

P (t1 = 1, t2 = 1) = L(θ21) = 0,

P (t1 = 1, t2 = 2) = P (t1 = 2, t2 = 1) = L(θ1θ2) = 0.5,

P (t1 = 2, t2 = 2) = L(θ22) = 0,

and zero otherwise. It is easy to check that L satisfies
(11) and defines a valid finitely exchangeable P . In fact,
note that, for g = c (the constant polynomial), the condi-
tion (11) is equal to L(c) = c. This implies that L(1) = 1
and so P is normalised.

Example 4. Let us consider again the problem discussed
in Example 2, with r = 2. Assume we want to find the
finitely exchangeable probability P2 which minimises the
following expectation

v2 = min
P2

P2

(
ii

)
− P2

(
ij

)
+ P2

(
jj

)
.

Using the operator L, this quantity can be rewritten as

v2 = inf
L2

L2(θ
2
1−θ1θ2+θ22) = min

L2

L2(θ
2
1)−L2(θ1θ2)+L2(θ

2
2)

where the subscript in L2 indicates that it is the linear
operator corresponding to P2. Note that,

v∞ = inf
E
L∞(θ21 − θ1θ2 + θ22)

= inf
E
L∞(θ21)− L∞(θ1θ2) + L∞(θ22) = 0.
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v∞ = 0 because θ21 − θ1θ2 + θ22 is nonnegative and its
infimum is 0.

By (11), knowing that θ6 := 1−θ1−· · ·−θ5, the value v2
can be determined by solving the following optimisation
problem:

v2 =max c s.t. θ21 − θ1θ2 + θ22 − c ∈ B+
2 , (13)

where

B+
2 = {u200000θ21 + u110000θ1θ2 + u101000θ1θ3+

u100100θ1θ4 + u100010θ1θ5 + u100001θ1(1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)+

u020000θ
2
2 + · · ·+ u000011θ5(1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)

+ u000002(1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)
2 : u[n1,n2,...,n6] ≥ 0}.

(14)
The solution of (13) can be computed by solving the fol-
lowing linear programming problem:

max
c∈R,u[n1,n2,...,n6]∈R+

c

− u000002 + u100001 − u200000 + 1 = 0

− 2u000002 + u010001 + u100001 − u110000 − 1 = 0

− u000002 + u010001 − u020000 + 1 = 0

− c− u000002 = 0

− 2u000002 − u101000 + u100001 + u001001 = 0

additional 16 constraints

(15)

where the equality constraints have been obtained by
equating the coefficients of the monomials in

θ21 − θ1θ2 + θ22 − c = u200000θ
2
1 + u110000θ1θ2 + u101000θ1θ3+

u100100θ1θ4 + u100010θ1θ5 + u100001θ1(1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)+

u020000θ
2
2 + · · ·+ u000011θ5(1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)

+ u000002(1− θ1 − · · · − θ5)
2.

For instance, consider the constant term in the r.h.s. of
the above equation: that is u000002. It must be equal to
the constant term −c. Therefore, we have that

−c− u000002 = 0.

Similarly, consider the coefficient of the monomial θ21:
this is u200000 −u100001 +u200002. It must be equal to the
coefficient of the monomial θ21 in θ21−θ1θ2+θ22−c, which
is 1, that is

1− (u200000 − u100001 + u200002) = 0.

The last constraint in Equation (15) is relative to the
monomial θ1θ3: since θ1θ3 is not in θ21 − θ1θ2 + θ22 − c,
its coefficients are equated to zero. In total, there are 21
constraints.

The solution of Equation (13) is

v2 = −0.5.

The problem

v3 = min
P3

P3

(
ii

)
− P3

(
ij

)
+ P3

(
jj

)
,

where P3(t1 = a, t2 = b) =
∑

t3
P3(t1 = a, t2 = b, t3), can

be solved as the previous one. In this case, we only need
to express the above marginalisation in terms of the L3

operator, for instance:

P3

(
ii

)
= L3

(
θ21(θ1 + θ2 + · · ·+ θ6)

)
P3

(
ij

)
= L3

(
θ1θ2(θ1 + θ2 + · · ·+ θ6)

)
P3

(
jj

)
= L3

(
θ22(θ1 + θ2 + · · ·+ θ6)

) (16)

where we have exploited that θ1+θ2+· · ·+θ6 = 1. We can
thus compute marginals on the result of two rolls by using
a linear operator which is only defined on polynomials
of degree 3, an operation that, as clarified in the next
Section, corresponds to the operation partial trace in
QT. The solution is

v3 ≈ −0.167.

2 3 4 5 6
n

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

v n
=

m
in

L n
(g

)

L (g) - infinitely exchangeable

min Ln(g)

FIG. 1. Value of vn as a function of n. The red line corre-
sponds to v∞.

Figure 1 shows the value of vn = minLn(g) for g =
θ21 − θ1θ2 + θ22, that is

vn = min
Pn

Pn

(
ii

)
− Pn

(
ij

)
+ Pn

(
jj

)
,

as a function of n. Notice that the gap between the value
computed using de Finetti’s theorem (red line) and the
value computed for finitely exchangeable probabilities re-
duces as of the number of rolls n increases. This im-
plies that, as the total number of rolls increases, the
worst-case marginal expectation for two rolls, which are
part of a longer finitely exchangeable sequence of addi-
tional 0, 1, 2, . . . rolls, converges to the classical probabil-
ity value. We can refer to this phenomenon as the ‘emer-
gence of classical probability’. We will discuss it again in
the next Section.

V. MAKING THE CONNECTION WITH QT

In this section, we will strengthen the connection be-
tween finite exchangeability and finite dimensional QT.
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FIG. 2. The worst-case marginal expectation for two rolls,
which are part of a longer finitely exchangeable sequence of
additional 0, 1, 2, . . . rolls, converges to the classical probabil-
ity value.

Let x be a complex vector in Cd such that x†x = 1.
We can express the probabilities of the six faces (d = 6)
of the dice as:

θ = [θ1, . . . , θ6] = [x†1x1, . . . , x
†
6x6].

Moreover, notice that we can represent the monomials
of the Bernstein polynomials with a specific degree r as
⊗rθ, where ⊗ is the Kronecker product. It follows that
any polynomial in Br can equivalently be written as

g(θ) = (⊗rx)
†D(⊗rx) (17)

where D is a diagonal Hermitian matrix.

Example 5. The polynomial θ21−θ1θ2+θ22 can be written
as

g(x†,x) = (x†1x1)
2 − (x†1x1)(x

†
2x2) + (x†2x2)

2

= (⊗2x)
†D(⊗2x)

where D is a diagonal matrix with all zero entries expect
D11 = 1 = D77 and D22 = D88 = −0.5.

We now introduce a new linear operator L̂ from the
space of the polynomials with degree r of the variables

xi, x
†
i , for i = 1, . . . , 6, into C.

From linearity of the trace Tr(·) and of L̂, we have:

L̂(g) = L̂((⊗rx)
†D(⊗rx)) = Tr

(
DL̂

(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
))
.

(18)

Note that, L̂
(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
is a Hermitian matrix of di-

mension dr × dr. Example for r = 2, d = 6:

L̂
(
(⊗2x)(⊗2x)

†
)
= (19)

L̂


(x21)

†x21 (x21)
†x1x2 (x21)

†x1x3 . . . (x21)
†x26

(x1x2)
†x21 (x1x2)

†x1x2 (x1x2)
†x1x3 . . . (x1x2)

†x26
(x1x3)

†x21 (x1x3)
†x1x2 (x1x3)

†x1x3 . . . (x1x3)
†x26

...
...

...
...

...
(x26)

†x21 (x26)
†x1x2 (x26)

†x1x3 . . . (x26)
†x26


(20)

where L̂ is applied element-wise. Note that the above
matrix has additional symmetries (besides being Hermi-
tian), which follow by the symmetries of (⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†.
We can then prove the following representation theorem.

Theorem 1. Let L̂ be a linear operator that maps mono-
mials, which are the matrix entries in (⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†, to
C, satisfying

L̂(g) ≥ sup c s.t. g − c ∈ S+
r , (21)

for all polynomials g ∈ Sr = {(⊗rx)
†G(⊗rx) :

G is Hermitian}, where c is the constant polyno-
mial of value c and S+

r = {(⊗rx)
†H(⊗rx) :

H is Hermitian and PSD} with PSD meaning Positive
Semi-Definite. We can then prove that

1. If L̂ satisfies (21) for each polynomial g ∈ Sr,

then the matrix M = L̂
(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)

is PSD

with trace one. Vice versa, the operator defined

by L̂(g) := Tr(GM) for all g ∈ Sr, with M
PSD, trace one and having the same symmetries
as (⊗rx)(⊗rx)

† satisfies (21) for each g ∈ Sr.

2. P (t1, . . . , tr) = L̂((⊗rx)
†D(⊗rx)) = Tr(DM)

where D is a diagonal Hermitian matrix and M =

L̂
(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
is a probability (nonnegative and

normalised) and is symmetric to permutations of
the labels of the variables ti.

We have constructed a quasi-expectation operator

L̃ on a space of polynomials of complex variables,
which is completely determined by trace-one PSD ma-
trices M that share the same symmetries as the ma-
trix (⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†. Moreover, this operator, when ap-
plied to polynomials (⊗rx)

†D(⊗rx), defines a probabil-
ity P which is symmetric to permutations of the labels of
the variables ti. Notice that Tr(DM) = Tr(D diag(M))
holds for any diagonal matrix D. Hence Theorem 1 uses

some redundant quantities through L̂
(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
.

This withstanding, it enables another representation re-
sult that links finite exchangeability to QT, as discussed
next.

First, we recall some useful definitions. Let H⊗r be
the compound Hilbert space of r particles. A funda-
mental postulate of QT for bosons is that the quantum
states are symmetric upon exchange of the subsystems,
respectively. This postulate is formulated mathemati-
cally by introducing a projection operator Π from the
tensor product space to this subspace. The projector is
called symmetriser and is defined as

Π |ψ1, . . . , ψr⟩ =
1

N !

∑
π

∣∣ψπ(1), . . . , ψπ(r)

〉
, (22)

where the summations are performed over the N ! permu-
tations of the labels.
We can thus prove the following equivalence result.

Theorem 2. The following sets are equal:

S1 = {ρ : ρ = ΠρΠ, ρ ⪰ 0, T r(ρ) = 1}, (23)

S2 = {M : M = L̂((⊗rx)(⊗rx)
†)}, (24)
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where ρ is the density matrix of r-indistinguishable
bosons (each one being a d-level quantum system).

This results states that boson-symmetric density ma-
trices and the set of matrices M obtained by applying

the operator L̂ to the matrix (⊗rx)(⊗rx)
† of r-th degree

polynomials in the variables xi, x
†
i for i = 1, . . . , d are

equivalent. Equation (24) is obtained by applying a sim-
ple change of variables to the classical probability models
for finitely exchangeable probabilities, and actually offers
an alternative representation of the second-quantisation
formalism in QT, which is of interest in its own right (as
discussed in the proof of Theorem 2).

Theorem 2 actually shows that every finite system of
exchangeable events is equivalent to a quantum experi-
ment with indistinguishable bosons measured using pro-
jective measurements along the coordinate axis. We clar-
ify this observation with an example.

Example 6. We can compute vn =

minPn Pn

(
ii

)
− Pn

(
ij

)
+ Pn

(
jj

)
using n indistinguishable bosons. Let ρn denote
the density matrix of n 6-level bosons, and Πn the
symmetrizer for the n bosons. Then, we have that
vn = minρn Tr(Dnρn) with ρn = Πnρ

nΠn, Tr(ρ
n) = 1

and ρn ⪰ 0. All the superscripts are just indexes. Note
that, for n = 2, D2 is a diagonal matrix with all zero
entries expect D2

11 = 1 = D2
77 and D2

22 = D2
88 = −0.5

(this is a physical-observable operator). This holds
because the diagonal of ρ2 corresponds to the monomials
[θ21, θ1θ2, . . . , θ

2
2, θ2θ1, . . . , θ

2
6]. Any Dn (for n > 2)

can be defined in a similar way exploiting the ‘partial
trace’-style operations illustrated in equations (16). The
value of vn is shown in Figure 3.

2 3 4 5 6
n

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

v n
=

m
in

Tr
(D

n
n )

L (g) - classical probability limit

min Tr(Dn n)

FIG. 3. Value of vn as a function of n. The red line corre-
sponds to v∞.

This implies that the worst-case marginal expectation
for an operator D on two bosons, which are part of a
longer sequence of additional 0, 1, 2,. . . bosons, converges
to the classical probability value as the total number of
bosons increases, see Figure 4. In QT, we would refer to
this phenomenon as the ‘emergence of classical reality’.

The example above illustrates the following connection
between finite exchangeability and entanglement. To un-
derstand it, for simplicity, we consider the case when

FIG. 4. The worst-case marginal expectation for two bosons,
which are part of a longer indistinguishable sequence of addi-
tional 0, 1, 2, . . . bosons, converges to the classical probability
value.

r = d = 2, which corresponds to a coin tossing exper-
iment with two coins. By Theorem 2, the finitely ex-
changeable sequence t1, t2 with respect to the probabil-
ity P2(t1 = H, t2 = T ) = P2(t1 = T, t2 = H) = 0.5
(H=Heads, T=Tails) can be represented as

ρ =

0 0 0 0
0 0.5 0.5 0
0 0.5 0.5 0
0 0 0 0


=M = L̂


(x21)

†x21 (x21)
†x1x2 (x21)

†x1x2 (x21)
†x2x2

(x1x2)
†x21 (x1x2)

†x1x2 (x1x2)
†x1x2 (x1x2)

†x2x2
(x1x2)

†x21 (x1x2)
†x1x2 (x1x2)

†x1x2 (x1x2)
†x2x2

(x22)
†x21 (x22)

†x1x2 (x22)
†x1x2 (x22)

†x2x2


(25)

where L̂((x1x2)
†x1x2) = 0.5 and zero otherwise.

The diagonal elements of ρ include the probabilities
ρ11 = P2(t1 = H, t2 = H) = 0, ρ22 = P2(t1 = H, t2 =
T ) = 0.5, ρ33 = P2(t1 = T, t2 = H) = 0.5 and ρ44 =
P2(t1 = T, t2 = T ) = 0. The symmetry condition ρ =
ΠρΠ implies that the off-diagonal elements ρ23, ρ32 are
equal to 0.5. In fact, when considering the matrix defined

by L̂, the four elementsM22,M23,M32,M33 are equal: by

definition, the operator L̂ applies to the same monomial

x†1x
†
2x1x2.

We then chose a Hermitian operator D, which for the
two coins case reduces to D = diag([1,−0.5,−0.5, 1]),
and results in the value Tr(Dρ) = −0.5. This value is the
same value obtained by solving v2 = minP2

P2(H,H) −
P2(H,T ) + P2(T, T ) = 0− 0.5 + 0 = −0.5.
In Example 5, we observed that the coefficients in the

diagonal ofD correspond to the polynomial θ21−θ1θ2+θ22.
This polynomial is always nonnegative and, therefore,
can serve as a finite exchangeability witness. In fact, we
used the inequality −0.5 = v2 < v∞ = 0 to prove that
P2 is finitely exchangeable.

The reader may thus ask: is D also an entanglement
witness for ρ, as defined in Equation (25)?
However, several nonequivalent ways of identification

and quantification of the entanglement have been pro-
posed, see [24] for a recent review. One of the main
notions of entanglement for bosons states that non-
entangled states are equivalent to simple symmetric ten-
sors [25–43]. In the case of two bosons, this means
that a pure state is non-entangled if and only if it is
a tensor product of two identical one-particle states [32].
Notice that this definition is consistent with the model
introduced through the operator L̂ in Theorem 1. In-
deed, a pure non-entangled density matrix is simply the
matrix (⊗rx)(⊗rx)

† corresponding to the product of
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identical one-particle states (each state corresponding to
x). This means that D is a witness for this definition
of entanglement. Indeed, observe that the polynomial
(⊗2x)

†D(⊗2x) is nonnegative. Since Tr(Dρ) < 0, this
means that ρ is entangled.

The discussion above shows that, for indistinguish-
able bosons, there is a definition of entanglement that is
‘equivalent’ to the one that is used to disentangle finite
(entangled) and infinite (non-entangled) exchangeable se-
quences. The difference is that in QT we can have opera-
tors (witnesses) D that correspond to full (non-diagonal)
Hermitian matrices, which measure along ‘directions’ dif-
ferent from the canonical basis.

The reader may however argue that this connection
only applies to one of the definitions of entanglement for
indistinguishable particles (the one called ‘entanglement
I’ in [24]). As future work, we plan to investigate how
the link between exchangeability and indistinguishabil-
ity, underlined by the current work, can in fact provide
a new insight into the issue of the correct definition of
entanglement for indistinguishable particles.

A. Similarity to the Wigner-Weyl formalism

Finally, it is worth pointing out that the representation

of ρ as L̂
(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
can be interpreted as a phase-

space formulation generalising the Wigner-Weyl formal-
ism in QT. The reasons is that variables x are continu-
ous. In classical probability theory, in the infinitely ex-

changeable case, L̂∞

(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
can be understood

as a moment-matrix, that is expectations computed with
respect to a probability measure on x. This interpreta-

tion does not hold for L̂n

(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
. In fact, we

cannot write this matrix as a moment matrix, but only
as an integral with respect to a signed-measure. Rather
it should be seen as an abstract/approximate represen-
tation which uses the same ‘hidden-variables’ as the in-
finitely exchangeable case.

This is a similar justification that Wigner used to in-
troduce the so-called Wigner function [44]: “it cannot
be really interpreted as the simultaneous probability for
coordinates and momenta, as is clear from the fact, that
it may take negative values. But of course this must not
hinder the use of it in calculations as an auxiliary func-
tion which obeys many relations we would expect from
such a probability”.

We point to [45] for a general discussion about gener-
alised dynamical theories in phase space and why these
types of representations are useful.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have established a link between the mathemati-
cal representation of finite and infinite exchangeability in

classical probability and the mathematical model of in-
distinguishable bosons in QT. We have demonstrated the
parallelism between approaches from two ‘independent’
research communities: probability theorists and quan-
tum physicists. Both communities have developed re-
lated mathematical models, with similar structure and
purpose, to tackle analogous problems, such as negative
probabilities, symmetries and bounds with respect to the
classical probability limit. They both have also obtained

finite dimensional representations, via L, L̂, L̃ and ρ, for
computing probabilities instead of relying on infinite di-
mensional objects such as the signed measure ν.
We believe that what above points to a deeper and

fundamental connection between the two areas. For in-
stance, the representations in Propositions 2 and 3 can
actually be seen as specific instances of representations
in Generalised Probabilistic Theory [46–74]. Moreover,
as already mentioned, the strong affinities between the
two perspectives can help to clarify the definition of en-
tanglement for indistinguishable particles.

Appendix A: Proofs

1. Proof of Theorem 1

We will first prove the first statement.

About the trace, by exploiting linearity of L̂, note that

Tr(M) = L̂
(
(⊗rx)

†I(⊗rx)
)

where I is the identity matrix. Remember that, by an
abuse of notation, by c we denote the constant polyno-
mial of value c. For g(x,x†) = (⊗rx)

†I(⊗rx), we have
that g − c is equal to (1 − c)(⊗rx)

†I(⊗rx). This poly-
nomial belongs to S+

r provided that the matrix (1− c)I
is PSD. Therefore, sup c, such that (1 − c)I is PSD, is
equal to c = 1. Similarly, we can consider the polyno-
mial −g−c, with g as before, and note that sup c is equal
to −1. Therefore, we have shown that

L̂(g) ≥ 1, L̂(−g) = −L̂(g) ≥ −1

which implies that L̂(g) = 1. For the proof about M
being PSD, note that for any polynomial (⊗rx)

†G(⊗rx)

with G PSD, we have that L̂(g) ≥ 0. This implies that
Tr(GM) ≥ 0 for all PSD matrices G. From a well-known
result in linear algebra this implies that M is PSD.
For the other direction, assume that M is not PSD,

since

L̂(g) = L̂
(
(⊗rx)

†G(⊗rx)
)
= Tr(GM),

we can find a Hermitian matrix G such that Tr(GM) <
0, for instance when G = Pi that is the projector rel-
ative to the negative eigenvalue of M . This is a con-
tradiction, because sup c such that polynomial g − c =



9

(⊗rx)
†(Pi − cI)(⊗rx) is in S+

r gives the value c = 0. In-

stead, we verified that L̂(g) = Tr(PiM) < 0. We can
similarly verify that, whenever M does not have trace
one, M cannot satisfy (21). Note also that the set M
of matrices M which are PSD, with trace one and with
same symmetries as (⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†, is closed and convex.
For the second part of the theorem, we first notice that

(⊗rx)
†D(⊗rx) = 1⊤D(⊗rθ), where 1 is a column vector

of ones of suitable dimension. From (12), this allows us
to rewrite

P (t1, . . . , tr) = L(θn1
1 θn2

2 · · · θn5
5 θn6

6 ) = L(1⊤D(⊗rθ)).

We will now prove that, for each fixed L, there exists

one L̂ such that L(1⊤D(⊗rθ)) = L̂((⊗rx)
†D(⊗rx) for

each diagonal D. This shows that we can represent any

finitely exchangeable P via L̂ and that, moreover, the
relative P is nonnegative and normalised.
The result is obtained by showing that, for any polyno-

mial g(⊗rθ) = 1⊤D(⊗rθ) = g(x,x†) = (⊗rx)
†D(⊗rx)

with D diagonal, having defined

L(g) ≥ sup c1 s.t. g − c1 ∈ B+
r , (A1)

and

L̂(g) ≥ sup c2 s.t. g − c2 ∈ S+
r , (A2)

we have that c1 = c2.
This is immediate, because g − c2 = (⊗rx)

†(D −
c2I)(⊗rx). This polynomial is in the cone of S+

r when
the coefficients diag(D − c2I) are all nonnegative. The
same condition, being nonnegative, holds for the coeffi-
cients of the polynomial in θ. Note that, we can write any
polynomial g(⊗rθ) as 1

⊤D(⊗rθ), where 1 is the column
vector of ones. Therefore, g − c1 = 1⊤(D − c1I)(⊗rθ).
Since 1⊤(D − c1I) = diag(D − c1I), the polynomial
g − c1 belongs to the cone B+

r whenever the coefficients
diag(D − c1I) are all nonnegative, equivalently when
D−c1I is PSD. Then the statement follows by convexity
of the cones B+

r ,S+
r and Proposition 3.

2. Proof Theorem 2

In order to prove Theorem 2, we need to introduce
some notation and state a lemma.

First, we recall some results from [75]. They will allow
us to rewrite any density matrix of r-particles as ρ =

L̃((z1⊗ z2⊗ · · ·⊗ zr)(z1⊗ z2⊗ · · ·⊗ zr)
†) where zi ∈ Cn

(n=2 for a qubit) such that z†izi = 1, where L̃ is a linear
operator from the monomials represented by the elements
of the matrix (z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)

† to

C, such that the matrix L̃((z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗
· · · ⊗ zr)

†) is PSD and with trace one (L̃ preserves the
constants).

We can equivalently rewrite the elements of ρij
as (yα,β)α,β := (L̃(zα(z†)β))α,β where z :=

[z⊤1 , z
⊤
2 , . . . , z

⊤
r ]

⊤ and α and β are a binary encoding of
the indexes i and, respectively j. In particular, we have
α := [α1, . . . ,αr] where αk is a vector in Nn which has
all zero entries expect one element which is equal to one.
The notation zα must be interpreted as

∏r
i=1

∏n
j=1 z

αij

ij .

Example 7. For instance, for n = 2 and r = 2 (two
particles), we have that z := [z11, z12, z21, z22]

⊤. We

can then rewrite for instance ρ11 as L̃(z11z21(z11z21)
†) =

L̃(zα(z†)β) = L̃(z[1,0,1,0](z†)[1,0,1,0]), where α = [α1,α2]
with α1 = [1, 0] and α2 = [1, 0], and β = α. Note that,
we have

z[1,0,1,0] = z111z
0
12z

1
21z

0
22 = z11z21

(z†)[1,0,1,0] = z†11z
†
21.

Introducing the notation (yα,β)α,β := (L̃(zα(z†)β))α,β,
we have that the elements of the matrix ρ, for the example
n = r = 2, can be denoted as follows:

ρ =[
y[1,0,1,0],[1,0,1,0] y[1,0,1,0],[1,0,0,1] y[1,0,1,0],[0,1,1,0] y[1,0,1,0],[0,1,0,1]
y[1,0,0,1],[1,0,1,0] y[1,0,0,1],[1,0,0,1] y[1,0,0,1],[0,1,1,0] y[1,0,0,1],[0,1,0,1]
y[0,1,1,0],[1,0,1,0] y[0,1,1,0],[1,0,0,1] y[0,1,1,0],[0,1,1,0] y[0,1,1,0],[0,1,0,1]
y[0,1,0,1],[1,0,1,0] y[0,1,0,1],[1,0,0,1] y[0,1,0,1],[0,1,1,0] y[0,1,0,1],[0,1,0,1]

]
.

(A3)

where y[1,0,1,0],[1,0,1,0] = L̃(z11z21(z11z21)
†) and so on.

If ρ is the density matrix of r indistinguishable bosons,
then it has to satisfy the constraint ΠρΠ = ρ. We can
then prove the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let ρα,β = L̃(zα(z†)β) = yα,β. If ρ satisfies
ΠρΠ = ρ then for all the indexes α,β, the elements ρα,β

have to satisfy the following constraints:

y[α1,...,αr],[β1,...,βr] = y[α1,...,αr],[βπ(1),...,βπ(r)]

= y[απ(1),...,απ(r)],[β1,...,βr] = y[απ(1),...,απ(r)],[βπ(1),...,βπ(r)]

for any permutation π of the labels of the variables.

Proof. This follow from the following known property of
the symmetriser:

ΠPπ = PπΠ = Π

where Pπ is any permutation matrix (defined by the per-
mutation π of the labels) associated with the r particles.
Given that ρ = ΠρΠ, this means that

Pπρ = PπΠρΠ = ΠρΠPπ = PπΠρΠPπ = ΠρΠ = ρ.

Therefore, by linearity of L̃, we have that

ρ := L̃((z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)
†)

= PπL̃((z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)
†)

= L̃(Pπ(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)
†)

= L̃((z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)
†Pπ)

= L̃(Pπ(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)(z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)
†Pπ)
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for every Pπ. Note that, the permutation matrix rear-
ranges the α-th element of the vector z1 ⊗ z2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr
according to the following rule:

Pπ(z1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)[α1,...,αr] = (z1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zr)[απ(1),...,απ(r)]

= z[απ(1),...,απ(r)]

which ends the proof.

For the example in (A3), the results of the above
lemma implies for instance that

y[1,0,0,1],[1,0,0,1] = y[1,0,0,1],[0,1,1,0]

= y[0,1,1,0],[1,0,0,1] = y[0,1,1,0],[0,1,1,0].

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2. First we prove
that S2 ⊆ S1. Note that

ΠMΠ = L̂
(
Π(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†Π†
)
= L̂

(
(⊗rx)(⊗rx)

†
)
=M,

where we have exploited (22) to derive Π(⊗rx) = ⊗rx.
Note in fact that, ⊗rx is clearly symmetric to permuta-
tions, being the r-times tensor product of x.
We will now prove that S1 ⊆ S2. This part is based on

the same insight that motivates the second quantisation
formalism in QT. We start from Lemma 1 and note that
in

y[α1,...,αr],[β1,...,βr] = y[α1,...,αr],[βπ(1),...,βπ(r)]

= y[απ(1),...,απ(r)],[β1,...,βr] = y[απ(1),...,απ(r)],[βπ(1),...,βπ(r)]

the permutation acts on the indexing vectors. Each αi

is an indicator vector which denotes a component of the
vector zi and the permutation simply swaps this indi-
cator vectors. We now introduce the occupation num-
ber vector [k1, k2, . . . , kn] which, for a given α1, . . . ,αr,
counts the number of variables zi that are in their state 1,
state 2,. . . , or state n. All the vectors [απ(1), . . . ,απ(r)]
have the same occupation number. For instance, for
the previous example y[1,0,0,1],[1,0,0,1] = y[1,0,0,1],[0,1,1,0] =
y[0,1,1,0],[1,0,0,1] = y[0,1,1,0],[0,1,1,0]. The occupation num-
ber for [1, 0, 0, 1] is [1, 1] because variable 1 is in state 1
and variable 2 in state 2. [0, 1, 1, 0] has the same occupa-
tion number. Therefore, we can write y[1,0,0,1],[1,0,0,1] =
y[1,0,0,1],[0,1,1,0] = y[0,1,1,0],[1,0,0,1] = y[0,1,1,0],[0,1,1,0] →
y[k1,k2][k′

1,k
′
2]

with k1, k2, k; k
′
1, k

′
2 = 1, where we used ′ to

denote the occupation number relative to β. The repre-
sentation of y[1,0,1,0],[1,0,1,0] using the occupation number
as index is y[2,0],[2,0].
We conclude the proof by noticing that we

can represent the elements of L̂((⊗rx)(⊗rx)
†) as

(L̂(xk(x†)k
′
))k,k′ = yk,k′ , where k = [k1, . . . , kn] is such

that each ki ∈ N denotes the degree of the i-th variable in

the monomial. For instance, L̂(x1x2(x1x2)
†) = y[1,1],[1,1]

and L̂(x21(x
2
1)

†) = y[2,0],[2,0].
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