
INTERSECTIONS OF RANDOM CHORDS OF A CIRCLE

CYNTHIA BORTOLOTTO AND VICTOR SOUZA

Abstract. Where are the intersection points of diagonals of a regular n-gon located?

What is the distribution of the intersection point of two random chords of a circle? We

investigate these and related new questions in geometric probability, extend a largely

forgotten result of Karamata, and elucidate its connection to the Bertrand paradox.

1. Introduction

Draw all the diagonals of a regular n-gon and consider their intersection points. The

resulting picture is as in Figure 1. Drawings of this kind are very popular, possibly as

they offer an easy method for creating symmetrical and intricate designs.

Figure 1. A regular 15-gon with all diagonals and their intersection points.

Beyond its artistic applications, this drawing has been the subject of serious mathe-

matical investigations. Indeed, the following geometric problem was first studied by the

Serbian mathematician Jovan Karamata [10] in 1962. Which proportion of the intersection

points of pairs of diagonals of a regular n-gon lie inside a disk Dr of radius r, centered

at the origin? Karamata gave a surprising answer to this question. Write In(r) of the

number of intersection points in inside Dr, counted with multiplicity. Then

lim
n→∞

In(r)

In(1)
=

6

π2
Li2(r

2), for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, (1.1)

where Li2 is Euler’s dilogarithm function, defined by the convergent series

Li2(x) :=
∞∑
k=0

xk

k2
, for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
4.

12
86

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

M
G

] 
 1

7 
A

pr
 2

02
5
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One of the remarkable features of this answer is the surprising appearance of a special

function from a rather innocent question in planar geometry. The function Li2, also known

as Spence’s function, can be extended analytically to z ∈ C \ [1,∞) as

Li2(z) = −
∫ z

0

log(1− u)

u
du.

The fact that this function cannot be extended analytically in the real line beyond the

point x = 1 can be explained in light of the original problem. In Figure 2, we plot the

limit (1.1) as a function of r, together with its derivative, which indicates the local density

of points that lie on a specific distance 0 ≤ r ≤ 1 from the origin. Note that the density

indeed blows up at r = 1.

0 1

1

6Li2(r
2)/π2

−12 log(1− r2)/π2r

Figure 2. Multiple of dilogarithm function and it’s derivative.

Karamata’s theorem was published in a book of essays in honor of George Pólya on the

occasion of his 75th birthday. Unfortunately, this gem seems to have been overlooked ever

since. In this article, we shine some new light on his result.

One specific feature of the approach of Karamata is that intersection points are counted

with multiplicity. See Figure 3 for an example of how arithmetical coincidences can allow

for points to be hit by multiple diagonals.

Figure 3. Intersection points of diagonals of a regular 12-gon according

to their multiplicity.

1.1. Intersection points of diagonals. The study of the intersection points of diagonals

of regular polygons has a rich history in itself. If the vertices of an n-gon are placed in

generic convex position, then there would be
(
n
4

)
intersection points of diagonals as every
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four points would be the endpoints of a unique pair of intersecting diagonals. If the vertices

are placed so that the resulting n-gon is regular, then the number of intersection points

may be less than
(
n
4

)
. Indeed, if n is even, then the center of the n-gon is in n/2 diagonals.

In 1958, Steinhaus [15] posed the problem of showing that if n is prime, then no three

diagonals have a common intersection point, which was then shown by Croft and Fowler [6]

in 1961. In the next year, Heineken [8] proved that the same holds for n odd. Quite a

while later, a remarkable explicit formula was found by Poonen and Rubinstein [14], in

1998. They proved that the number of intersections points of diagonals of a regular n-gon

is given by (
n

4

)
−
(
5n3−45n2+70n−24

24

)
12|n−

(
3n
2

)
14|n

−
(
45n2−262n

6

)
16|n+

(
42n

)
112|n+

(
60n

)
118|n

+
(
35n

)
124|n−

(
38n

)
130|n−

(
82n

)
142|n−

(
330n

)
160|n

−
(
144n

)
184|n−

(
96n

)
190|n−

(
144n

)
1120|n−

(
96n

)
1210|n,

where 1k|n is equal to 1 if k divides n and 0 otherwise. This corrects an early and forgotten

result of Bol [2] from 1936, see [14] for more historical remarks. While the expression

above is not quite a polynomial, it becomes a polynomial when restricted to each residue

class modulo 2520. Poonen and Rubinstein also obtained a similar expression for the

number of regions formed by the diagonals formed by a regular n-gon, and for the number

of points that are intersection points of exactly three diagonals.

It can also be read immediately from this formula that the limit (1.1) holds if the

points are counted without multiplicity, since the number of them that occur with higher

multiplicity are of order smaller than n4.

1.2. Extending Karamata’s result. What happens if instead of drawing the diagonals

as segments between the vertices of a regular n-gon, we draw the lines between the vertices.

That is, extend the diagonals to infinite lines in the plane. Now, each pair of lines intersect

unless they are parallel. This intersection point do not need to be contained in the interior

of the n-gon, but it could be anywhere in the plane. See Figure 4 for an example. Which

proportion of these intersection points now lie inside a disc or radius r centered at the

origin, for all r ≥ 0?

If r = 1, then the answer must be roughly 1/3, as given any four vertices of the n-gon,

from the three possible pairings of the diagonals, only one pair intersects inside the disc.

It is reasonable to expect then the answer to be

2

π2
Li2(r

2)

for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. While that is true, this gives us no real clue to what happens when r > 1,

since the dilogarithm function has no analytic extension to R.
To study this problem, we actually consider an alternative formulation in the lens of

geometric probability. Let C ⊆ R2 be the unit circle centered at the origin and let X1, X
′
1,

X2 and X ′
2 be independent random points chosen uniformly from C. Let L1 be the line

through X1 and X ′
1 and L2 be the line through X2 and X ′

2. Then L1 and L2 intersect with

probability 1 in a unique point, P . What is the distribution of P ? To make this connection

with the discrete model of the n-gon more direct, imagine the following experiment. Place

a regular n-gon inscribed in the unit circle centered at the origin in the plane. Select four

vertices of x1, x
′
1, x2 and x′2 of the n-gon uniformly and independently at random. If n is

large, it is indeed very likely that they are all distinct. Now look at the lines ℓ1 through x1
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Figure 4. A regular 11-gon with intersection points of diagonal lines,

some outside the circumcircle.

and x′1, and ℓ2 through x2 and x′2. Then ℓ1 and ℓ2 are not parallel with probability very

high probability, in which case, there is a unique point p ∈ R that is the intersection of ℓ1
and ℓ2. Asking for the probability that p lies in a disc of radius 0 ≤ r ≤ 1 centered at the

origin is then, up to lower order terms, is equivalent to computing the limit in (1.1), once

we correct for the fact that p lies outside of the unit disc with probability approaching 2/3.

Our main result is the following extension of Karamata’s theorem.

Theorem 1. Let X1, X
′
1, X2 and X ′

2 be points in drawn independently and uniformly

from the unit circle centered at the origin. Let P be the intersection point of the line

through X1 and X ′
1 with the line through X2 and X ′

2. If we write ℓ for the distance of P

to the origin, then we have

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

16

π3

∫ min{1,r}

0

arccos(t/r) arcsin(t)√
1− t2

dt, (1.2)

for any r > 0. In particular, for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, it holds that

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

2

π2
Li2(r

2).

We will provide two different proofs of Theorem 1, one analytical and one purely

geometrical. This is in contrast with Karamata’s original proof by counting, which was

conceptually more involved and made use of complicated geometric constructions.

The fact that (1.2) simplifies to (2/π2) Li2(r
2) for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1 is proven in Section 4.

This gives an unexpected way of extending Li2(r) past the point r ≥ 1, namely, defining it

as (π2/2)P(ℓ ≤
√
r). While there is a vast literature of extensions and modifications of

the dilogarithmic function (see Zagier [17] for many examples) the extension we propose
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seems to be new and motivated by a natural geometric problem. In Figure 5, we compare

it with another extension of Li2 to R≥0 that appears in certain applications [13].

0 1

π2

6

π2

2

∫ r
0

− log |1−t|
t dt π2

2 P
(
ℓ ≤

√
r
)

Li2(r)

Figure 5. Two possible extensions of the dilogarithm function to R≥0.

Computing the derivative ρ(r) of P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
in r, we obtain

ρ(r) :=
d

dr
P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=


−4 log(1− r2)

π2r
if 0 ≤ r < 1,

16

r2π3

∫ 1

0

t arcsin t√
1− t2

√
1− t2/r2

dt if r > 1.

(1.3)

We can see in Figure 6 that again the derivative explodes at 1, showing that the function

r 7→ P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
is not analytic at r = 1. The same holds for any extension of Li2(r).

0 1

1/3

1

P(ℓ ≤ r)

ρ(r) = d
drP(ℓ ≤ r)

Figure 6. Probability that intersection point is inside disc of radius r,

together with the density ρ(r).

1.3. A conceptual overview. We now explore more closely the link between the discrete

and continuous models discussed above. Denote by Graff1(R2) the set of all affine subspaces

of R2 of dimension 1, that is, the set of all lines. Define ∆ :=
{
(x, x) : x ∈ R2

}
and

for (x, y) ∈ R2 \∆, denote by aff(x, y) ∈ Graff1(R2) the affine span of x and y, that is,

the unique line through x and y. Here Graff stands for affine Grassmannian. We equip

Graff1(R2) with a topology such that the map (x, y) 7→ aff(x, y) from R2 × R2 \ ∆ to

Graff1(R2) is continuous. Now take X1, X2, X3 and X4 independently distributed as

Unif(S1), that is, uniformly drawn from the unit circle S1 ⊆ R2. The elements aff(X1, X2)

and aff(X3, X4) are independent random lines in Graff1(R2). In other words, each of these

lines are samples from a naturally defined probability measure in Graff1(R2). Sampling
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two lines independently from this measure gives parallel lines with probability zero, so

they intersect in a point aff(X1, X2) ∩ aff(X3, X4) ∈ R2, inducing a probability measure

in R2.

If Πn is a set of n equally spaced points in S1, then we have that Unif(Πn) converges

in distribution to Unif(S1) as n → ∞. Note that the map Φ: (R2)4 7→ R2 that sends

(x1, x2, x3, x4) 7→ aff(x1, x2) ∩ aff(x3, x4) is continuous, except on a set of measure zero.

Therefore, as an application of the Continuous Mapping Theorem, if x1, x2, x3, x4 are

independently distributed as Unif(Πn) and X1, X2, X3, X4 are independently distributed as

Unif(S1), then aff(x1, x2)∩aff(x3, x4) converges in distribution to aff(X1, X2)∩aff(X3, X4).

x1, x2, x3, x4 ∼ Unif(Πn) X1, X2, X3, X4 ∼ Unif(S1)

aff(x1, x2) ∩ aff(x3, x4) aff(X1, X2) ∩ aff(X3, X4)

Φ

n→∞

Φ

n→∞

In particular, Theorem 1 implies the original result of Karamata.

1.4. Special values. From Theorem 1, we can recover an expression for the distribution

of P = aff(X1, X2) ∩ aff(X3, X4) using the rotational symmetry of P . Indeed, from the

density function ρ(r) defined in (1.3), we can infer that for every measurable set S ⊆ R2,

if we express the indicator function of S in polar coordinates 1S(r, θ), then

P
(
aff(X1, X2) ∩ aff(X3, X4) ∈ S

)
=

∫ 2π

0

∫ ∞

0
1S(r, θ)ρ(r) dr dθ. (1.4)

Unfortunately, this is a quite complicated integral. It is unclear whether explicit values

can be computed from this formula. Even when S is a disk, where we have (1.2), not many

explicit values for this probability function are known. However, from the fact that we

know a few special values of the dilogarithm function Li2(x) for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, some surprising

identities can be obtained. For instance, from the fact that

Li2
(
1/2
)
=

π2

12
− 1

2
(log 2)2,

see Zagier [17] for instance, we can obtain that

P
(
ℓ ≤ 1/

√
2
)
=

2

π2
Li2(1/2) =

1

6
−
( log 2

π

)2
.

Similar identities can be obtained from other special values of Li2, such as

Li2

(3−√
5

2

)
=

π2

15
−
(
log
(1 +√

5

2

))2

,

Li2

(−1 +
√
5

2

)
=

π2

10
−
(
log
(1 +√

5

2

))2

.

We do not know any special value for P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
when r > 1.

1.5. The Bertrand paradox. Being a foundational concern in geometric probability, the

Bertrand paradox has led to a sizable literature in mathematics, physics and philosophy

(see for instance [4, 9, 16, 12, 7]). We also refer to the survey of Calka [5] on the classical

problems of geometric probability, including the Bertrand paradox.

The problem that Bertrand [1] proposed reads as follows. Consider a random chord of

a given unit circle, what is the probability that this chord is longer then the edge of an

equilateral triangle inscribed in the circle? In other words, what is the probability that the
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length of the chord is longer that
√
3? The so-called paradox comes from the fact that the

term random chord can be reasonably interpreted in many different ways. Usually, three

different solutions are proposed: a chord obtained by choosing the midpoint uniformly

at random in the unit disk; a chord obtained by choosing the distance to the midpoint

uniformly in [0, 1] together with a uniform rotation; and a chord obtained by choosing the

endpoints uniformly in the unit circle. The probabilities are then easily computable as

1/4, 1/2 and 1/3 respectively, which proves that these three random chords came from

three different probability measures.

Since the last proposed random chord coincides exactly with the random lines we have

been considering for Karamata’s problem, it is natural to wonder which distributions

arises from the intersection of random lines drawn according to the other two distributions.

Following our analytic proof of Theorem 1, explicit expressions for P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
can be easily

computed. For 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, we respectively obtain

r2

2
,

3r4

8
, and

2

π2
Li2(r

2).

While we have simple expressions when 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, the general forms of P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
are more

complicated and we postpone them to Corollary 4 in Section 3.

Starting from any probability measure µ on R≥0, we can produce an associated proba-

bility measure G(µ) on Graff1(R2) by taking the line whose closest point to the origin1 is

(t cos θ, t sin θ), where θ is independently and uniformly sampled from [0, 2π). Indeed, any

rotationally invariant probability measure on Graff1(R2) can be written in this way. Our

general result is the following.

Theorem 2. Let µ be an atomless probability measure on R≥0 and sample two independent

lines L1 and L2 in the plane from G(µ). If ℓ is the distance from L1 ∩ L2 to the origin,

then we have

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

4

π

∫ r

0
µ
(
[0, t]

)
arccos(t/r) dµ(t). (1.5)

From the proof of Theorem 2, we can also compute the expected value of the distance ℓ

of the intersection point to the origin.

Corollary 3. Sample two independent lines L1 and L2 from G(µ), where µ is an arbitrary

probability measure on R≥0, and write ℓ for the distance of L1 ∩ L2 to the origin. If

µ({0}) < 1, then E ℓ = ∞.

While this may appear unexpected at first sight, it has a simple intuitive explanation:

for rotationally invariant measures, it is not very unlikely to obtain almost parallel lines,

whose intersection points can be made arbitrarily far off quite quickly. Indeed, our proof

of Corollary 3 makes this intuition rigorous.

In Section 3, we explicitly work out one more variant of Theorem 1 we found of interest.

The lines L1 and L2 are such that their closest point to the origin follows a two-dimensional

standard Gaussian distribution. Equivalently, we considered G(µ) where µ is a Rayleigh

distribution. An explicit formula is also computable, this time in terms of modified Bessel

functions of the first kind.

2. Proofs of the main theorem

Recall that X1, X
′
1, X2, X

′
2 are independent random variables chosen uniformly from

the unit circle S1 ⊆ R2 centered at the origin, L1 = aff(X1, X
′
1) and L2 = aff(X2, X

′
2) are

1When t = 0, we take a line through the origin by choosing a direction uniformly in the circle.
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the lines spanned by these variables and, with full probability, P ∈ R2 is the intersection

point of L1 and L2.

θi

Xi

Ai

X ′
i

Li
ℓi

Figure 7. Line Li through points Xi and X ′
i in the unit circle.

For i = 1, 2, note that each Li can be uniquely determined by its distance ℓi ∈ [0, 1]

to the origin, and the angle θi ∈ [0, 2π) such that the closest point in Li to the origin is

Ai := (ℓi cos θi, ℓi sin θi) as in Figure 7.

We now determine the law of Li in terms of its coordinates (ℓi, θi). To do so, we

determine P(ℓi ≤ r) for 0 < r < 1. Consider the circle Cr of radius r centered at the origin

and trace the two lines through Xi that are tangent to Cr. They intersect the unit circle

in points S and T , see Figure 8.

α
Xi

S

T

X ′
i

r

Figure 8. The distance from the origin to the line XiX
′
i is less than r

when X ′
i lie in the arc ST .

We only have ℓi ≤ r if X ′
i lies in the arc ST , which covers a (2π− 4α)/2π proportion of

the unit circle, where α = arccos r. Therefore,

P
(
ℓi ≤ r

)
= 1− 2

π
arccos r =

2

π
arcsin r =

2

π

∫ r

0

1√
1− ℓ2i

dℓi. (2.1)

Since the expression above does not depend on θi, we have that ℓi and θi are independent.

We write the intersection P = L1 ∩ L2 in polar coordinates P = (ℓ cos θ, ℓ sin θ), and since

θ1 and θ2 are uniform and independent, so is θ uniform and independent from ℓ.

2.1. Geometric proof. We can assume that ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2, since we have

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2
)
+ P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ2 ≤ ℓ1
)
= 2P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2
)
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from the fact that P
(
ℓ1 = ℓ2

)
= 0. Moreover, if ℓ ≤ r and ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2, then we must have that

ℓ1 ≤ min{1, r}, as ℓ ≥ ℓ1, ℓ2. In other words, we can write

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= 2P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2
)

=
8

π2

∫ min{1,r}

0

∫ t2

0

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 = t1, ℓ2 = t2
)√

1− t21
√

1− t22
dt1 dt2.

To carry our the computation, we need to determine P
(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 = t1, ℓ2 = t2
)
, which

should be formally interpreted as a conditional density function.

Let Ct2 be the circle of radius t2 centered at the origin O. Let the points F and G be

the intersection of the line L1 with Cr, as in Figure 9. Let F ′ and F ′′ be the points of

tangency of the lines through F that are tangent to the circle Ct2 . Similarly, G′ and G′′

are the tangency points of the lines through G that are tangent to the circle Ct2 .

β

A1

A2

FG

F ′

F ′′G′

G′′

L1

Ct2

Cr

t2

Figure 9. A2 must lie in the highlighted arcs for P = L1 ∩L2 to lie inside

the (dashed) circle Cr.

If P = L1 ∩L2 lies inside Cr, then P must be in the segment GF . This is only the case

if A2 lie in the arcs G′G′′ or F ′F ′′. Indeed, recall that A2 is the point in L2 that is closest

to O, so it must lie in the circle Ct2 . The probability that ℓ ≤ r when ℓ1 = t1 and ℓ2 = t2
is then 4β/2π, where β = ∠FOF ′ = arccos(t2/r). In other words,

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 = t1, ℓ2 = t2
)
=

2arccos(t2/r)

π
.

Finally, this gives

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

8

π2

∫ min{1,r}

0

∫ t2

0

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 = t1, ℓ2 = t2
)√

1− t21
√

1− t22
dt1 dt2

=
16

π3

∫ min{1,r}

0

∫ t2

0

arccos(t2/r)√
1− t21

√
1− t22

dt1 dt2

=
16

π3

∫ min{1,r}

0

arccos(t2/r) arcsin(t2)√
1− t22

dt2,

which completes the proof of Theorem 1. □
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2.2. Analytic proof. For the benefit of further discussion, we will make our analytic

proof in higher generality and prove Theorem 2. Indeed, we take the lines L1 and L2 to be

independently drawn G(µ), where µ is an atomless probability measure on R≥0. In other

words, parametrise the lines Li by their closest point Pi to the origin, written in polar

coordinates Pi = (ℓi cos θi, ℓi sin θi), where θi are independently and uniformly distributed

in [0, 2π) and that ℓi are independently sampled from µ. We write ℓ for the distance of

L1 ∩ L2 to the origin and our goal is to compute P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
to obtain (1.5).

Proof of Theorem 2. Notice that ℓ ≤ ℓ1, ℓ2, so we may assume ℓ1, ℓ2 ≤ r and since θ1, θ2,

ℓ1 and ℓ2 are all independent, we may assume that ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 and θ1 − θ2 ∈ [0, π] by the

means of conditioning. In other words, we use the fact that

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= 2P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ r
)

= 4P
(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ r, θ1 − θ2 ∈ [0, π]
)

and note that in the first equality, we have used the fact that µ is atomless. We now

proceed to compute the conditional probability above.

Observe that the lines L1 and L2 are given by

L1 =
{
(x, y) ∈ R2 : x sin θ1 + y cos θ1 = ℓ1

}
,

L2 =
{
(x, y) ∈ R2 : x sin θ2 + y cos θ2 = ℓ2

}
.

Since we are interested in the distance from P = L1 ∩ L2 to the origin, we can instead

consider the distance of P ′ = L′
1 ∩ L′

2 from the origin, where L′
1 and L′

2 are obtained by

rotation L1 and L2 by an angle of −θ1. Thus we have,

L′
1 =

{
(x, y) ∈ R2 : y = ℓ1

}
,

L′
2 =

{
(x, y) ∈ R2 : x sin(θ2 − θ1) + y cos(θ2 − θ1) = ℓ2

}
,

which gives the intersection point

P ′ =

(
ℓ1 cos(θ2 − θ1)− ℓ1

sin(θ2 − θ1)
, ℓ2

)
.

Therefore, the distance from P to the origin is given by

ℓ2 =

(
ℓ1 cos(θ2 − θ1)− ℓ1

sin(θ2 − θ1)

)2

+ ℓ22 =
ℓ21 + ℓ22 − 2ℓ1ℓ2 cos(θ2 − θ1)(

sin(θ2 − θ1)
)2 . (2.2)

We want to understand which range of values of θ1 − θ2 gives us ℓ2 ≤ r2, that is

r2
(
cos(θ1 − θ2)

)2 − 2ℓ1ℓ2 cos(θ1 − θ2)− r2 + ℓ21 + ℓ22 ≤ 0. (2.3)

Observe that this is a quadratic inequality in cos(θ1 − θ2), and that the roots of the

associated quadratic polynomial are given by

ℓ1ℓ2
r2

±
√(

1− ℓ21
r2

)(
1− ℓ22

r2

)
.

Thus, inequality (2.3) is equivalent to(
cos(θ1 − θ2)−

ℓ1ℓ2
r2

)2
≤
(
1− ℓ21

r2

)(
1− ℓ22

r2

)
.

If we write ℓ1 = r cosα1, ℓ2 = r cosα2, for 0 ≤ α2 ≤ α1 ≤ π/2, then this becomes∣∣cos(θ1 − θ2)− cosα1 cosα2

∣∣ ≤ sinα1 sinα2
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which is equivalent to

cos(α1 + α2) ≤ cos(θ1 − θ2) ≤ cos(α1 − α2). (2.4)

Recall that ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2, so α2 ≤ α1. Note that we assumed that θ1 − θ2 ∈ [0, π]. Therefore,

the inequality (2.4) is equivalent to

α1 − α2 ≤ θ1 − θ2 ≤ α1 + α2.

The probability over θ1 and θ2 that ℓ ≤ r, given ℓ1 and ℓ2, is

1

4π2

∫ 2π

0

∫ 2π

0
1{α1−α2≤θ1−θ2≤α1+α2} dθ1 dθ2 =

2α2

2π
=

arccos(ℓ2/r)

π
.

Finally, we have

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= 4P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2 ≤ r, θ1 − θ2 ∈ [0, π]
)

=
4

π

∫ r

0

∫ ℓ2

0
arccos(ℓ2/r) dµ(ℓ1) dµ(ℓ2)

=
4

π

∫ r

0
µ
(
[0, t]

)
arccos(t/r) dµ(t),

as claimed in (1.5). □

Suppose that F (x) = µ
(
[0, x]

)
is the cumulative density function of µ. From Theorem 2,

we get a recipe that transforms a probability measure on µ on R≥0 into a new probability

measure with cumulative density function I(F ) defined as

I(F )(x) :=
4

π

∫ x

0
F (t)F ′(t) arccos(t/x) dt, (2.5)

assuming of course that F ′(x) exists. Applying the Leibniz integral rule, we can obtain an

integral transform that acts on probability density functions ρ instead, given by

J (ρ)(r) :=
4

πr2

∫ r

0

(∫ t
0 ρ(y) dy

)
ρ(t)t√

1− t2/r2
dt. (2.6)

The same map can also be thought as sending a rotationally invariant probability

measure µ on Graff1(R2) (which puts zero probability to lines through the origin) to a new

one, defined by sampling two independent lines L1 and L2, looking at their intersection

point p, and producing the line in Graff1(R2) through p in such a way that the distance

from said line to the origin is attained exactly at p.

The integral transforms defined by (2.5) and (2.6) appears to be new and gives a quick

route to obtain Theorem 1. Indeed, from (2.1), we know that P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= I(F )(r) where

F (x) is defined as

F (x) =

 2 arcsinx
π if 0 ≤ x ≤ 1,

1 if x ≥ 1.
=⇒ F ′(x) =

 2
π
√
1−x2

if 0 ≤ x ≤ 1,

0 if x ≥ 1.

Thus, we have

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

4

π

∫ r

0
F (t)F ′(t) arccos(t/r) dt

=
16

π3

∫ min{1,r}

0

arccos(t/r) arcsin(t)√
1− t2

dt.
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We remark that the condition on Theorem 2 that the measure is atomless can be

circumvented easily. Indeed, we only used the atomless condition when we wrote that

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= 2P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ2
)
. However, the following holds for general µ:

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= 2P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 < ℓ2 ≤ r
)
+ P

(
ℓ ≤ r

∣∣ ℓ1 = ℓ2 ≤ r
)
.

We conclude this session with the surprising result that says that ℓ is not integrable

unless µ is trivial.

Proof of Corollary 3. Recall in the proof of Theorem 2 that we have computed the distance

ℓ as a function of θ1, θ2, ℓ1 and ℓ2, in equation (2.2), as

ℓ =

√
ℓ21 + ℓ22 − 2ℓ1ℓ2 cos(θ2 − θ1)∣∣sin(θ2 − θ1)

∣∣ .

By assumption, we have µ
(
(0,∞)

)
> 0, which implies that for some a > 0, we have that

µ
(
[a,∞)

)
> 0. Also note that, if ℓ1, ℓ2 ≥ a, then√

ℓ21 + ℓ22 − 2ℓ1ℓ2 cos(θ2 − θ1) ≥ ℓ1 + ℓ2 ≥ 2a.

Therefore, we have

E ℓ ≥ µ
(
[a,∞)

)2 · E(ℓ ∣∣ ℓ1, ℓ2 ≥ a
)

≥ µ
(
[a,∞)

)2 · E( 2a∣∣sin(θ2 − θ1)
∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣ ℓ1, ℓ2 ≥ a

)

= µ
(
[a,∞)

)2 · 1

2π

∫ 2π

0

2a∣∣sin γ∣∣ dγ
≥ µ

(
[a,∞)

)2 · a
π

∫ 2π

0

1

γ
dγ,

where we have used that |sinx| ≤ x for x ≥ 0. The result follows since we have a > 0,

µ
(
[a,∞)

)
> 0 and

∫ ε
0 dt/t = ∞ for all ε > 0. □

3. Bertrand’s paradox and beyond

Recall that the usual discussion around Bertrand’s paradox suggest three different ways

of sampling a random chord in a unit circle centered at the origin:

I (Uniform Radius) A chord is selected such that its distance ℓI from the origin is

uniform on the interval [0, 1].

II (Uniform Midpoint) A chord is formed such that the midpoint of the chord is

uniform on the unit disk. Write ℓII for the distance of this chord to the origin.

III (Uniform Endpoints) A chord is formed by selecting the endpoints independently

and uniformly in the unit circle. Write ℓIII for the distance of this chord to the

origin.

The cumulative density functions of ℓI , ℓII and ℓIII are then, respectively,

FI(r) = P
(
ℓI ≤ r

)
= r,

FII(r) = P
(
ℓII ≤ r

)
= r2,

FIII(r) = P
(
ℓIII ≤ r

)
=

2

π
arcsin r,

when 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. Set µI , µII and µIII to be the probability measures on R≥0 whose

cumulative density functions are respectively FI , FII and FIII . Extending these chords
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to lines, these three measures correspond to rotationally symmetric probability measures

G(µI), G(µII) and G(µIII) on Graff1(R2).

It is natural to ask what is the distribution of the intersection point of two independent

random lines selected in each of these three ways. If we choose the measure G(µIII),

then we already know the answer from Theorem 1, as this is equivalent to the Karamata

problem.

Corollary 4. For j ∈ {I, II, II}, write Pj

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
for the probability that ℓ ≤ r, where

ℓ is the distance from the origin to the intersection point L1 ∩ L2, when L1 and L2 are

independent random lines sampled from G(µj). For 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, we have

PI

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

r2

2
, PII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

3r4

8
, and PIII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

2

π2
Li2(r

2),

while for r ≥ 1, we have

PI

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

2arccos(1/r)

π
+

r2 arcsin(1/r)

π
−

√
r2 − 1

π
,

PII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

2arccos(1/r)

π
+

3r4 arcsin(1/r)

4π
− (3r2 + 2)

√
r2 − 1

4π
,

PIII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

16

π3

∫ 1

0

arccos(t/r) arcsin(t)√
1− t2

dt.

Proof. We will make use of the following integrals, which can be obtained via integration

by parts. For all 0 ≤ x ≤ r, we have∫ x

0
t arccos(t/r) dt =

x2 arccos(x/r)

2
+

r2 arcsin(x/r)

4
− x

√
r2 − x2

4∫ x

0
t3 arccos(t/r) dt =

x4 arccos(x/r)

4
+

3r4 arcsin(x/r)

32

− x(3r2 + 2x2)
√
r2 − x2

32
.

As arccos(1) = arcsin(0) = 0 and arcsin(1) = π/2, this gives∫ r

0
t arccos(t/r) dt =

πr2

8
, and

∫ r

0
t3 arccos(t/r) dt =

3πr4

64
.

We now proceed with the proof. From Theorem 2 and (2.5), we have that

PI

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= I(FI)(r) =

4

π

∫ x

0
FI(t)F

′
I(t) arccos(t/x) dt

=
4

π

∫ min{1,r}

0
t arccos(t/r) dt.

Therefore, for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, we have

PI

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

4

π

∫ r

0
t arccos(t/r) dt =

4

π
· πr

2

8
=

r2

2
,

while for r ≥ 1, we have

PI

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

2arccos(1/r)

π
+

r2 arcsin(1/r)

π
−

√
r2 − 1

π
.
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Similarly, we have that

PII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

8

π

∫ min{1,r}

0
t3 arccos(t/r) dt.

Therefore, for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, we have

PII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

8

π

∫ r

0
t3 arccos(t/r) dt =

8

π
· 3πr

4

64
=

3r4

8
,

while for r ≥ 1, we have

PII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

2arccos(1/r)

π
+

3r4 arcsin(1/r)

4π
− (3r2 + 2)

√
r2 − 1

4π
.

The value of PIII

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
follows from Theorem 1. □

So far we have only considered cases where the line must necessarily intersect the unit

disk. One natural distribution to consider is the one obtained by considering a point

(x, y) where both x and y are independent standard Gaussians. The distance of (x, y) to

the origin then follows a Rayleigh distribution, whose cumulative density function and

probability density function are given by:

FIV (x) = 1− e−x2/2 and F ′
IV (x) = xe−x2/2.

Therefore, we have

PIV

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

4

π

∫ r

0
FIV (t)F

′
IV (t) arccos(t/r) dt

=
4

π

∫ r

0

(
1− e−t2/2

)
te−t2/2 arccos(t/r) dt. (3.1)

See Figure 10 for a comparison of the four probability measures found in this section.

0 1

.063

3/8
1/2

1

1/3

PI(ℓ ≤ r) PII(ℓ ≤ r) PIII(ℓ ≤ r) PIV (ℓ ≤ r)

Figure 10. Different distributions obtained by changing the method of

choosing a random line.

It turns out that the integral in (3.1) can also be evaluated in terms of known functions,

in this case, of the (modified) Bessel function of the first kind I0(x) : R → R defined by

the convergent series

I0(x) :=
∞∑
k=0

(x2/4)k

(k!)2
.
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The reader will be spared from the long computation, which can be done by expanding

arccos in series integrating term by term2, which with some effort leads to

PIV

(
ℓ ≤ r

)
= 1− 2e−r2/4I0

(
r2/4

)
+ e−r2/2I0

(
r2/2

)
.

Figure 10 highlights how different notions of random chord leads to different distributions

for the intersection point. The first three methods only produce lines that intersect the

unit circle, so it is not surprising that their intersection point is more likely to attain

smaller values than the Gaussian case. Nevertheless, Corollary 3 implies that E ℓ = ∞ in

all these four cases.

4. An analytic identity

In this section we prove that the expression (1.2) in Theorem 1 indeed simplifies to the

dilogarithm whenever 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. In other words, we show that for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

16

π3

∫ min{1,r}

0

arccos(t/r) arcsin(t)√
1− t2

dt =
2

π2
Li2(r

2).

To simplify the integral above, we integrate by parts taking v(x) = (arcsinx)2/2 and

u(x) = arccos(x/r), so u′(x) = −1/
√
r2 − t2 and v′(x) = arcsinx/

√
1− x2. Since v(0) = 0

and u(r) = 0, we have∫ r

0

arccos(t/r) arcsin(t)√
1− t2

dt =
1

2

∫ r

0

(arcsin t)2√
r2 − t2

dt =
1

2

∫ 1

0

(
arcsin(rt)

)2
√
1− t2

dt.

To finalize the computation, we recall two standard facts. The first is the Taylor series

for the (arcsinx)2 function, valid for |x| ≤ 1, which is given by

(arcsinx)2 =
1

2

∞∑
n=1

(2x)2n

n2
(
2n
n

) .
The second are the even values of the Wallis integral, namely,∫ 1

0

x2n√
1− x2

dx =

∫ π/2

0
(cosx)2n dx =

π

2
·
(
2n
n

)
4n

.

Together, we obtain that∫ 1

0

(
arcsin(rt)

)2
√
1− t2

dt =
1

2

∫ 1

0

∞∑
n=1

(2rt)2n

n2
(
2n
n

)√
1− t2

du

=
1

2

∞∑
n=1

(2r)2n

n2
(
2n
n

) ∫ 1

0

t2n√
1− t2

dt

=
π

4

∞∑
n=1

r2n

n2
=

π

4
Li2(r

2).

2Or just type (4/Pi)Integrate[(1 - E^(-t^2/2))tE^(-t^2/2) ArcCos[t/r], {t, 0, r}] in Math-

ematica or another computer algebra system.
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Putting all together, we have, for 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, that

P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
=

16

π3

∫ r

0

arccos(t/r) arcsin(t)√
1− t2

dt

=
16

π3
· 1
2

∫ 1

0

(
arcsin(rt)

)2
√
1− t2

dt

=
8

π3
· π
4
Li2(r

2) =
2

π2
Li2(r

2).

5. Further directions

We discuss a few avenues that remain unexplored.

5.1. Hyperbolic volumes. The dilogarithm function is closely related to the volume

of ideal tetrahedra in hyperbolic space (see Section 4 of Zagier [17]). This suggest the

possibility of obtaining Theorem 1, say when 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, directly recovered geometrically

from this interpretation.

5.2. Special values. We can compute P
(
aff(X1, X2) ∩ aff(X3, X4) ∈ S

)
explicitly for

some shapes S ⊆ R2 from equation (1.4). Indeed, we can do so for disks centered at the

origin, cones with a vertex at the origin, as well as boolean combinations of these shapes.

Are there any other simple shapes, such as squares, triangles or ellipses, such that this

probability can also be expressed in terms of known functions? Can our new probabilistic

interpretation of the dilogarithm lead to new explicit values of Li2(x)?

5.3. Polylogarithms. Is there a related probabilistic interpretation to the polylogarithm

functions Lim(z), defined as
∑∞

n=1 z
n/nm for |z| < 1?

5.4. Higher dimensions. Write Graff(Rd) for the set of all affine subspaces of Rd and

Graffk(Rd) for those subspaces of dimension k. For X,Y ∈ Graff(Rd), write X ∧ Y for

their intersection and X ∨Y for the affine span of X and Y . This this turns Graff(Rd) into

a lattice. While there are some natural invariant measures on Graff(Rd), see for instance

Klain and Rota [11], they are not probability measures since Graff(Rd) is not a compact

space.

What we have explored in our work boils down to understanding the distribution

of (X1,1 ∨ X1,2) ∧ (X2,1 ∨ X2,2), where X1,1, X1,2, X2,1 and X2,2 are independent random

elements of R2 ∼= Graff0(R2) with same distribution η. In the case of Theorem 1, η is the

uniform distribution on S1 ⊆ R2, while in Section 3, we also considered the case where η

is the Gaussian distribution on R2.

We propose a three dimensional version of Theorem 1 as follows. Let X1,1, X1,2,

X1,3, X2,1, X2,2, X2,3, X3,1, X3,2 and X3,3 be independently and uniformly distributed in

S2 ⊆ R3 ∼= Graff0(R3) and compute the distribution of(
X1,1 ∨ X1,2 ∨ X1,3

)
∧
(
X2,1 ∨ X2,2 ∨ X2,3

)
∧
(
X3,1 ∨ X3,2 ∨ X3,3

)
.

The natural d-dimensional generalization then would be about(
X1,1 ∨ · · · ∨ X1,d

)
∧ · · · ∧

(
Xd,1 ∨ · · · ∨ Xd,d

)
, (5.1)

where Xi,j , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d, are taken independently and uniformly form Sd−1 ⊆ Rd. It is

also interesting to consider other probability measures for Xi,j , such as the d-dimensional

Gaussian measure.

More abstractly, if we are given a probability measure on Graff(Rd) and any expression

such as (X1 ∧X2) ∨ (X3 ∧X4 ∧X5) ∨X6, we can build a new measure on Graff(Rd) by
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substituting each variable Xi by a independent random element Xi sampled from our

initial measure on Graff(Rd). This leads to many variations that could be of interest. For

instance, understanding the distance from the origin to the (d − 2)-dimensional affine

subspace (
X1,1 ∨ · · · ∨ X1,d

)
∧
(
X2,1 ∨ · · · ∨ X2,d

)
in Rd could be an important stepping stone towards understanding (5.1).

5.5. Extremal questions. In Theorem 1, we compute the distribution of the distance ℓ of

aff(X1, X
′
1)∩aff(X2, X

′
2) to the origin, where X1, X

′
1, X2 and X ′

2 are independent random

points chosen uniformly on the circle S1 ⊆ R2. What if they are all chosen according to

another probability measure ν in S1 instead? Given a fixed r ≥ 0, how large can P
(
ℓ ≤ r

)
be if we can choose ν as we like? Which measures ν, if any, attain such bound? This time,

Theorem 2 is not applicable since we no longer have rotational invariance. These problems

were considered by the first author and Ramos in [3], where for instance, they show that

any non-atomic ν is an extremizer for r = 1.
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