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DISTRIBUTING POINTS ON THE TORUS VIA MODULAR INVERSES

PETER HUMPHRIES

ABSTRACT. We study various statistics regarding the distribution of the points

((§) crscrmmr)

as ¢ tends to infinity. Due to nontrivial bounds for Kloosterman sums, it is known that these
points equidistribute on the torus. We prove refinements of this result, including bounds for
the discrepancy, small scale equidistribution, bounds for the covering exponent associated to
these points, sparse equidistribution, and mixing.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Equidistribution. For each positive integer ¢, consider the set of points in the torus
T? := (R/Z)? given by

(1.1) Sy = {(Z,Z) eT?:de (Z/qZ)X},

where d € (Z/qZ)* is the multiplicative inverse of d, so that dd = 1 (mod ¢). There are ¢(q)
such points; they are the image in T? of the modulo ¢ hyperbola

{(d,d) € ((Z/qZ)*)* :dd=1 (mod q)}.
Associated to this set of points is the probability measure p, on T? defined by

pg(B) = gp(lq)# {d € (z/qz)* - <qu, ;Z) € B} for each Borel set B C T?,
1 d d : 2
. f(x) dpg(x) = 2@ Z f i for each measurable function f : T — C.

These measures equidistribute on T? as ¢ — oo [BK02, Zha96] (see also [EL18]), so that

(1.2) li}m 11q(B) = vol(B) for every continuity set B C T?,
q—00
(1.3) hﬁm f(x) dpg(x) = / f(z)dx for every continuous function f: T? — C.
q—00 J2 T2

The proof of this fact is extremely short: it suffices show that for each fixed tuple (m,n) € Z2,
1 if (m,n) = (0,0),

e(mwy +nwz) dry drg = {() otherwise

(1.4) lim e(maxy +nxg) dpg(x1, x2) = /

q—0 fr2 T2
from which the Stone-Weierstrass theorem allows us to conclude (1.3), at which point (1.2)
follows from the Portmanteau theorem. Clearly (1.4) holds for (m,n) = (0,0). For (m,n) #
(0,0), the integral on the left-hand side of (1.4) is simply S(m,n;q)/¢(q), where

d+nd
Smmg) = Y e (m+n>
de(Z47)" 7

denotes the Kloosterman sum, and so the Weil bound for Kloosterman sums (see (3.2)) implies
that this integral is O, (7(q)\/q/¥(q)) for (m,n) # (0,0), from which equidistribution follows.
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(Note, however, that S(m,n;q)/¢(q) can be much larger should m and n vary with ¢; in
particular, if m,n =0 (mod ¢), then this is equal to 1.)

In this paper, we study various refinements of this equidistribution result; we refer to the
survey of Shparlinski [Shp12] for further possible refinements and generalisations in different
directions. Our emphasis is on quantifying in various ways how the measures 1, behave like
analogous measures associated to random points. This is motivated by recent work of Bourgain,
Rudnick, and Sarnak [BRS17], where analogous refinements of equidistribution are studied in
the setting of lattice points on the sphere, namely statistics in the large n limit of the projection
onto the unit sphere S? C R? of the set of

{($1,:1}2,],‘3) € Z3 : JU% +l‘% —|—I‘§ = n} i

1.2. Discrepancy. Our first refinement is bounding the discrepancy of the measures p, as
q — oo. The ball discrepancy is the quantity
D(pg) = sup |pq(Br(y)) — vol(Bg)|.
yeT?
0<R<3

Here the supremum is over all injective geodesic balls Br(y) in T?. This is distinct from the box
discrepancy DP*(p,), where instead of taking a supremum over balls Bg(y), one instead takes
a supremum over all boxes [a1,b1] X [ag, ba] in T2; one can show that D(u,) < DP%(u,)'/? via
[KN74, Theorem 2.1.6]. Tt is natural to conjecture that D(u,) < ¢~ '/>*¢, since this is the case
for random points. We make partial progress towards this conjecture, while also showing that
for any fixed § > 0, the bound |uy(Br(y)) — vol(Br)| < ¢~ /%79 is valid for almost all centres
y € T2 of balls Br(y).

Theorem 1.5.
(1) As g — oo, the ball discrepancy satisfies
D(pq) <= g7+

for all e > 0.
(2) For R < % and for any § > 0,

1-26+¢

©(q)

q

vol ({y € T |uy(Br(y)) — vol(Bp)| > ¢+ }) <.

for alle > 0.

This should be compared to the related work of Lubotzky, Phillips, and Sarnak on Hecke
orbits of points on the sphere, where square-root cancellation of the spherical cap discrepancy
is conjectured and the bound O(q~3(log q)%/) is proven [LPS86, Conjecture 2.4 and Theorem
2.5]. On the other hand, there exist number-theoretic situations where square-root cancellation
is not possible; Jung and Sardari have recently shown that the discrepancy associated to Hecke
operators for modular forms of weight k is Q(k~/3(log k)~2) [JS20, Theorem 1.1].

1.3. Small Scale Equidistribution. We next consider small-scale equidistribution, namely the
shrinking target problem in which one aims to show that u4(B,)/ vol(B,;) — 1 for a sequence of
sets B, whose volume shrinks as g grows. By a pigeonhole-principle argument, we cannot always
expect equidistribution in shrinking balls Br(y) C T? of radius R for which R = o(p(q)~/2).
Moreover, there are specific regions where we never find any points: if d € (Z/qZ)* with
2 <d < ,/q, then d > /g, so that puy(Bgr(y)) =0 for R=1/2,/g and y = (1/2,/q,1/2,/q).

Nonetheless, it is natural to expect that equidistribution holds down to the optimal scale,
so that for any fixed § < 1/2, we have that j,(Bg(y)) ~ vol(Bg) for fixed y € T? and for all
¢~% < R < 1/2. Such an asymptotic formula holds for random points. The case y = (0,0) would
then imply a folklore conjecture on the existence of small modular inverses (see [Gar06]), while
the case y = (1,0) would imply a slightly weaker form of a conjecture of Ford, Khan, Shparlinski,
and Yankov on the maximal difference of modular inverses [FKSY05, Conjecture 4.2].
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Much like for the discrepancy, we are able to make partial progress towards these conjectures,
as well as prove an optimal result for almost all centres of balls.

Theorem 1.6.
(1) Fizy € T> and 0 < 6 < . Then for ¢~° < R < 1, we have that

tq(Br(y)) = vol(Br) + O (R%q—%-i-éf)

for all e > 0.
(2) Suppose that there exists some § > 0 such that ¢V <« R< % as ¢ — co. Then for any
fized € > 0,

qli_)rglo vol ({y € T2 : |uy(Br(y)) — vol(Bg)| > evol(Bg)}) = 0.

Related results for lattice points on the sphere have been proven by the author and Radziwitt
[HR19, Theorem 1.5]; see also [BRS17, Section 1.4].

1.4. Covering Exponents. The covering radius R(P,) of a set of points P, = {z1,...,2,} C
T? is the least R > 0 for which every point y € T? is within distance at most R of some point
x; in P,. A packing argument implies that the covering radius of any set of n points cannot be
o(1/4/n). The covering exponent of a sequence P of sets of points P, C T? is the quantity

logn
K(P):=—-liminf ————.
#) oo log vol(Br(p,))
Closely related to this is the average covering exponent of a sequence P = {P,} of sets of points
in T2. We let R(P,, ) be the least R > 0 for which the measure of the set of points y € T? not
within distance R of a point in P, is at most R~°. The average covering exponent of P is
_ logn

K(P) := — lim lim inf ‘
(P) 50 s log vol(Bgp, s))

Theorem 1.7.

(1) The covering exponent of the sequence of sets of points Sy C T? in (1.1) is at most 2.
(2) The average covering exponent of the sequence of sets of points S; C T? in (1.1) is 1.

This should be compared to [BRS17, Section 1.4] and [HR19, Section 1.1] for analogous results
for lattice points on the sphere S2, and to [Sar19a, Theorem 1.8 and Corollary 1.9] and [Sar19b,
Corollary 1.6] for lattice points on higher-dimensional spheres S¢ with d > 3.

1.5. Variance Bounds and Asymptotics. Theorems 1.5 (2) and 1.6 (2) are consequences of
essentially sharp upper bounds for the variance

(1) Var(ugi Ba) = [ (na(Ba(o) — vol(Br)* da,
T
It is natural to conjecture that for all R < ¢~ for some fixed § > 0, we have that
vol(Bg)

Var(piq; Br) ~ o(q)

since such an asymptotic holds for random points. The analogous statement for lattice points
on the sphere is [BRS17, Conjecture 1.7]. A modification of this conjecture, replacing balls with
annuli, was partially resolved by the author and Radziwilt [HR19, Theorem 1.3]. We are able
to resolve this conjecture provided that q is prime and R is sufficiently small, namely such that
R,/qlog q — 0; note that generically 114(Br(x)) = 0 in this regime, so this should be thought of
as the “trivial” regime.

Theorem 1.9.

(1) For any R < 3 and for all € > 0, the variance (1.8) satisfies

vol(Bg)
(q)

£

Var(uiq; BR) <
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(2) Let q be prime. For any R < %, the variance (1.8) satisfies
VOI(BR)
v(9)

1.6. Sparse Equidistribution. We next consider the problem of sparse equidistribution, where
we replace the measures p, with those associated to small subsets of (Z/qZ)*. Of course,
equidistribution fails for subsets such as {a € (Z/qZ)* : a < q/2}, since the corresponding
measure is supported on {(z,y) € T? : x < 1/2}. For this reason, we restrict our study to
subsets with algebraic structure, namely cosets in (Z/qZ)*

For each subgroup H, of (Z/qZ)* and corresponding coset aH, C (Z/qZ)* (so that a =1
corresponds to the subgroup itself), we define the probability measure iz, on T? by

Var(uig; Br) = +0 (R*(logq)?) .

d d
{d € aHy : < ) € B} for each Borel set B C T?,

ol (B) =
tat, (B) #H 77

. f(x)dpan, (x Z I < > for each measurable function f : T2 — C.

#qd

We prove the following.

Theorem 1.10. Fiz § > 0. For each positive cubefree integer q, pick a subgroup H, of (Z/qZ)*
and an associated coset aHy, C (Z/qZ)* for which #H, > q%M. Then the probability measures
HaH, equidistribute on T? as q tends to infinity along cubefree integers. Furthermore, the same
holds only under the assumption #Hy > q® provided that q tends to infinity along primes.

It is natural to conjecture that equidistribution holds under the weaker assumption #H, > q°
for all positive integers ¢, not just primes (though cf. Remark 3.10). This is the analogue
of [MiVe06, Conjecture 1], in which Michel and Venkatesh pose a similar conjecture for the
equidistribution of subsets of Heegner points indexed by small subgroups of the class group of an
imaginary quadratic field (see also [HMO06] and, more generally, [Ven10]). Michel and Venkatesh
note that in their setting, the generalised Lindel6f hypothesis implies a result analogous to
Theorem 1.10.

1.7. Mixing. Finally, we consider the problem of mixing. The group (Z/qZ)* acts on the set

Sq in (1.1) via
(d d> (ad ad>
a-|{——)=(—,—].
q q qa g
For each a € (Z/qZ)*, we let

e (4 (D) emomiscmn]

- {(d,d,“d,“d> €T :de (Z/qZ)X}.

q9 9 49 (¢
We associate to this a probability measure ji4,, on T* = T? x T? via
1 d d ad ad
pga(B) = —— {d € (Z/qZ)* : (, -, a—, a> € B} for each Borel set B C T*,
v(q) a4q q¢’ q

1 d d ad ad
f(z)dpgqe(x) = — E fl=,-, a—, a@ for each measurable function f : T* — C.
! B #(q) ¢'q¢ q’q
! de(Z/q2)

We are interested in the limiting behaviour of these probability measures.

Theorem 1.11. The probability measures [iq.q equidistribute on T* as q tends to infinity along
primes if and only if a and q — a both tend to infinity with q.

This is the analogue of the mixing conjecture of Michel and Venkatesh on the joint equidistri-
bution of Heegner points [MiVe06], which has been conditionally resolved by Khayutin [Khal9].
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2. TooLs

To begin, we let k : R? x R?2 — R be a point-pair invariant, so that k(z +w,y +w) = k(z, y)
for all ,y, w € R?, which gives rise to a point-pair invariant K : T2 x T? — R given by
(2.1) K(z,y):= > k(+(m,n),y).
(m,n)€Z2
For R > 0, we take k = kg given by
1 if |z —y| <R,
0 otherwise,

(2.2) kr(z,y) = {

and let K = Kp denote the associated point-pair invariant on T? x T?; if R < 1/2, then this is
the indicator function of Br(y). We may calculate the Fourier coefficients of Kp as follows:

Ri((m.n).) = [ Knla.g)e(~(m.n) -x) dz

= /R? kr(z,y)e(—(m,n) - z)dx
by (2.1),

—2€—mn- el— m.n)-x)ar
—R<<,>y>/31(0)<R<,> )d

upon making the change of variables z — Rx + y and inserting (2.2),

1
= 21 R%e(—(m,n) - y)/ Jo (27TR\/ m? + n2r> rdr

0
by [SWT71, Chapter IV, Theorem 3.3], where J,(x) is a Bessel function,
vol(BRg) if (m,n) = (0,0),
(2.3) =< RJ; (27TR\/m2 + n2>

e(—(m,n) - otherwise,
Vg crtmn) )
by the fact that Jp(0) = 1 and [GR15, 6.561.5]. The Fourier series for Kr does not converge
absolutely, since the Fourier coefficients are not of sufficiently rapid decay. To work around this
issue, we consider
1

kp(x, y) — VOI(BP)

0 otherwise.

if |z —yl < p,

Then for 0 < p < R, we define
kﬁp(aﬁ,y) = kRtp * Ep(az, y) = /RQ kRip(x,w)Z:p(w,y) dw.

It is readily checked that k}j; p(x, y) are both nonnegative, continuous, pointwise linear in radial
coordinates, bounded by 1, and satisfy

N 1 if [x —y| <R,
kRp(l.?y) = .
’ 0 if|lx—y|>R+p,
_ 1 iflz—y[<R—p,
kR,p(l.?y) = .
0 ifjlzx—y|>R.
Thus for all z,y € T?, we have the pointwise inequalities

(2.4) Kp,(z,y) < Kr(z,y) < Kp (2,9).
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Moreover, the Fourier coefficients are given by

(2.5)
VOI(BR:EP) if (m,n) = (0,0),
@((m,n), y) =4 (Rp) ) (2W(R +p)vm? ?f) 2‘]1 (27”) m® nz) e(—(m,n) - y)
T m?+n
otherwise;

in particular, the Fourier series for Kﬁ , converges absolutely. This follows from the bound

1
for z > 0 [GR15, 8.441.2 and 8.451.1].
3. PROOFS
Proof of Theorem 1.6 (1). Since
tq(Br(y / Kp(x,y) dug(x),

we have from (2.4) that for any 0 < p < R,

(3.1) Kip(@,9) ditg(2) < p1g(Brly / (@) dpg(2).
’]I‘Z

Via (2.5), we have the absolutely convergent spectral expansions

K ,(%,y) dug(z) = w(R + p)?

T2
L Rt > J1 (2m(R £ p) VmZ ¥ n2) (27Tp\/m2+n2> ) S
Tpp(q) m? + n? Y e
(m,n)ez?
(mom)#(0.0)

We use the bounds (2.6) for the J-Bessel function and the Weil bound for Kloosterman sums,

(3.2) 1S(m,n; q)| < 7(q)V/ (m,n,q)q,
to bound the sum over (m,n) € Z? with (m,n) # (0,0). Combining this with (3.1), we deduce
that
l1ig(Br(y)) — vol(Br)| <= Rp+q 37 + Rip~2g "%,
Upon taking p = R~/3¢1/3 for R > ¢~ '/* and p = R/2 for R < ¢ Y4, we conclude that
R%qféﬁ for R > q™ 1,

(3.3) q(Br(y)) — vol(Br)| <& { 1, _ H
q 2 € for R<gq

N

N

Remark 3.4. When q is prime, one can improve (3.3) to

=

R5¢™3 for R>q 1,
|g(Br(y)) — vol(Br)| < ;
q 2 for R<qg 4

I

Proof of Theorem 1.5 (1). This is an immediate consequence of (3.3). O

Proof of Theorem 1.9 (1). Via (2.3), the variance Var(uy; Bgr) has the absolutely convergent
spectral expansion

2
R? Ji (27rR\/m2 + n2>
(3.5) > S(m,n; q)”.
©(q)? m? + n?

(m,n)€Z?
(m,n)#(0,0)
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We insert the bounds (2.6) for the J-Bessel function and the Weil bound for Kloosterman sums,
(3.2), to see that this is bounded by a constant multiple of

RZLLQ);(] Z (m,n,q) + firla)’a Z .. )

2 2 4 2)3/2°
(P(Q) (m,n)€Z? (P(Q) (m,n)€Z? (m tn )
O<m2+n2§$ m2+n2>$
which is easily seen to be O.(R?q~11). O

Remark 3.6. Again, when ¢ is prime, one can improve Theorem 1.9 (1) to show that Var(u,; Br) <
vol(Br)/¢(q)-

Proof of Theorem 1.9 (2). Upon opening up the Kloosterman sums in (3.5), the variance is
equal to the absolutely convergent spectral expansion

I ]

dy,d2€(Z/qZ)* (m,n)€Z?
(m,n)#(0,0)

The diagonal terms, namely those for which dy = ds, contribute

R? 5 S <2ﬂRvm2+") _ vol(Bg)  vol(Bg)?

©(q) ez m? 4 n? ©(q) ©(q)

(m,n)#(0,0)
by Parseval’s identity, recalling (2.3).
The off-diagonal terms, namely those for which dy # da, break up into the sum of four separate

terms dependent on the following conditions on m and n:

(1) m>1and n >0,
(2) m<0andn>1,
(3) m< —1and n <0,

(4) m>0and n < —1.
We observe that the third term is equal to the first term and the fourth term is equal to the
second term by reindexing (m,n) with (—m, —n) and (dy, d2) with (—d1, —d2). Upon additionally
reindexing (m,n) with (—n,m) and (dy,ds) with (di,dy) for the second term, we deduce that
the contribution from the off-diagonal terms is equal to the absolutely convergent expression

4R? . (dy — do)m
60 S X w3 e(M
dy,d2€(Z/qZ)* 1<m<X

d1#£ds

9

T A (2R a2)”
X Z cos,<2 (dl d2)> 1( + )

2 2
m n
0<n<Y q T

where we have used the fact that e(z) + e(—z) = 2 cos(27x).
We now use partial summation on both the sum over 1 <m < X and thesumover 0 <n <Y
n (3.7), so that the inner double sum over m and n in (3.7) is equal to

(3.8)
2
(di — do)m o(dy — da)n\ O J1 (277R«/a:2 + y2)
/ / Z Z cos 5 5 dx dy
s q 0xdy 4 +y

0<n<y

¥ cos<27r @ - D >/ 5 ( A >8J1 (2WR\/$2+Y2)2dx

ox x24+Y?
0<n<Y 1<m<z




8 PETER HUMPHRIES

2

1<m<X 0 o<n<y

S €<(d1 —qdz)m> 5 COS(zw(dl—dQ)n> % (%RW)Q‘

X2 4+Y2
1<m<X 0<n<Y q +

We shall show that the last three terms in (3.8) converge to 0 as X,Y — oo and the first term
is absolutely convergent as X,Y — oo; we shall then bound the limit of this first term.
By evaluating these geometric series, we have the bounds

(dl — dg)m> 1 <27r(dl—d2)n> 1
< < —
Z e< q - 7r(dlq*dz) ’ Z oos B ‘sin L(dlq—dz)

independently of x and y. Moreover, via [GR15, 8.440, 8.451.1, 8.471.1, and 8.471.2],

2
9 N (27TR\/$2 + y2> T for 22 + 9% <g 1,

O z? +y? o W for 2 +y* >p 1,
while
7y (%RW)Q 1 for 2% +y? <g 1,
22+ 12 <R ! for 22 +y2 >p 1.

(22 + y2)3/2

From this, the last three terms in (3.8) tend to zero as X,Y — oo. For the first term in (3.8),

we observe that
o0 o0
dedy = (27rR)2/ /
0 2R

/00/00 0% Ji(2mRv/22 + y?)?
0 1
< R?

0xdy x? 4+ y?
by first making the change of variables x +— z/27R and y — y/27 R and then once more using
[GR15, 8.440, 8.451.1, 8.471.1, and 8.471.2] in order to see that

2
92 N ( [22 T+ yz) Ty for 2% + % < 1,

<K Ty 2 2
21,2 __
0x0dy x*+y @2+ g2 for x° +y* > 1.

It follows that the contribution from the off-diagonal terms (3.7) is bounded in absolute value
by a constant multiple of

2 2 2\2
0 Jl(\/l' —I—y) dacdy
Yy

0xo x? 4+ y?

ox : -y oo
2 . di—ds) . di—da)| 2 1. xer - mes |’
cp(q di,da€(Z/qz)* S = 1q 2) sin = 1q 2) (P(Q) c1,c0€(Z)qz)> [SHL ng sin WTCQ
di17#da

where
S(er, ) = # {(dl,dg) € ((Z/qz)*)? : dy — dy = ¢; (mod q), dy — dy = co (mod q)} ,
and we have used the fact that ¢ is prime to ensure that c1,co € (Z/qZ)*. We have that
S(er,c2) = 3 {dy € (Z/qZ)* : df — c1dy + 173 = 0 (mod g) },

and so S(c1,ca) < 2 since the quadratic congruence d? — c1d; + ¢1¢3 = 0 (mod g) has at most
two solutions modulo a prime ¢ (see, for example, [KL13, Lemma 9.6]). We conclude that the
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contribution from the off-diagonal terms is bounded in absolute value by a constant multiple of
2

Rr* 1 R*
(a2 Y. ] < ()QqQUqu)%
w\q CE(Z/qZ)X Sln?‘ w\q

where the last inequality follows via the same method as the proof of the Pélya—Vinogradov

inequality; see [MoVa07, pp. 306-307]. O
Proofs of Theorems 1.5 (2) and 1.6 (2). These follow from Theorem 1.9 via Chebyshev’s in-
equality. O

Proofs of Theorems 1.7 (1) and (2). Theorem 1.7 (1) follows immediately from Theorem 1.6
(1). Similarly, the upper bound for the average covering exponent in Theorem 1.7 (2) follows
immediately from Theorem 1.6 (2), while the lower bound is a simple consequence of a packing
argument. U

Proof of Theorem 1.10. For each pair of integers m,n € Z, we have that

(2

(3.9) /2 e(mxy + nw2) diam, (21, v2) =
T

#Hy deaHy
md + nd
) 2 X@ 3, ka( q >
X (mod q) de(Z/qZ)*
X|Hg=

via character orthogonality. The sum over d € (Z/qZ)* is, by definition, the twisted Kloosterman
sum S, (m,n;q). Since the number of characters xy modulo ¢ for which x|g, = 1is ©(q)/#Hy,
the proof then follows from the Weil bound S, (m,n;q) < 7(q)+/(m,n, q)q, which is known to
hold for cubefree g via [KL13, Propositions 9.4, 9.7, 9.8, and Lemma 9.6].

When ¢ is prime, we instead note that since H, must be cyclic, we may write

o > (") =i 2 ()

CaHq z€Fy

with f(z) = a12%' + aga®? for ay = am, ay = an, k1 = (¢ — 1)/#H,, and ko = (¢ — 1)(#H, —
1)/#H,. Since g is a large prime and m,n are fixed, we may assume without loss of generality
that m and n are coprime to q. As

q—1 q—1

(klvqil):(k27q71):77 (kl*kQ,Q*].)§2 )

#H, #H,
and #H, > q® by assumption, the conditions of [Bou05, Theorem 1] are met, which allows us
to conclude that there exists ' > 0 such that

1 md + nd> Y
e 50 « g7 0

CaHy

Remark 3.10. When ¢ is not cubefree, it is known that the Weil bound for S, (m,n;¢) may fail;
see [KL13, Example 9.9]. For this reason, it is conceivable that the extension of Theorem 1.10
to arbitrary ¢ is false when ¢ is not cubefree.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Tt suffices to show that each for fixed (m,n,m/,n’) € Z*,
S (m+am!,n+an';q) = opmpm w(q).

The Weil bound for Kloosterman sums (3.2) implies that the left-hand side is bounded in
absolute value by

2v/(m + am’,n +an’, q)q.
Since ¢ is a large prime and m’ and n’ are fixed, we may assume without loss of generality
that m’ and n/ are coprime to ¢, in which case the Weil bound gives the desired result unless



10 PETER HUMPHRIES

= —mm/ (mod ¢) and a = —nn’/ (mod q). However, since m, m’, n,n are fixed whereas a and
q — a tend to infinity with ¢, these congruences cannot hold for sufficiently large q.

On the other hand, if a does not tend to infinity with ¢, then there exists a subsequence for
which it is equal to a fixed positive integer b by the Bolzano—Weierstrass theorem, and so
S(=b+a,—b+a;q)

v(q)
is equal to 1 along this subsequence, which implies the failure of equidistribution, since

/4 e(=bxy — bxa + x3 + x4) dpga(21, T2, T3, 24) =
T

/ e(—=bxy — bro + 23 + 4) dry drg drs dry = 0.
T4

An analogous argument shows that equidistribution also fails if ¢ — a does not tend to infinity
with q. O

4. GENERALISATIONS

Many of the results in this paper can be generalised to the setting studied by Granville,
Shparlinski, and Zaharescu in [GSZ05]. Following [GSZ05, Section 2], we take an absolutely

irreducible curve C defined over F,, embedded in affine space A"(F,). We may naturally identify
C(F,) with a finite subset of T" via the map F, — T given by x — x/p. Let h = (hy,..., hy) :

C — A%(F,) be a suitable rational map that is L-free along C for some L > 0 in the sense of
[GSZ05, Section 2|. Then [GSZ05, Theorem 1] states that the probability measures on T® given

by

1
B) = ——— F,):h B fi h Borel set B C T*
pen(B) HC(F,) #{x € C(Fp) : h(x) € B} for each Borel se C T°,

f(x) dpen(z) = ! Z f(h(x)) for each measurable function f: T — C
Ts #C(Fp) *eClE,)

equidistribute on T® as p tends to infinity provided that L tends to infinity with p.

The case of C being the curve y = z and h(z) = (x,27!) corresponds to the equidistribution
of the set S, C T? in (1.1) when ¢ = p is prime. The key tool behind [GSZ05, Theorem 1] is
a bound for exponential sums due to Bombieri [GSZ05, (8)], which includes the Weil bound
for Kloosterman sums of prime level as a special case. Since the key tools for several of the
results in this paper are the Weil bound together with bounds for the Fourier coefficients of the
indicator function of a ball in T2, which of course can be generalised to T* with s > 3, it follows
that many of the results in this paper can be generalised to the setting studied by Granville,
Shparlinski, and Zaharescu in [GSZ05]. Notably, the discrepancy bound proven in Theorem 1.5
(1) is proven in further generality in [GSZ05, Lemma 3], albeit for the box discrepancy instead
of the ball discrepancy.

It is less clear if these methods generalise to curves over Z/qZ with ¢ nonsquarefree, for then
the method of Bombieri [GSZ05, (8)] used to bound exponential sums is no longer valid, and
instead one must use more elementary methods (see, for example, [IK04, Lemmata 12.2 and
12.3]). Notably, it is not necessarily the case that one can expect bounds in the nonsquarefree
setting that are as strong as in the squarefree setting; cf. Remark 3.10.

Acknowledgements. Thanks are owed to Simon Rydin Myerson, to Andrew Granville for
helpful discussions regarding [GSZ05], to Igor Shparlinski for alerting the author to [Bou05]
and its application in Theorem 1.10, and especially to the anonymous referee for pointing out a
serious error in an earlier version of this paper.
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