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Abstract: We correct a mistake in the statement of Theorem 2.4.

The authors regret that there is a mistake in the statement of Theorem 2.4. To state its
corrected version, we replace the set Θ∗ (which is introduced right before Theorem 2.4) by a
new set

Θ∗ε := {(n, λ) : dist (2nκ(λ)− c(λ), 2πZ) < ε} .
where ε > 0 is any fixed small number, and the functions κ(λ) and c(λ) are given in Equations
(2.9) and (6.17), respectively.

For comparison, in the original version the set Θ∗ was obtained from the condition 2κ(λ) −
c(λ) /∈ 2πZ, so with a factor 2κ(λ) instead of 2nκ(λ) as it should be.

Then the correct statement of Theorem 2.4 is

Theorem 0.1 (Theorem 2.4 in the original paper). Fix ε > 0 and suppose λ > λc. For n
sufficiently large, and (n, λ) 6∈ Θ∗ε in case n is odd, the kissing polynomial pλn in (1.4) uniquely
exists as a monic polynomial of degree exactly n, and the weak asymptotics of its zeros z1, . . . , zn
is given by the weak limit

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
k=1

δzk
∗
= µ∗, (0.1)

where δz is the atomic measure with mass 1 at z.
Furthermore, as n→∞ the asymptotic formulas

pλ2n(z) = Ψn,0(z)e2n(
iκ
2
− iλ

2
z−l−φ(z)) (1 +O(n−1)

)
,

pλ2n+1(z) = e(2n+1)( iκ2 −
iλ
2
z−l−φ(z)) (Ψn,1(z) +O(n−1)

) (0.2)

hold true uniformly in compacts of C \ (γ1 ∪ γ2) and C \ (γ1 ∪ γ̂ ∪ γ2), respectively, where the
functions Ψn,0 and Ψn,1 have the following properties.

(i) Ψn,0 is holomorphic on C \ (γ1 ∪ γ2), whereas Ψn,1 is holomorphic on C \ (γ1 ∪ γ̂ ∪ γ2),
where γ̂ is a contour connecting −z∗ and z∗, and they remain bounded in compacts of their
domains of definition as n→∞.

(ii) Ψn,0 does not have zeros.
(iii) The function Ψn,1 has a unique zero at a point a∗ = a∗(n, λ), which is simple and located

on the imaginary axis.

In the original version, the essential difference is that we claimed that the functions Ψn,0 and
Ψn,1 above were independent of n, but in fact they are not.
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The mistake in the paper happened in Corollary 6.6: therein, the constant in the first equation
in (6.21) is wrong, and its correct version reads∮

A

Ω(k)
n = 2nκi.

As a consequence, the meromorphic differential Ω
(k)
n also depends on n, not only on its parity as

it was claimed in the original version. The proof of Corollary 6.6 remains exactly the same (but
with this new value of constant 2nκi)

This mistake in Corollary 6.6 has impact in the following places:

1) In Corollary 6.6, the pole aν∗ = a
(ν)
∗ (n) of Ω

(k)
n also depends on n.

2) The functions u
(k)
1 and u

(k)
2 are still defined exactly as in (6.22) and (6.23), but they now

depend on n as well.

3) Proposition 6.7, concerning u
(k)
1 and u

(k)
2 , remains exactly the same.

4) The proof and conclusions of Theorem 6.8 remain the same, with the exception that now the
function M1,1 depends on n.

5) In the discussion in Section 6.5, we replace the expression 2κ−c by 2κn−c, and everything goes
through as is, except that now the condition “λ /∈ Θ∗” has to be replaced by “(n, λ) /∈ Θ∗ε”.
Also, as an extra statement to Theorem 6.9 we have to add “Furthermore, the entries of M
remain bounded on compacts as n→∞ with n even or n odd with (n, λ) /∈ Θ∗ε”. The proof
of this added statement is immediate from the construction with this new set Θ∗ε and the
discussion in Section 6.6.

6) Right after (7.25), we have to add “with n even or with n odd and (n, λ) /∈ Θ
(∗)
ε .

7) In formula (8.1), only the first identity is true, but not the second. Nevertheless, the first
identity therein is enough to conclude the proof of Theorem 2.4 as stated above.

The authors thank Ahmad Barhoumi and Maxim Yattselev who pointed out this mistake to
us, and apologise for any inconvenience caused.


