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ABSTRACT

An error was introduced in the equation used to calculate the number of clusters per age- and luminosity bin (Eq. (7)), affecting the
predicted age distribution for a given cluster luminosity. Correction of this error leads to small adjustments in the relation between
absolute magnitude and median age (Fig. 4) and in the model luminosity functions (Fig. 7). However, the changes are small enough
that the results and conclusions of the paper remain unchanged.
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1. Erratum

An error was introduced when going from Eqs. (6) to (7) in the
paper. While Eq. (6)

dN
dLV

=
dN
dM

dM
dLV

is correct for current cluster mass M and V-band luminosity LV ,
the current mass function is

dN
dM
=

dN
dMi

dMi

dM

for initial mass Mi (see also Gieles 2009). The factor dMi/dM
follows by differentiation of Eq. (4) in the paper, but was ne-
glected in Eq. (7) and the figures based on this equation. For
brevity we define the ICMF, the initial cluster mass function
(normalised to unit mass per unit time over a range of initial
cluster masses Mlo < Mi < Mup), as

ψ(Mi) ≡ dN
dMi

where, for example, ψ(Mi) may be the Schechter function as

assumed throughout the paper. We may then write

d2N
dLV dτ

= ψ(Mi)

(
dMi

dM

)
ΥV (τ) CFR(τ) fsurv(τ)

for a star formation rate in clusters of CFR, mass-to-light ratio
ΥV (τ) = dM/dLV and infant mortality survival fraction fsurv.
This relation replaces Eq. (7) in the paper.

In addition, the figures included in this erratum have been
modified to use the Bruzual & Charlot (2003) tabulations of the
mass fractions remaining after stellar evolution, rather than the
parameterisation of μev(t) from Lamers et al. (2005). Neither of
these corrections change the conclusions of the paper, but lead
to small adjustments in Figs. 4 and 7. The luminosity func-
tion slopes quoted in Sect. 4 of the paper remain the same
within 0.01.
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Fig. 4. The median absolute magnitude of the brightest (top) and 5th brightest (bottom) cluster versus median age. Results are shown for Schechter
mass functions with Mc = 104, 105, 106 and 107 M� and α = −2 (solid curves), as well as for Mc = 3 × 105 M� and Mc = 1015 M� (dotted
curves). The (red) dashed lines are for constant total number of clusters (n6 = 101, 102, . . . , 105) brighter thanMV = −6. The error bars mark the
median absolute deviation of log(age) andMV for fixed Mc and n6. The triangles mark clusters in irregular galaxies while circles are for spirals
(see Table 1).

Fig. 7. Top: luminosity functions for a cluster sample with a Schechter mass
function with Mc = 2.1 × 105 M�. Bottom: local logarithmic slope. In all cases,
a constant cluster formation history has been assumed and various disruption
scenarios are applied, as indicated in the legend.
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