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I have read the paper with pleasure. It flows well, the language is very careful. It is also a
nice short course into paleoclimate, with many useful references.

I wonder actually who first-authored the paper. If Prof Ghil “conceived and designed the
study”, why would he not write the paper? Or, if he did, why is he not the first author?

Beside the purpose of reviewing past efforts, I appreciate the intention of pointing to new
directions, and anticipating soon-to-be-reported new results.

I do sympathise with Dr Daruka Istvan (whom i don’t know) if he has misgivings about
any misrepresentation of his work, even if inadvertantly, especially regarding novelty.
Although i should say that being completely ignored would be worse. I would like to kindly
request from the authors that they do their utmost to be fair. Probably i didn’t even need
to say this any more.

Some specific points follow below. More details on these can be found in the attached
annotated manuscript.

1. The term “interaction” is used in this paper as often as we encounter it in general.
However, i don’t really understand what is meant by this so often, including in this paper.
Please clarify, or, if it is not possible, avoid using this language. As i understand,
interaction is about two-way causality, which only makes sense in terms of couplings in
governing equations.



2. I also don’t understand the paper’s distinction between stochastic and deterministically
chaotic sources of (internal) variability.

3. In contrast, i think we should distinguish between external forcings versus influences
under internal variability. Stochastic terms in equations are not meant to represent
external forcing.

4. Point (ii) in the definition of a pullback attractor might be redundant. This might be the
correct conclusion to be drawn from Fig. 11. The situation might be parallel with a time-
dependent version of the system that is the normal form for a pitchfork bifurcation. I
suppose that the PBA of that system — that goes back to negative infinity in time — is a
pullback fixed point that is associated with the single stable solution and unstable solution
before and after the bifurcation point, respectively. I suppose that after the bifurcation, we
have PBAs that do not go back to negative infinity. This should have serious implications
for climate projections.

Please see details and other minor comments and questions in the attached annotated
manuscript. I hope it will be helpful.

Note: I always review non-anonymously, and never make recommendation for or against
publication. The recommendation that i make is only to circumvent the rigidity of the
submission system, and therefore please consider it void. 

Tamas Bodai

Please also note the supplement to this comment: 
https://cp.copernicus.org/preprints/cp-2021-136/cp-2021-136-RC1-supplement.pdf
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