This study suggests that the words בֹּרא רוח in Amos 4:13 describe YHWH as “loosing [or: separating] the wind repeatedly,” against the common understanding of the words as describing YHWH “who creates (or: is the creator of) the wind.” In favor of this new interpretation, the author presents four arguments: First, the participle (ברא) describes a continuous action. Second, in the Hebrew Bible, YHWH’s actions pertaining to the wind are regularly of a spatial nature, and indicate moving the wind from one place to another. Third, several scholars have suggested that, in other parts of the Hebrew Bible, the verb ברא means “to separate” rather than “to create.” Fourth, in the ancient Near Eastern, Levantine, and ancient Israelite worldviews, we sometimes find traditions about the existence of the wind before creation, as one of the primordial elements that precede the creation of the earth (alongside water and darkness). Considering these arguments, the author concludes that Amos 4:13 does not serve as a doxology, but rather is a warning about the destruction to come.

Although this paper incorporates an impressive bibliography and offers some interesting insights, it fails to establish the proposed new interpretation. In my opinion, these four arguments (whether taken separately or as a whole) do not expose serious flaws in the common interpretation of Amos 4:13 and do not succeed in displacing it. First, it is not clear why the author invests so much effort (almost a third of the paper) in contending that the participle must describe a continuous action, when it can simply serve as an epithet of YHWH (referring, as in many other cases, to action that has already been concluded – see the bibliography on the ‘hymnic participle’ / hymnische Partizipien). Second, although God is described sometimes as one who moves the wind from one place to another, it does not necessarily follow that the verse under discussion should be understood in this way
. The statistics on such usages indicate the frequency of this type of meaning, but these data did not, of course, compel the biblical writers in determining their content, especially if a biblical author was polemicizing on the basis of an ancient worldview.
 Third, the meaning of ברא as “to separate,” suggested by several scholars, can hardly fit the verse under discussion, as it parallels יוצר הרים (“who forms the mountains”) – a parallel to which the author of this paper does not sufficiently attend. Fourth, several texts indeed present the mythological nature of the wind as a primordial substance, but it is not necessarily the case that this doxology, which may be of later origin than Amos’s lifetime (in contrast to the author’s conclusion, p. 13), holds the same mythological meaning. In sum, the reader might get the impression that the author is not trying to propose a solution to existing exegetical problems, but rather to establish a prior assumption. In addition, the paper lacks adequate reference to interpretation of the phrase in the context of the full verse and pericope, as well as a comparison to other doxologies in Amos and other prophetic literature.                    
In light of the above, I cannot presently 
recommend the publication of this paper. However, since the paper does contain several good points, I would encourage the author to revise it, changing the focus and addressing more thoroughly the context of the verse and its meaning within the pericope and in comparison with other doxologies, and then to resubmit.   
�“it does not obligate our verse” – did I understand correctly?


�This sentence was a little unclear. Did I understand correctly?


�Added ‘presently’ because in what follows you do suggest revising and resubmitting, but the word can be deleted if you want to make the rejection stronger. 





