A normative justification for not applying contract doctrine: The example of gift-giving obligations	Comment by Susan Doron: The title refers to gift-giving obligations  ההתחייבות לתת מתנה כמשל

However, the text refers to gift-giving institutions - this should be clarified or made consistent
Abstract
This paper argues that it is not appropriate to apply contract doctrine to institutions that are primarily concerned with interactions between individuals, and in which interpersonal relationships form a distinct, substantial, and essential part of their purpose. Contract doctrine is not suitable if there is a commitment to maintaining the values and characteristics that make these institutions distinct.	Comment by Susan Doron: Doctrine or law -  you use law later in the next paragraph

Law refers to the body of rules and regulations governing agreements between parties
Doctrine refers to the principles guiding the interpretation of contracts and those laws	Comment by JJ: פרטים
Is the intended meaning here individuals or “parties”	Comment by Susan Doron: Public commitment? Institutional? It would help clarify
This paper explores a combination of different theories that relate—some directly and others indirectly—to contract law. This helps us present various normative sources that explain the dissonance between contract doctrine and institutions with distinct, essential emotional values underpinning their purpose and serving as the basis of their establishment. In particular, we focus on the gift-giving institution, with its distinct emotional character underlying its aims.	Comment by Susan Doron: Note the use of law rather than doctrine here	Comment by Susan Doron: Gift institution is the literal translation - this does not seem to be a phrase widely used in the literature. one example found was https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/155836/1/vol05-no03-a4.pdf
  

Do you mean perhaps charitable institutions?
The application of contract doctrine exposes a dissonance of values between the gift-giving institution and contract law. As a result,  the underlying characteristics of the gift-giving institution are altered, and its underlying values disregarded. This change is not minor, superficial, or semantic, but results in the gift-giving institution being unable to realize its original purpose, as this incompatibility undermines and negates its core values.	Comment by Susan Doron: This is an accurate/fair translation - החלת הדוקטרינה החוזית מביאה לחוסר התאמה ערכי בין מוסד המתנה לבין ערכי הדוקטרינה החוזית

However, how does the application of contract doctrine result in/cause a dissonance/mismatch when there inherently is one?

To support this, perhaps a contrasting description of the nature of contract-doctrine values would help. You have noted the underlying inter-personal and emotional values of gift-giving institutions.
The theories presented here offer different perspectives related to the values aspect of this inter-institutional conflict, which help explain the roots of the conflict between contract doctrine and the gift-giving institution. By highlighting the various ways in which this value discordance arises, these theories provide justifications for refraining from applying contract doctrine to gift-giving institutions. We first present the contribution of these theories to identifying and highlighting the incompatibility between the values of contract doctrine and gift-giving institutions. We then describe the mechanisms that produce this incompatibility and that thereby cause harm to the gift-giving institution. The application of contract doctrine to gift-giving institutions and the resulting mismatch of values fundamentally negate the purpose of the gift in such a way that threatens the social norms underpinning the institution. There is an element of “monitoring and policing” in the application of contract doctrine that is inversely related to the original character of the gift-giving relationship, and that may adversely affect it. 	Comment by JJ: There is no need to repeat the word “theories”	Comment by JJ: The source repeats here

when the contractual doctrine is applied—

It is not necessary to repeat it in the English	Comment by Susan Doron: The source here דוחקת  could mean supplant - it seems like weakens or pressures or threatens, as suggested, is more suitable in this context	Comment by Susan Doron: Is this addition for context correct?	Comment by JJ: which
This article argues that it is not advisable to apply contract doctrine to legal institutions with specific attributes—interpersonal-emotional relationships, a history of multiple interactions, and an expectation of future relations—that represent the main reasons for the original formation of the institution and for its purpose. These attributes will cause the rejection of the contract doctrine “transplant,” since its application would result in significant damage to the core values underlying these institutions. Ultimately, contract law may be unable to provide a correct and appropriate response to “emotional relationships”—that is, to systems and interactions based on personal relationships. 	Comment by JJ: I would say “this paper argues” rather than “in seems” since the former is more confident and the latter sounds like you are hedging	Comment by JJ: Literally so in the source	Comment by JJ: Added by me as it seems to need something to signal that we are coming to the final sentence and not just...stopping
