The Abstract:  Sulam group and Dr. Israel Eldad as leaders of an alternative ideological worldview, and a source of anti-establishment activities in the first decade of the State of Israel (1948–-1958)


The popular image of the first decade of the State of Israel’s existence is that of a state country dominated by Mapai as the major large party  with a forceful David Ben-Gurion at the helm, buttressed by broad parliamentary and public support, and serving as Prime Minister for most of the decade. These conditions allowed the leadership of the new state to effectively implement its plans in a wide range of areas, thereby realizing its vision of Zionist-Socialism and its support of statism, or centralized state control of the society and the economy. Nonetheless, despite the dominance of the ruling party in Israel’s first ten years as a nation, there remained pockets of ideological and political opposition to Mapai, its leaders, and the worldview and vision they had for the young state.    
One of these oppositional forces was the Sulam group, founded in April 1949, (continuing its activities until approximately 1963) and led by Dr. Israel Eldad-Scheib (later known as Israel Eldad), a former member of the leadership of Lehi, a Zionist paramilitary organization in the years of British rule, and one of  its leading thinkertheoreticians. Upon joining Sulam, Eldad was asked to add commentaries and explanations to a document entitled Ikarey Hathia, (Principles of Resurrection), an ideological treatise penned by the founder of Lehi, Abraham Stern, who operated under the alias of Yairknown by his underground nickname, Yair. In this endeavor, Eldad first became acquainted with the idea of “The Kingdom of Israel,” a concept that would shape his ideological future. Eldad would come to emphasize what he saw as an obligation to establish an independent State of Israel that functions as a kingdom in its essencewith a kingdom as its foundation. During his time within Lehi’s ranks, Eldad would try to promote this idea among his friends, but many of them opposed its far-reaching implications. 	Comment by Author: , Lehi needs to be identified briefly.	Comment by Author: 	Comment by Author: From the eginning this concept of the Kingdom of Israel needs a fu ller explanation  - what did it mean, on what was it based, what is its religious association, etc. None of this is clear; some is hinted at in the conclusion without any basis laid in the text.


In the run-up to the election of the First Knesset, members of the Ha-Lochamim Party (the Fighters’ List, representing former Lehi members) refused to comply with Eldad’s’s and his followers’’ demand to place the idea of The Kingdom of Israel at the center of the party’s election campaign. As a result, Eldad and his followers left the party and decided to focus on publishing a monthly  journal of reflections, Sulam (Ladder) for the Thought of Liberty (Herut) Israel. At the same time, the group began hosting regular political meetings at branches located in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem to discuss the major issues on the political agenda of the young Israeli state. 	Comment by Author: HaLohmim?
For Sulam’s members, the Kingdom of Israel idea was the ultimate solution to what they viewed as fundamental problems and defects in the state that threatened its continued existence. The philosophical principles of the group had an effect on its sociological character structure and its activities throughout the 1950s. Of greatest significance was the group’s status as a cultural and social enclave alienated from, and resentful toward, the governmental establishment, as well as toward broad strata of the Israeli public.
Therefore, a key conclusion of this study is that the combination of a radical and far-reaching worldview dedicated to establishing the Kingdom of Israel and the existence of an “enclave culture” wherein members demonstrated intense loyalty and personal commitment to the group, played a vital role in creating the appropriate conditions for the establishment of two underground organizations: The Kingdom of Israel underground that operated in 1953, and the squad  that carried out the assassination of Dr. Israel Kastner in March 1957.
Another fundamental question arises from the Kingdom of Israel idea and from Sulam’s radical position on issues such as the desired character of the Israeli state, the rule of law in the country, and the nature of its judicial system. Did their these ideological leanings place the group at the far right of the Israeli political spectrum and did it even include certain elements of fascism within it?
An in-depth study of the views expressed by Sulam in its magazine and other publications indicate the existence of a number of similarities between the characteristics of the far right in general as defined in the academic literature and the ideas subscribed to by the group. However, a question remains as to whether the integration of apparently fascist attitudes in the group’'s worldview and flagship program was deliberate and reflected a deep commitment to such ideas, or whether it was done for limited, short-term purposes and did not really represent any true fascist sympathies. The ongoing efforts of Israel Eldad and his supporters to shake off the image of extremism and zealotry that clung to them indicates that, in their subjective perception at least, the fascist program was not integral to the group’s identity. In addition, Ben-Gurion’s statiststatehood  approach, which was acceptable in those years (although it was criticized considered  as étatisme by its critics), provided legitimacy to Sulam’s leadership, who supported this policy in principle, even if they demanded greater use of state apparatus to pursue the goal of establishing the Kingdom of Israel. 


'Sulam'Sulam as a cultural and social “'enclave”'
The founding nucleus of 'Sulam'Sulam included about 30 people, most of them whom were former Lehi members who were born in Eastern Europe in the first and the second decades of the 20th century and who were mostly  (hence they were in their 20s and 30s when the group was founded). Having grownThey grew up in middle-class Zionist families that still who also maintained a religious lifestyles in Europe,; as a result, they received a traditional Jewish education in their youth. bBut once in high school,in their high school years,  they usually acquired a general humanist-general education, some of them receiving academic educations,; some of them also acquired academic education,  mainly in  the humanities.. Another small group of 'Sulam'sSulam’s founders, originally Lehi members, were born in Palestine. who came from Lehi were country natives. Most of these Sulam founders founding nucleus lived in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, the Israel’s largestbig cities:. On the whole, they  Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. They belonged Socio-economically to the middle class, were considered “veterans” of the country’s society, having lived thereand also to the 'Veterans society' that lived in the country before the state establishment of the State of Israel. During itsthe first years, 'Sulam'Sulam didn't did not have a foothold in the periphery or the more vulnerable socioeconomic areas ofy, or in the slums of the big cities. There Nor were any of those who arrived on was also no representation for the people of during the mass aliyah (immigration) to Israel from North African and Arab countries following the founding of the states represented in Sulam’s ranks.the Great Aliyah. 
In terms of gender, theThe group was overwhelmingly male in composition male presence in the group stood out numerically and also in the big and men occupied the majority of number of roles they had in the journal's system, and in day-to-day activities in the day-to-day running of the journal. However, some female activists who belonged to the founding group, gained a central and important status due to their organizational and social contributions.
Sulam’s original relatively homogenous socioeconomic profile became far more diverse The joining of new and younger members to the group in the first half of the 1950s as new and younger members joined the group., brought a significant change in its socio-economic profile which became more heterogeneous and diverse. Most of the joiners new adherents had beenwere country nativesborn in Palestine, but their parents had immigrated from came from  a wide variety of of countries of origincountries. Prominent among the newcomers was a group A prominent group among them was of Yemeni descent. These new activists came mostly from the lower- middle class, and some of them were even among drawn from Israel’sthe  weaker most vulnerable sections of the Israeli populations. In this sense, the group functioned sociologically as an intersectoral groupbecame a sociological cross-section with a diverse social composition and containingof people from different socioeconomic, educational, and ethnic strata. and populations. The unifying factor in such a group is was the deep commitment to Sulam’sits ideology and the common goals, as well as the collective 'home' feeling of belonging. Indeed, key activists in 'Sulam'Sulam repeatedly emphasizedused to emphasize their sharedcommon aspiration to to establish the the establishment of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel despite the fact that mainstream Israeli society found the vision extreme and unacceptable., despite the identification of their vision as exceptional and extreme by most of the Israeli public.
Sulam’sThe g roup frameworkstructure  was built on the basis ofbuilt on a foundation of  permanent symbols and rituals, which created its unique character. The mThey held regular meetings in the 'Sulam'Sulam club in Tel Aviv  that that included political and cultural events (such as Bible lessons and studying the poetry of Uri- Zvi Greenberg), were held until Dr. Israe Kastner’sthe assassination  of Dr. Kastner in March 1957, which represented a turning point for the organization and its purported role in it. In addition, lectures were given on current political issues, followed by an open discussions of the participants. A sSimilar but more limited activityactivities took place at the 'Sulam'Sulam club in Jerusalem, but on a smaller scale.	Comment by Author: It is not clear what is meant by symbols and rituals – this needs some clarification.	Comment by Author: Did the assassination immediately end the group’s activities or cause it to stop meeting/operation? Consider adding a few words explaining the effect of the assassination on the group.
Their main annual event took place on the awas the Anniversary of the death of Lehi’'s first commander, Abraham Stern, - 'Yair' (which usually takes place in February). This day had a symbolic significance for the group and was considered as an opportunity to demonstrate their influence demonstration of power for them by organizing a big large open assembly assemblies which also received widespread early publicity in the general publicwere widely publicized among the general public well in advance.
Cultural or social events were held infrequently , because 'Sulam'Sulam leaders did not believe that  didn't appreciate its contribution  such events could help furtherto the  their ideological goals. component. Nonetheless,However, Sulam enjoyed an active cadre was formed in among its ranks, and its participants developed a culture of feelings of solidarity and deep commitment to the group’'s values and norms. 
Sulam’s uniqueThe special ideological, social, and cultural elements which existed in 'Sulam', made render the group an idealthe group a clear case study of for the 'Enclave Culture'“enclave culture” model as, which was built proposed and presented at first by the British anthropologist, Mary Douglas. A culture enclave is usually created by a group of people that theirwhose views are not acceptable to the generalto the public at large, sometimes even challenging generally accepted norms. and even challenge them. The negative approachactivities of such groups can lead to resentment, fear, criticism, or censure  the group develops reluctance and public criticism towardsof its members on the part of the general public, who which are perceive these groupsd as a threat to the existing political and social order. As a result, these groups createThis situation causes the creation of a closed social and cultural units that gradually cultivates an independent identitiesy and sets clear boundaries between themselves it and the mainstream society.other people. 
The It did not take long from Sulam’s founding for its members to begin acting as members of group's members started to act as an enclave culture just a short time after their set up. ; Tthe main reason for this was were the constraints and the limitations that they had to deal with in thefaced from the Israeli political establishment and public extentthe broader society, although an element of willful self-imposed isolation cannot be discounted. but also due to their choice and preference. In this way, 'Sulam'Sulam leaders and followers sought to maintain their special ideological position and to emphasize the civic and cultural differences between themselves and their ideological and political rivals. Their primary ambition intention first and foremost was to topple the Mapai regime,  and but the in addition to 'Herut'Herut movement, Mapai’s main opposition, was also firmly in their sights. Herut’s insistence that they were the sole successors of its founding leader Ze'ev Jabotinsky meant that they became Sulam’sunder the leadership of Menachem Begin main rival in the Revisionist movement representing a more maximalist form of Zionism emphasizing Israel’s territorial integrity and the right to Jewish sovereignty, which emphasized that they are the sole successors of the Revisionist movement and its leader Ze'ev Jabotinsky.
Lehi veterans who tried to integrate intoin the public sphere after the state's State’s establishment, above all in order to secure a;  especially to find a source of livelihood, encountered many numerous difficulties obstacles due owing to the governmental  policiesy hostile toagainst them. The administration at the time feared of the possibility that the presence of former members of the 'Porshim' extremist organizations in the public sector, would enable them to enjoy a public platform can to provide them a platform to spread their extreme views.. One of the most prominent cases to of attempts to restrict 'Sulam'Sulam members from taking on roles as public servantsr, was the attempt by Prime Minister Ben-Gurion, in his capacity as Defense Minister, to prevent the employment of Israel Eldad as a teacher in the government state educational system. In,  an explanatory letter, Ben-Gurion claimed claiming that: “"he [Eldad] wants to use weapons against the IDF and the Israeli government in special cases.”".This is what Ben-Gurion wrote in his explanatory letter. Although the Supreme Court revoked this directive, it increased the hard feelingscemented the antagonism against Mapai and its leaders among 'Sulam'sSulam’s members. InAs a response, they formulated a special system of covert beliefs, concepts, and symbols known only to them, which were only clear to them.. In this sense, 'Sulam'sSulam’s members created an 'emotional “emotional community”' as explained bys the American historian Barbara Rosenwein, which distinguished them from broaderthe Israeli society, and outlined distinguished their relationships and attitudes toward other political groups. 'Sulam'sSulam’s leaders used to emphasized, that their ambition “"to work for the realization of a founding idea,”", which means referred to the establishment of the "Kingdom of Israel"Kingdom of Israel, and which obligeds them to be different in the ideologically, conceptually, and emotionally aspects from the rest of the public in the country. 	Comment by Author: This word needs to be explained or translated in brackets.	Comment by Author: Citation?
Malchut Israel –- The 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel as the founding idea of 'Sulam'Sulam 
The central axis mission and driving engine pole and the unifying factor of 'sSulam' circle throughout its years of activity existence (1949– - 1963), was the vision of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel. As mentioned above, Israel Eldad, the main founder of 'Sulam'Sulam, was exposed to to the ideological and political significance of this idea during his first meetings with Lehi commander Avraham “Yair”  Stern – 'Yair'. In these meetings, 'Yair' shared with Eldadpresented him his 'Principles of Resurrection ' – ('Ikarey Hathiya)' document which , that he wrote in the second half of 1940 with the aim of outlining outlining the elements of how to oppose the ways of struggle against the British rule, and to providing a guide give guidelines for action tofor  Lehi members following the foreseeableafter their struggle will end successfully end of the independence struggle in which the  - then will start the period of “"lordship and redemption"” in the history of the nation would begin. The phrase "The Kingdom of Israel", appeared in section 10 of 'Yair’'s document, in which it is stated that one of the main tasks after the end of the British Mandate wais,: “"Kibbutz Galuyot Shalem (a completefull iIngathering of the exiles) within the Kingdom of Israel.”". 	Comment by Author: Citation?
The term “'kingship”' as an expression embodying: independence and complete sovereignty, that appearedused to appear in Uri- Zvi Greenberg’'s poems. The poet,, who was known for his ultra-nationalist views, greatly influenced which Eldaed, whose was greatly influenced by them (Eldad's ideological and political worldview was also heavily influenced by a number of European philosophers, most notably the teachings of Friedrich Nietzsche). 
Abba Ahimeair, who headed the Brit Ha-Birionim (Alliance of Bullies), also used to emphasize in its his publications that the Zionist movement should strive for the establishment of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel and not be content with the building of “'national home”' as set forth(as it appears in the Balfour Declaration).  
The interpretations and expansions which Eldad added to Stern’sthe 'Pprinciples' document, at according to Yair's Yair’s request, focused on the idea of 'Kingdom' idea. However, after Yair’'s murder by a British officer in ( February of 1942), Natan Yellin-Mor and Yitzhak Shamir (born Itzhak Yezernetzky, and who would serve asIzarnitzky-Shamir the seventh Prime Minister of Israel), who took command of the organization (in collaboration with Eldad), and rejected both Stern’sthe document and the broader conclusions Eldad drew from it., and mainly Eldad's far-reaching explanations about him. Shamir,The latter who was part of Lehi’'s leadership in those years, postponed further doing any further action regardingabout the 'Kingdom' idea until after the foundation of the state. 	Comment by Author: The chronology is  unclear here. What years? 
In February 1949, Eldad presented an organized plan of for practically advancing this idealthe idea at the conference of the political party, the Fighters’ Party Listconference, to which he belonged, as many did many other former Lehi members. The program carried was given the symbolic name: “"Ththe Ladder of Jacob our Father”" –  ("Sulamo shel Yaakov Avinu)". The plan, stated that at the first stage stands the needrelied on the  to establishestablishment of a powerful sovereign entity that will would have regional power, and military strengthresilience militarily, economic viabilityally, and social stabilityly wise. This step will would attract also lead to mass immigration (a - Aliyah) to the country. The second, and the more important stage of the plan, is was the building of a national and cultural framework tothat will  renew the ancient moral and spiritual values of the Biblical era and theits Pprophets. At this point, all foreign ideologies and fads fashions that still clung to the national heritagenation (both Eastern European sSocialism and wWestern cCapitalism), will would be eliminated. 	Comment by Author: This has suddenly jumped to post-state years.
After most of the party members rejected Eldad’s and his followers’ demand to put their plan in the focusat the core of the party’'s platform, they decided to retire from itwithdraw from the party and focus on publishing in order to publish a monthly reflective journal tothat will emphasise their positions and expose them to the Israeli public. discuss and disseminate their position to the Israeli public. 
'Sulam'sSulam’s main argument was that the concept of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel is was the only way to solve the complex problems that the state has to deal with since itsfacing the country since its establishment. 'Sulam'Sulam leaders used to claimclaimed that the State of Israel is represented merejust  a transitional stage until the setting up ofestablishment of the 'Kingdom'. However, they also were able to understand that under thealso cognizant of the fact that  existing conditions of in the country made it highly unlikely that they would succeed in mobilizing anythere is a significant difficulty to mobilize broad  mass public support for their vision. Moreover, the existence of a strong central governmental center doesn't  discouraged allow the use of radical actions in order to change the situationas a path to achieving the group’s political goals. Added to these tangible, pragmatic problems was the difficulty Sulam’s leadership had in articulating a clear conceptual or practical framework for their vision regarding certain key questions about the composition of the Kingdom of Israel. Substantive issues, like whether the kingdom would be a literal or symbolic monarchy and what the relationship between the government and religion would remain nebulous and unresolved. 	Comment by Author: But didn’t the concept pre-date the establishment of the state? What made it so special now?
At the same time Sulam's leadership discovered the difficulty to present a clear outline of action on basic questions related to their vision, such as the nature of the regime within the 'Kingdom' - an authoritarian monarchy, or a symbolic one; the interactions that will take place between religion and state, and other substantive issues.
During the period of its activityits existence, 'Sulam'Sulam presented two action plans based on the 'Kingdom' ideafor the realization of the Kingdom,, but these plans were limited in their scope compared to the broad grand vision  of the original programthat was initially included in the grand project. At the end of 1955, in response and due to what they considered the gpresented as the government's overnment’s failure in the security and the political sphere, 'Sulam'Sulam presented a limited program entitled “ that carried the name: "The Ssolution: Emergency Government, War of Independence, and Political Neutrality.”". The plan called for the immediate establishmentsetting up of a “"national emergency government”", whose ministers will would be drawncome from the ranks of the people and not from the political parties. The main task of this government will would be the conduct of aa “"second liberation war that will would complete the occupation of the entire country which remained unachievedthat was then avoided.”". In May 1958, on the tenth anniversary of independence, and following the Sinai War, another plan was published, named: “"Tthe State of Israel , as a Bbridge to the Kingdom of Israel".” The plan soughtintended  to clarify the main ideological and political foundations of the 'Kingdom' aspiration of 'Sulam'Sulam’s Kingdom aspirations, as well asalong with emphasizehighlighting the state's state’s responsibility for to take care of its implementationimplementing it. In addition, the “"spiritual revival”" stage, which was supposed to be the final phase of the plan, was introduced only on the theoretical level because it was impossible to ascertain when it could be attained. , because of the difficulty to assess when it could be achieved. These changes from the earlier plans were probably attributable internal reactions to were probably due to the lesson of 'sulam' from the Kastsztner assassination, which was committed by some activists who were part of the group and caused severe damage to its public image. It also reflectedraised a real concerns about the possibility of the government Government enforcement activity against them.	Comment by Author: Is this the correct translation? Or war of liberation?	Comment by Author: This is a little confusing – do you mean the Sinai War of 1956? Why is that important in 1958?
The gap between the extreme ideology of 'Sulam'Sulam leadership on the one side, and their circumspectcareful conduct on the other side, created a sense of dissonance among many of the group members who felt that they must act immediatelyimmediate action was required to realizeexecute the group’'s revolutionary vision. This processdissonance, coupled with along with the Sulam’sgroup's function as an enclave culture, led to the creation of two secret and violent frameworks of action within itsplinters within it. The first was: 'The Kingdom of Israel' Uunderground, which operated from the end of 1952 until the middle of 1953 in, as a  response to the severe a series of Arab terrorist attacks,  – 'tThe Fedayeeniun' insurgency in the country in the 1950s, resulting in hundreds of deadall over the country, and the growing anti-Semitism in Eastern Europe (Thethe  Prague trials, and the Jewish writers and physicians trials in the Soviet- Union under the rule of Stalin). Another violent splinter groupterrorist group stood inwas March 1957 behind the  assassination of Dr. Israel Kasztner in March 1957, which designed tothe aim of which was to express their opposition to the gfrustration and disappointment from the government's consentovernment’s decision in the wake of international pressure on Israel to give up all the achievementsreturn all the gains made during of the Sinai War and return to the ceasefire lines due to the heavy international pressure on Israel. Added to this, according to Zeev Ekstein, one of the murderers, was the motive to take revenge on Kastner for what they viewed asthe desire to take revenge on Dr.Kasztner for moral and patriotic reasons (as argued by Zeev Ekstein, one of the murderers), due to his willingness to collaborate with the Nazi regime during the Holocaust, about which facts emerged during , as it became clear during the court hearingsthe court proceedings of a of the libel suit in his case brought with respect to accusations of his collaboration..	Comment by Author: What did they actually do? How were their actions responses?
The controversy between 'Sulam'Sulam and 'Herut'Herut party
The position positioning of 'Sulam'Sulam as an enclave culture that focused on the achieving the idea of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel as described, influenced directly affected the group’'s attitudes concerning a number of fundamental questions that deals with the form of the state's regime and administrationrelated to the nature and composition of the state and its administration, ; and its desired civic image; the role and the status of the rule of law and the judicial system in the country;, and the place of individual rights in the Israeli society. Another significant question for them revolved arounddealt with the legitimate boundaries of action in the public space for ideological and political groups, and, in particular, whether the use of violence can could be justified in certain circumstances.  'Sulam'sSulam’s radical positions on these issues, intendedwas to remove any obstacles that may could prevent the implementation of their its vision.  While both Sulam and Herut followed the same trajectory of renouncing violence as a means to achieve political goals (Sulam in the context of Lehi and Herut in the context of the Irgun under the leadership of Menachem Begin), the two organizations took on very different characters. 
In addition, those positions reflected the big difference between the process that took place in 'Sulam' during its transition from underground and violent acts within the framework of Lehi, to public doing, and the process that was undergone by the 'Herut' Movement headed by Menachem Begin in their way from the The Irgun aggressive operations to political and parliamentary activity.
'Sulam'Sulam became an enclave group that was located on the right-wing of the political mapspectrum, and while 'Herut'Herut however built itself as into a broad-based political  'mass party' in an effort to quickly transition into the center of the political spectrum and present a viable alternative to out of its desire to move quickly to the center of the political map and to introduce an alternative to Mapai regimerule. ThereforeTo this end, it adopted the democratic norms within a relatively short time and joined the political forcesallied itself with political forces that usually expresseding moderate positions on the main issues.
The intensification of disputes and contrasts disagreements between the two movementsparties was also a result of the cloudy stormy relationships between Israel Eldad and Menachem Begin. It began with their joint activitywork together in the 1930s in the Beitar movement in Poland, which created precisely a great profound ideological and personal closeness between them, but it continued soon turned into a bitter rivalry in the 1940s, when Begin was appointed to the command of Irgun commander (December 1943), and Eldad has belonged tobecame a member of the Lehi leadership. The rivalry even intensified further after the state's establishment of the State of Israel, - the main controversy revolved beingaround the question of whether 'Herut'Herut and Begin are were the sole successors of the Revisionist movement and its founder, Ze'ev Jabotinsky. Begin saw himself as the sole heir of Jabotinsky –- the “'founding father,”', and built constructed a convincing historical continuum legacy from the Revisionist movement and Beitar, an early Revisionist youth movement, through to, through the Irgun’s campaigns against the activity against the British, rule and until the foundation of Herut movement. Sulam and Eldad refused to accept Herut’s claimed monopoly on Jabotinsky’s legacy,this exclusivity, requesting appealing to that the other side will to recognize them as also a legitimate heir to an important ideological body whose doctrine rests also on Jabotinsky theory. Another demand of Sulam was for Herut to recognizethe recognition of Lehi’i's significant contribution to the struggle against the British Mandate, and especially the “"historical truth,”" as Eldad put it, that Yair’'s decision to launch an armed struggle against the British Empire, preceded Begin’'s declaration of “"rebellion”" against it.	Comment by Author: Please explain what Beitar is
Eldad also claimed that also that the Polish romance and 'nobility' that affected Begin’s legal education in Poland as a young man in his youth, give the reason for his devotionleft him with an unwavering dedication  to the power of the rule of law and his lack of tolerance for any and his great respect without any criticism towards of the Israeli judicial system. According to Eldad, tThese attitudeselements  also largely dictated Begin’'s political conduct, which Eldad consideredwas naive and ineffectualpurposeless. according to Eldad's opinion.	Comment by Author: Do you mean without purpose here? Or perhaps do you mean ineffectual?
The main gaps differences between the parties turned revolved around issues related to rule,the rule of law, and justice. 'Herut'Herut and Beginunder Begin adopted after a relatively short timewas relatively quick to adopt (and largely as a lesson from their radical activities against the reparations agreement with Germany, which provoked harsh reactions against them), the principle of political change by democratic ballot onlys of the democratic regime and mainly that the change of government will only occur by the voter ballot. .This may have occurred in large part as a consequence of the strong reaction against them when they opposed the reparations agreement with Germany. In addition, Begin emphasized the “"supremacy of law”" and the sovereignty of the judicial system in the country. The people of 'Sulam'Sulam, on the other hand, regarded the democratic system just as a toola mere instrument, as opposed to an inviolable principle, and  that must be examined in accordance with itswhose continuation was contingent on its usefulness and its contribution to the achievement of the national goals (as defined by Sulam), especially, of course, to the establishment of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel. As a result, 'Sulam'Sulam challenged the basic civic duty to obey the laws of the state's lawsstate  without any restrictions or conditions. Likewise, the blame that and distrusted thethe judicial system, suspecting it of being an arm of the executive in the country is actually controlled by the government. A prominent example for this claim was found by 'Sulam'Sulam in the government's government’s decision to uphold hear the trial of the members of the Malchut Israel (Kingdom of Israel) underground members movement not in a civilian court, as was customary in such cases, usual, but in a special military tribunal  which established for this purpose at Tzerifin military camp (hence the group’'s familiar name -– the “'Tzerifin Uunderground”'). 'Sulam'sSulam’s leaders referred to the underground prisoners as “"Hebrew patriots whose national dignity is not a ridiculous concept, but something sacred.”". Hence their claim that the state state laws did not representdon't constitute a binding governmental norms, but only a technical tools and a recommendationor “suggestions” that can could be turned disregarded aside for vital in the interest of achieving its goals. Indeed,In such in cases like the Tzrifin affair, there isthere was even a moral justification for violating various certain laws. In his defiant article: “"I Ppreach for the Uuse of Wweapons,”"' which was published in the February  1951 issue of "Sulam", Israel Eldad demonstrated that he was entitled to “"claim the right to preach using weapons in cases where he sees himself obligated to revolt against the Israeli government.”". This article appeared about two months after the High Court of Justice accepted Eldad’'s legal petition regarding his non-employment as a teacher in the state education system because Ben-Gurion, then Minister of Defense accused Eldad  of preaching “he: "preaches the use of weapons against the IDF and the Israeli government in cases he sees fit.”". This accusation was made against Eldad by David Ben-Gurion as the Minister of Defense. 	Comment by Author: Which group was called the Tzerifin underground?	Comment by Author: This needs a citation.	Comment by Author: Citation? Also, this repeats the same quote used on p. 6.
The principled principle ideological disputes between 'Sulam'Sulam and 'Herut'Herut, and the personal confrontation between Eldad and Begin, influenced 'Sulam'Sulam’ss position on the question of the function of 'Herut' Herut’s effectiveness as anas an effective opposition  to the Mapai regimerule., and its ambition to set an alternative to the current government. The main argument made by 'Sulam'Sulam throughout the 1950s was that 'Herut'Herut and Begin became had become an integral part of the institutional political system, and in fact, that Begin’s Herutthey accepted Mapai and Ben-Gurion’s rule. 'Sulam'Sulam’s criticism in this veinfield had increased up tountil the elections to the Fourth Knesset (November 1959), when it called to avoid votingfor a boycott of the elections,; a move designed primarily to prevent its supporters from voting to for 'Herut'Herut.
Even so, the deep ideological and political disagreements rift and the personal rivalry between the two sides did notdidn't prevent 'Sulam'Sulam and Eldad to strive for cooperationfrom cooperating with 'Herut'Herut in certain areas, in part out of  their desire to become, in some way, a conceptual source ofsource of conceptual authority that may could wield some influence over 'Herut'Herut’s waydecisions by , and serveserving as its ideological “'gatekeeper.”'. In the absence of any other choice, Eldad agreed tohad no choice other than to accept Menachem Begin as the current leader of the Revisionist camp, but he expected that, in return, Begin will would be ready willing to accept Eldadhim  as his mentor and senior adviser. However, tThese conditions were not acceptable to Begin and his camp.the other side. 
'Sulam'Sulam and the radical critique of the 'Ben-Gurion State' 
After theHaving discussion discussed of the components of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel conceptidea and its development, and the function of 'Sulam'Sulam as an enclave culture with different its own hHabitus, or  - worldview, that shaped its positions on basic civic and political questions, we will now examine further in greater detail the relations between the group and the local governing bodies, especially the General Security Service, better known as the Shin Bet (then known as the Shin-Bet). We will also examine the ideological and the political discourse between 'Sulam'Sulam and two other ideological and anti-establishment centers of political activity at that time and which groups which operated at the arena at the same time and  adopted a radical ideasvision on the question of the identity and goals of the Israeli state. The first of theseone was the weekly HaOolam HaZzeh. the weekly magazine edited by Uri Avnery (that also acted as an ideological-political movement), and 'The Center for Young Hebrews', led by Yonatan Ratosh, which was operated by activists of the former Canaanite movement. Basically opposed to Zionism and devoted to restoring the ancient Hebrew civilization led by Yonatan Ratosh, theywho  resumed their actionactivities after the establishment of the state, operating and  until 1953. The discourse of these three extreme groups reflected the ideological and political mood that developed on the fringes of Israeli society in its first years and the way in which the fringe factors factions referred to the governmental and political center.	Comment by Author: It might be worthwhile here to identify where HaOlam Ha Zeh was on the political spectrum.
Throughout their years of activity, 'Sulam'sSulam’s heads leaders engaged in continuous journalistic and public activity expressingthat reflected their harsh and sometimes blatantly personal criticism against of Mapai and Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion. 'Sulam'Sulam’s journal regularly included harsh attacks against theon government's policy in almost every area, often accompanied by predictions of the catastrophic destruction of the Israeli nation itself., warning that its consequences could even lead to the destruction of the state. One of the main areasissues to criticsm  subject to criticism was the  the failed foreign and security policy of the government which doesn't failed to offer give a real response to the frequent infiltration attacks that caused many civilian casualties among the country’s citizens  (many of them in frontier areas that were populated by immigrants (olim)Olim). The severe attacks undermined the citizen's’ sense of personal security and damaged national morale. As a result, 'Sulam'Sulam accused the government that theof a failing foreign and security policy which was, “"pushing us into a political abyss.”". 	Comment by Author: Citation needed.
Another arena for attacks was opened foropportunity for 'Sulam'Sulam to attack the government presented itself in January 1954, with the opening of the legal proceedings in the defamation lawsuit filed by the Sstate authorities in the case of Dr. Israel Kasztner (who was a Mapai activist and served as the spokesman of the Ministry of Trade and Industry), in response to the accusation of a citizen, Malkiel Greenwald,'s blame  that Kasztner had collaborated with tThe Nazis during and even after the Holocaust period. After Judge Benjamin Halevy published his ruling rejectingthat rejected the lawsuit and acceptinged most of Greenwald's claims (June 1955), 'Sulam'Sulam coined the term “'Kastnerism,” meaning', which meant that Kasztner’'s conduct, as revealed in the trial, wais analogous toconsistent with the “"cooperation”" of Mapai leaders with the enemies during the Mandate period, and especially against their opponents from the Revisionist camp.
The Sinai War (October 1956) and its military achievements, aroused enthusiasm and hope among 'Sulam'Sulam members for a real change in the country’'s security and political approach, especially after P.M Ben-Gurion’'s declaration about of “"the establishment of the Third Kingdom of Israel.”". But this hope was quickly replaced by feelings of disappointmentfrustration and anger due to the government's government agreeingagreement  to return to the 1949 borders, in response tobecause of the heavy international pressure exerted on Israel. 'Sulam'Sulam estimated claimed that the country’s leaders would succumb to every international demand just as the “"Judenrat members agreed to send Jews to the kilns in the hope of saving the rest.”".	Comment by Author: Citation.	Comment by Author: Citation.
The assassination of Dr. Kasztner in early March 1957, which happened in the midst of the governmentalgovernment discussions about the completion of the withdrawal process, led 'Sulam'Sulam to argue, after many pointed to their direct involvement in the murder, that the main beneficiary from the event is was Mapai itself, as the assassination because it distracted the public opinion from the security and  diplomatic collapse. The decision of the Attorney General, 's (Haim Cohen,) in decision in September 1957 to file an indictment against Eldad for his alleged involvement in Kastner’s assassination against Israel Eldad for “fulfilling a role in the management of a terrorist organization and publishing things that are a plot to incite rebellion” for his alleged involvement in Kasztner's assassinationcreated deep feelings of injustice and personal persecution among Sulam members, due to "fulfilling a role in the management of a terrorist organization and publishing things that are a plot to incite rebellion". , created deep feelings of injustice and personal persecution among 'Sulam' members. However, after the state state withdrew the indictment, there was a considerable moderation in the severity of 'Sulam'sSulam began to moderate its anti-government stance, becoming anti-government sayings, which became more cautious and consideratecontrolled. The attacks on the political and the security moves of the government government continued unabated, but now the criticism was more restrained and carried almost no blatant personal characterand avoided character attacks.
In the absence of any legal basis, the state state authorities for their side didn't preventdid not ban the publication of 'Sulam'Sulam magazine (May 1949), and the creationor prosecute of its circle of activists, but the security bodies forces led by the Shin- Bet did constantly followed monitor the group due as part of their mandate to keep dangerous organizations under surveillanceto their official duty to observe extremist ideological bodies in the country. As noted already, tThe first indication of the supervisionis state oversight, indeed, interference, was the attempt to prevent the employment of Israel Eldad as a teacher in the state state educational system (September 1950).; Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion, in his capacity as Defense Minister, appealed to the Ministry of Education to prevent Eldad from being becoming a teacher due to the extreme content included in his autobiographical book (Ma'asar Rishon (The First Tithe)), and in his journalistic articles. This attempt failed after the Supreme Court accepted Eldad’'s petition on the matter, and perhaps for this reason, the authorities had refrained from taking any other restrictive measures against the group in the following years.
The state security bodies forces continued the monitoring of 'Sulam'Sulam and its members, but in the second half of 1952, they nonetheless they failed to prevent in advance the emergencedevelopment of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel Uunderground. The Security Services commissioner Issar Harel admitted that they had no former prior information about the identity of the people who carried out in Feb 1953 thea terrorist attack against the Soviet-Union eEmbassy of the Soviet Union in Tel- Aviv in February 1953. Although the ggovernment accepted the recommendation to declare the underground as a terrorist organization (under the Prevention of Terrorism Ordinance), it refrained to from includinge within it the 'Sulam'Sulam magazine and its group members. 
In subsequent years, the 'Shin- Bet' increased supervision its monitoring on of the meeting places of 'Sulam'Sulam activists and sent agents to report on what's going on inside themthe meetings’ activities. One of these agents was Zeev Ekstein, who became convinced by the movement, revealed his real true identity to one of the group’'s leaders (Yaakov Heruti) after a while, but the latterand was permitted him to continue his membership into remain a member of 'Sulam'Sulam due to his commitment to stop his ties with his operativesprovided he break ties with the security forces. Several years later, Ekstein was one of the assassins of Dr. Israel Kasztner. 
After Kasztner’'s assassination, (March 1957), the state law enforcement agencies sought to carry out a broad enforcement moves against 'Sulam'Sulam. In addition to the prosecution of the murderers, who were sentenced for to imprisonment, but were (but eventually released from jail some years later), legal proceedings were instituted against several key activists proponents of the group, who were charged with indirect involvement and vicarious liability forto the murder. Furthermore, the Attorney General filed an 'indictment' against Israel Eldad, includingwith three serious offenses: “"fulfilling a position in the management of a terrorist organization”"; “"pPublishing things material in a plot to incite rebellion”;"; and “"intention to instill hostility towards the legally incumbent governmentgovernment.”". However, a few months later, the case was closed after the prosecution failed in its attempt to prove the connection between the underground organization and 'Sulam'Sulam. 	Comment by Author: What kind of enforcement? Of what were they accused?
Worth mentioning also is that in the mid-1950s, the state security bodies forces tried to disrupt and reduce the activities of some certain other ideological radical groups that were operated operating in the public sphere like 'Sulam'. One of them was the weekly HaOolam HaZzeh edited by Uri Avnery, who set a critical agenda against Mapai leaders and institutions. Another one was 'The Lline of Vvolunteers'  – (Shurat Hamitndvim) organization, that fought against public corruption and in favor offor the sake of moral purity. An In an unusual move initiated by the "Security Services Commissioner" Issar Harel, to undermine against those bodies which he described as: “ "inciting and slandering the Israeli government, Mapai, and the Security Service,”", was the publication for almost two years (July 1956 –- April 1958), the Shin Bet publishedof a weekly called Rimon which positively presented the government's government’s positions and expressed its support in them. 
Another extremist ideological group that used to operate during that period, was the 'Young Hebrew Center' led by Yonatan Ratosh, which actually continued the path of the 'Canaanite' groupMovement, which formed in the 1940s. Now theyDuring this period, they concentrated mainly on publishing the journal Alef, which expressed the extreme anti-Zionist positions of the 'Canaanites'. Their main argument was that the basic goal of the Zionist movement to find a national solution to the “'problem of the Jews”' was, is fundamentally wrong flawed since Judaism Jews is are not a nation, but Judaism is aa universal religion without a territorial basis. After the state establishment of the State of Israel, the 'Canaanites' called for the opening of the second phase of the Hebrew Revolution, which is would be the abolition of the existing political structure of the Middle East and its reconstitution, into a federal structure based on an alliance between the “"natural nations which were born and operated in the ancient land”" of the Fertile Crescent; The Fertile Crescent region.	Comment by Author: Citation.
The three groups presented a radical alternative to the government government policy, and after the independence, they claimed that the main reason for Israel’'s security, foreign, and economic problems, is was its limited territorial area (the ceasefire lines), which, in fact, even endangered its existence. Hence the urgent need to expand its borders, whether through a  military force according toas proposed by 'Sulam'Sulam, or by the establishment of a broad regional federation framework in which Israel will would play a key role, in it, as proposedclaimed by 'HaOolam HZazeh' and  'the Canaanites'. In both cases, the abandonment of the Zionist character of the state was required.But therefore the state leadership must give up its Zionist character. 	Comment by Author: This was the position of Haolam Hazeh?
At the civil level, the groups rejected the model formulated by the state leadership. 'Sulam'Sulam supported indeed Ben-Gurion’'s statehood approach that demanded from the state's that citizens to contribute their share intoward advancingthe promotion of the  national goalstargets, but at the same time, its leaders emphasized that the government government faileds to recruit all the forces potential inherent in the citizenrys to achieve the important goals forobjectives in terms of the sstate’'s security and prosperity. On the other hand, 'HaOolam HaZzeh' strongly opposed the statehood policy and treated it as a draconian tool that intended to strengthen Ben-Gurion’'s status. The desired model in its eyes was the ethos of “'Hebrewness,”', which embodied the authentic civic and social values that developed in the country during the 'Yieshuv' (pre-State) period and during the War of Independence. The 'Canaanites,' from their side, argued that the eligibility for citizenship is should be reserved only for people with ties to the ancient Hebrew homeland as opposed to diaspora Jewsfor residents who came from the nations who grew up in the 'ancient land' in the past and they currently live in it..
Fundamental differences between the parties also revolvedprevailed also  around the question of the sstate's tate’s cultural identity and the place of the Jewish religion within it. 'Sulam'Sulam emphasized the importance of the religious component, and the impossibility to detachof detaching Judaism from the national and cultural identity. However, At the same time, itthis did not infer doesn’t mean thethe establishment existence of a “'Halakhica State”' (state base on Jewish law), but the renewal of Jewish thought and creationenterprise, as part of their vision 'kingdom of Israelof the Kingdom of Israel' vision. 'HaOolam HaZzeh' and the even more radicalmore radically the 'Canaanites' insisted, emphasized that the role of the Diaspora in Jewish life ended after the establishment of the Sstate, and  that Israelis needed to forge a new national identity without the influence of Diasporic culturewe can no longer behave according to them. 'HaOolam HaZzeh' referred to the Jewish Diaspora as a reservoir for aAliyah, but without any right to intervene in the state's nation’s affairs. The 'Canaanites' for their part, called for a complete separation from the Diaspora Jewry and; hence the need to maintain a completely complete secular regime rule in the country.
AnyThe similarities in the worldviews of each of the groups didn't did not prevent and even increased the hostility and mutual rejection that usually characterized the interactions between thembetween them. The radical anti-Zionism of the 'Canaanites' and their alienation towards of Diaspora Jewry, made them illegitimate partners in the public discoursepartners in the eyes of the public and caused 'Sulam'Sulam and 'HaOolam HaZzeh' bothalike to refrain from any possible affiliation with them. 
The relations between 'Sulam'Sulam and 'HaOolam HaZzeh' experienced fluctuationsups and downs overduring the years; . Iin the early 1950s, they were coloredinfluenced by the deep ideological differences between the “'Maximalist Revisionist Zionism' Zionism” of 'Sulam'Sulam and the identification of 'HaOolam Hazeh' with the radical left. In 1950, a scathing critique against Uri Avnery’'s book: , The Other Side of the Coin, which dealt with the inappropriate behaviorquestionable conduct of the IDF soldiers during the War of Independence, was published in 'Sulam'sSulam’s magazine. In response, a lawyer who was close to Avnery had filed a civil lawsuit against Israel Eldad, on charges of incitement to murder and defamation. FurthermoreIn addition, in December 1952, suspicion arose that some people connected to Eldad were had placed an explosive device near the building of the HaOolam Hazeh office in Tel- Aviv. The relations between the two parties improved in the mid- of 1950s, following their standing together at the forefront of the struggle against Mapai rule. The rapprochement culminated after Kasztner’'s assassination; both groups vehemently opposed the government’sregime's claim about the close connection between the perpetrators of the assassination and 'Sulam'Sulam. They argued instead response that the murder was intended to serve the needs interests of the governmentgovernment, and, therefore, there is was a reasonable suspicion that the state security mechanisms stand were behind it. The ideological conflictsgap between the two groups parties has been rediscoveredreemerged in the following years.; Oone of the reasons was the publication in 1958 of the manifesto: The Hebrew proclamationProclamation: TThe Principles of Semitic Action, which was written by 'HaOolam Hazeh' activists and a group of former Lehi members (headed by Natan Yellin-Mor), who belonged to the left- wing of the organization. The document expressed a radical anti-Zionist line, centered on the statement that for “"the rooting of the Hebrew nation in the Semitic space (the regional space), it must eliminate the Zionist regime and abolish the special status of its institutions.”". 	Comment by Author: Is this a parenthetical phrase from the original, or the author’s explanation? If the latter, it needs to be in brackets – [ ]	Comment by Author: Citation needed.
The Canaanite group movement posed a different challenge to 'Sulam'Sulam.; Since his Lehi days, Israel Eldad’'s rivals had tried since his Lehi membership to attribute to him an ideological affinity and sympathy for the Canaanite worldview, an effort that also took place in the context; this attempt took place also as part of the struggle between Eldad and Herut movement. Eldad’s really used to include in his writing did indeed contain some terms from the lexicon of the Canaanite group, such as the expressions,: 'Hebreww' and 'Hebrews', but on various occasions, he expressed his firm opposition to their positions, especially its their willingness to rejectabandon Jewish history and heritage.
In conclusion, each of the groups that had clear positions and a limited but cohesive group of supporters strived for a Messianic-Uutopian “'correction of the world”' ( – Tikun Olam) for the state's country’s inhabitants and even for the entire Jewish people. This amendment should would take materializeplace through the vision of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel according to 'Sulam'Sulam, or through building a federation of the people of the region, as claimed 'HaOolam HaZzeh' and the Canaanites. Despite the fact they were small and marginalized groups, the authorities estimated that the potential danger they posed their potential risk in the field of terms of political subversion, and even the use of violence and terrorism, was greater than their size suggested. Therefore, they were put under intelligence surveillance, and occasionalfrom time-to-time attempts were made 'from above' to disrupt their activities in various ways.
Summary and Conclusions
This study focuses onThe focus of this work is on  two kinds of interrelationships that existed within 'Sulam'Sulam’s circle and influenced its unique approach. Tway: the first of them is the relationship between itsbetween a  founding idea, - the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel, and the social configuration in which it operated –- an enclave culture. T; and the second is between the extreme ideology and rhetoric that characterized the group and the illegal and violent practices that grew uemerged fromp in its ranks on two different occasions: the "Kingdom of Israel"emergence of the Kingdom of Israel underground, and the murder of Dr. Kasztner.	Comment by Author: Please provide dates for both of these.
'The Kingdom' idea gave the group its distinct identity and created a rich cultural and social framework that was built around it, as well as a unique system of concepts and symbols. However, the ideological and social differentiation of 'Sulam'Sulam was also a result of the efforts of its ideological and political rivals, who sought to prevent it from expanding its scope of impact on the Israeli public. 'Sulam'Sulam is a typical example of the fact that the praxis of an enclave group dictates its presence in on the margins,; a situation that prevents it to becomefrom becoming a broad social movement that is capable to influenceof influencing the agenda of a democratic state.	Comment by Author: These were never detailed in the text.
The more significant affinity that existed within the group was between the ideology and the extreme rhetoric of many of its members, and between the illegal and the violent behavior activities that arose within it as aforesaid within its framework. Although Israel Eldad was the most esteemed figure in the group, his flexible style of leadership caused a value dissonance amonghad the effect of creating dissonance among many of its members, due to the large gap created between ideology and practice. In the absence of close supervision and a rigid organizational hierarchy, some of 'Sulam'Sulam’s members decided to initiate independent moves to carry out its radical vision. This process led to the establishment of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel underground in 1952–-1953, and the assassination of Dr. Israel Kasztner in March 1957. 'Sulam'Sulam members who took part in the terrorist actions treated Eldad as the authority that gave them the ideological and the moral confirmation, even indirectly, to for their activities. However, the information that we have doesn't make it possibleavailable is insufficient to determine precisely what was the degree of his knowledge and involvement in each of these cases.  	Comment by Author: These dates should be provided in the body of the abstract, not just in the conclusion, where new information should not be introduced.
After the revelation of the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel underground in 1953, 'Sulam'sSulam’s leadership, and mainly Eldad, were still ideologically committed and their revolutionary vision remained a priority for them. at the stage of ideological adherence, and the revolutionary vision was left in high priority for them. This is evidence thatTherefore, they erredwere wrong in their assessment of the resilience of the young state and its ability to deal successfully neutralizewith violent revolutionary threats from marginalized groups. However, after the Kasztner assassination, the group’'s positions started to show more signs of moderation and restraint,, and at least in how they werethe way they  used to expressed themselves in publicpublicly. It seems that at this stage, there was a growing understanding among 'Sulam'sSulam’s leadership that any attempt to act in a revolutionary or violent ways way in a situation where there isof a functioning democratic state with a sovereign government that enjoys broad public support, is doomed to failure and will would suffer fromreceive a harsh governmental response.
The significant impact of the interrelationships between a constitutive idea and a social configuration, and also between ideology and practice as a mechanism that provides insights into the dynamics in of ideological-political enclave groups, has been expressed in similar frameworks contexts other than 'Sulam' that operated operating in Israel and also abroad. These includedwere the Israeli extreme left group, t'The Red Front,' Headed headed by Udi Adiv and Dan Vered in the early 1970s, and the 'Red Brigades' from Italy, . when mMost of the activity of these groups ir doing concentrated on ideological and political issues, rather than on terrorist acts. Although these frameworks operated under different circumstances and conditions, one can find perceive certain many similarities in each of them to the enclave culture of 'Sulam'Sulam, alongside several differences.
Another important issue to addressdeal with is whether the ideology of 'Sulam'Sulam, and mostly the 'kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel idea, included many fascist elements.components of Fascism. An in-depth study of the positions expressed by the group over the years, both around the ' Kingdom' idea, as well as regardingin basic civic and political questions, points to quite a few assumptionslaunching points with characteristics and features that the research identifies themliterature associates with the extreme right, and with a clear (albeit unconscious) affinity for major ideas arisingstemming from European fFascism. However, 'Sulam'Sulam members failed todidn't pay sufficient the required attention to this issue, although its caused them a big image crisisassociations with fascism in the eyes of the Israeli public were a source of some embarrassment for the group. within the Israeli public and introduced them as Fascists. One possible explanation for this mistake wasAccusations of overt subscription to fascist ideas are somewhat undermined by 'sulam'sSulam’s claim that its worldview doesn’t was not based on imported foreign ideas (such as s Socialism or cCapitalism), but on the ancient biblical heritage and the vision of the Pprophets according to Sulam’stheir interpretation. For this reason, the painting ofpresentation of  'Sulam'Sulam as a fascists group was considered in its member's opinioby its membersn as just another attempt of by their opponents to publicly discredit them in public.	Comment by Author: The fascist ideas were not raised in the body of the abstract, and should not be raised for the first time in the conclusion. It would be more appropriate to make this a separate subsection in the body of the text.
A different possible explanation is that the statehood concept that the country’s leadership, and especially Ben-Gurion, tried to assimilate in the public sphereworked to establish was, not only perceived as positive and necessary in the eyes of 'Sulam'sSulam’s leaders (unlike its critics who treated it as étatisme and even tyrannical) but, that they felt, they argued that this policy even neededs to be extended further encouragement and incentive, in order to enlist the publicharness the citizens to achieve the national goals. Hence theIt is therefore possibilpossibleity that 'Sulam'Sulam’s followers members didn’t see themselves as possessing an unacceptableimproper fascist worldview, but as having an activist and beneficial beneficial attitude toward the state's national interests. needs. However, by using radical terminology that mentioned the ideasevoked of fascism to an extent, they showed a great deal of recklessness and thoughtlessness towards the feelings of the Israeli public after the Holocaust.	Comment by Author: A different explanation for what?
Nearly 60 years after 'Sulam'Sulam stopped operating, it is worth examining what is left of its heritage, especially in terms of the, and mostly from the 'Kingdom of Israel'Kingdom of Israel idea. The main feature is the Currents which existed in Sulam which continue to find expression today concern the politics of the state vis-à-vis religion and Halakha and Messianic-Kabbalistic interpretations of political history.strengthening of the religious and even the Messianic-Kabbalistic nature of it and the focus on its Halakhic and spiritual contents. Hence the question whether iIn the agea time in which the discourse on the “"end of ideology”" is commonoften proclaimed, there is may still be room for the emergence of ideological enclave groups such 'Sulam'Sulam, that their whose existence was is based on an extreme and separatist worldview but fundamentally secularof a fundamentally secular political as opposed to religious nature. , and the religious component isn't placed in the center.  

