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ABSTRACT 

This article examines the diverse routes that G. I. Gurdjieff’s (c.1866-1949) work has 
traversed, from the time of the very first Gurdjieff-based groups established in his lifetime 
in England, America and France, to the new groups that formed around the world after 
his death. Focus is inevitably paid to the dramatic changes made by Jeanne de Salzmann 
after Gurdjieff’s death, when she took the reins from Gurdjieff and restructured groups, 
forming a network of orthodox, hierarchical ‘Foundation’ groups that taught 
Gurdjieffian principles and exercises in a formalised manner. These Foundation groups 
and their core practices will be examined. Not all of Gurdjieff’s followers amalgamated 
into this network; an assortment of Gurdjieff-based groups remain outside of it. These 
can be considered ‘independent’ and ‘fringe’ groups, and will also be considered. An in-
depth study of the existence and development of these Gurdjieff-centred groups has never 
before been attempted, and is crucial to an appreciation of the influence and relevance of 
Gurdjieff today. It is primarily through these groups that Gurdjieff’s work has been 
carried on, expanded, modified, preserved, and/or assimilated with other religio-spiritual 
teachings. 
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Introduction 
George Ivanovitch Gurdjieff (c.1866-1949) was an Armenian-Greek teacher of esoteric 
doctrine, known for his charismatic personality and idiosyncratic, improvisatory methods 
of teaching. Gurdjieff, his life, and teachings, have been explored and critiqued in 
countless publications. However, the various directions that his teaching travelled after 
his death, by way of Gurdjieff-centred groups, are in need of scholarly attention. This 
article aims to highlight and examine the main Gurdjieff groups formed during 
Gurdjieff’s lifetime, and assess how some of these groups continued and developed after 
his death, while others splintered, were reorganized and/or amalgamated to accommodate 
the changed circumstances. The extraordinary array of new Gurdjieff-centred groups that 
materialised after his death will also be considered. A study of the existence and 
development of these groups is crucial to an appreciation of the influence and relevance 
of Gurdjieff today, as it is primarily through these groups that his work has been carried 
on, expanded, modified, preserved, and/or assimilated with other religio-spiritual 
teachings.1 
 

                                                
1 I would like to thank the tremendously generous and knowledgeable Joseph Azize for his time and advice. 
Azize has been, and remains, a great support to me, and a formidable source of information and guidance.  
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The only noteworthy study of the Gurdjieff genealogy to date is by Andrew Rawlinson, 
who devotes twenty-three pages of his colossal The Enlightened Masters (1997) to major 
strands of the Gurdjieff legacy, though his work is dated and inevitably incomplete. 
Scholars seem generally to avoid the topic, probably due to its intricate nature, and 
because Gurdjieff groups are often closed and secretive, which means that information 
about them is limited. This article aims to give a deeper, more expansive, and up-to-date 
account of the topic than has previously been available. Here, focus will primarily be paid 
to key first-generation pupils of Gurdjieff who went on to teach his system in some form. 
I define first-generation pupils as followers who had met Gurdjieff. These pupils are P. 
D. Ouspensky, Maurice Nicoll, J. G. Bennett, A. R. Orage, Jane Heap, Jean Toomer, C. 
Daly King, the Lloyd Wrights, and the de Salzmanns. Their backgrounds, and 
relationships with Gurdjieff and other key pupils will be outlined, and their formulations 
of Gurdjieff’s teaching, as well as the groups that they founded, will be assessed. Two 
second-generation pupils, Rodney Collin and Francis Roles, will also be given attention; 
they never met Gurdjieff but were close and significant followers of Ouspensky. This 
article is not a definitive account of the Gurdjieff genealogy; a further examination of 
second and third-generation groups and followers would make for an excellent follow-up. 
Instead, this article aims to establish basic and current groundwork on the topic. The term 
‘genealogy’ is employed here to designate the network or family tree of spiritual teachers 
and groups that stem from Gurdjieff and his work; the common ancestor.  
 
After Gurdjieff’s death in 1949, a significant number of pupils published memoirs of 
their experiences with Gurdjieff and their understandings of his teaching. This article 
frequently cites these memoirs, which are valuable in that they provide first-hand, and 
often surprisingly candid and descriptive, accounts of events that occurred during and 
after Gurdjieff’s lifetime. They also offer unique insights into Gurdjieff and his 
aspirations for the future of his teachings. Gurdjieff’s own writings, on the other hand, 
are mostly provocative, polemical, and rigorously convoluted. It is acknowledged though, 
that these memoirs are inevitably influenced by the personal perspectives and agendas of 
pupils, as well as their various relationships to Gurdjieff. 
 
What follows is a brief introduction to Gurdjieff and his teachings. The article will then 
be divided into three parts. The first part examines major Gurdjieff-centred groups in 
England, America, and France established during Gurdjieff’s lifetime. The second part 
traces the way these groups continued and changed after Gurdjieff’s death, and explores 
the new groups that emerged from this time, including ‘fringe’ groups founded by 
individuals who never met Gurdjieff but who, in some way or other, absorbed aspects of 
his teaching into new religio-spiritual systems. Focus is inevitably paid to the dramatic 
changes made by Jeanne de Salzmann after Gurdjieff’s death, when she took the reins 
from Gurdjieff and restructured groups, forming a network of orthodox, hierarchical 
‘Foundation’ groups that taught Gurdjieffian principles and exercises in a formalised 
manner. Foundation groups are known to be closed and highly secretive; their websites 
are minimal, they do not proselytize, and they scrupulously guard their activities and 
practices, particularly their exercises and Movements. Little academic work has been 
undertaken on Gurdjieff Foundation groups and for this reason, the third part of this 
article will briefly assess these groups and their core practices.   
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Gurdjieff and his Teaching 
Gurdjieff was born of Greek-Armenian parentage in Russian Armenia, near the border of 
Turkey. There is much controversy over Gurdjieff’s year of birth due to conflicting dates 
in various documents, though the most convincing date seems to be 1866 (see Petsche 
2011, 102). Gurdjieff claimed to have travelled extensively, seeking out sacred cities and 
sites through the Middle East and Central Asia in pursuit of esoteric knowledge. He 
arrived in Moscow in 1913 with the groundwork of his teaching formulated, and began 
gathering pupils. He founded an Institute in 1918, which became the ‘Institute for the 
Harmonious Development of Man.’ It began in Essentuki in the Caucasus, and moved to 
Tiflis then Constantinople, Berlin, and finally, in 1922, to Fontainebleau near Paris where 
it functioned until 1932. Gurdjieff spent most of his teaching life in France, where he 
wrote his four books, choreographed most of his sacred dances or ‘Movements’ (see 
Azize 2012), composed music (see Petsche 2012), and instructed groups of pupils 
through methods involving intensive manual and domestic work, dancing, cooking, 
eating (see Zuber 1980, 26-27), the consumption of alcohol, addressing provocative 
remarks to pupils, and listening to music and readings. These methods often demanded 
strenuous effort, attention, and self-observation, and usually created a good deal of 
friction (see Ouspensky 1977, 348; Gurdjieff 1976, 232). Gurdjieff’s ultimate aim was to 
seriously shake pupils up so that they might begin to remember themselves, and break 
loose from their mechanical, somnambulistic states. In this way pupils could transform 
spiritually, harmonise their ‘centres’, and develop subtle bodies.  
 
Throughout his life, Gurdjieff, who by all accounts was charismatic, unpredictable, and 
highly intelligent, was able to attract and maintain a large body of followers that included 
talented intellectuals and artists. A number of groups in Europe and America, led by 
Gurdjieff’s pupils, were formed during his lifetime to disseminate his teaching, and raise 
funds for Gurdjieff’s Institute. These groups generally remained separate from each other 
until Gurdjieff’s last years, when many English, French, and American pupils converged 
and filled Gurdjieff’s Paris and New York apartments, which became daily meeting 
places that involved sumptuous, ritualistic meals prepared by Gurdjieff, as well as his 
improvisations on harmonium, and readings of his Beelzebub’s Tales to His Grandson 
(henceforth Beelzebub’s Tales) (see Blom 2004, 36-39, 44-47). After Gurdjieff’s death in 
1949, these groups splintered and were reordered. (Ouspensky’s death two years earlier 
had already radically shaken the organisation of groups. Ouspensky was a pupil of 
Gurdjieff, and a particularly successful teacher of Gurdjieff’s ideas in his own right). 
While many of Gurdjieff’s pupils went on to become members and teachers of Gurdjieff 
Foundation groups, which were formed by his successor Jeanne de Salzmann, others 
founded, or participated in, groups entirely independent of the Foundation network. One 
of Gurdjieff’s pupils, J. G. Bennett, stated that after a teacher’s death, pupils inevitably 
break into separate factions, of which there are three kinds: the literalists, who keep 
everything as it was and change nothing; the deviants, who go off on their own path; and 
the developers, who are prepared to see orthodox forms changed and distorted so that 
something new might grow (Rawlinson 1997, 184). This formula could be applied to the 
range of Gurdjieff groups established after his death, as should become clear.  
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Part One: Groups Formed During Gurdjieff’s Lifetime 
 

England 
Pyotr Demianovich Ouspensky (1878-1947) 

An assessment of the Gurdjieff genealogy necessarily begins with Ouspensky, one of 
Gurdjieff’s earliest and most famous pupils. After leaving his hometown of Moscow in 
1909 for St Petersburg, and establishing himself as a successful journalist and author of 
Tertium Organum (1912), he travelled to India and Sri Lanka in 1913 in search of 
answers to existential questions. The following year he met Gurdjieff and, shortly after, 
joined Gurdjieff’s core six-member St Petersburg group, to which Gurdjieff taught 
virtually all his cosmological and psychological ideas (Moore 1991, 88). Ouspensky 
began to separate from Gurdjieff in as early as 1917, finding his methods too abrasive 
and not in the interests of his followers (Rawlinson 1997, 293). He also disagreed with 
Gurdjieff’s moral conduct (Webb 1980, 383). In 1919 Ouspensky began lecturing on 
Gurdjieff’s ideas, and two years later he attracted the attention of a wealthy English 
patroness and was invited to London where he gathered pupils and continued to teach.  
 
Ouspensky’s teaching style was at odds with the outlandish and flamboyant tactics of 
Gurdjieff. Meetings held by Ouspensky were formal, and pupils were to address each 
other as mister, madam and miss (Webb 1980, 387). Ouspensky would begin speaking 
for five or ten minutes and then wait in silence until a pupil posed a question. He 
regarded the question and answer sessions as the most important part of meetings, and 
Rom Landau stated that the success of meetings depended entirely on the nature of the 
questions (Landau 1935, 118-119, 128-129). In 1922 Gurdjieff gave lectures to 
Ouspensky’s pupils in London where, it is reported, Gurdjieff degraded Ouspensky, 
stating that he was too intellectual and needed to work on himself. According to 
Gurdjieff’s pupil C. S. Nott, Gurdjieff felt that Ouspensky had stolen his material, 
manufacturing from it a system that was never intended to be systematised, or even made 
public at all (Webb 1980, 379-380). As a final test of their relationship, Ouspensky 
stayed at Gurdjieff’s Institute at Fontainebleau from late 1922 to late 1923, and sent some 
of his pupils there, but in 1924 he decided to separate completely from Gurdjieff (Webb 
1980, 383-384; see Ouspensky 1977, 368, 389). In Ouspensky’s groups from that time 
on, Gurdjieff was legislated out of existence and pupils were not to mention his name 
(Webb 1980, 361). Regardless, as a result of Gurdjieff’s London visit, several of 
Ouspensky’s followers, such as A. R. Orage, Maurice Nicoll, and J. G. Bennett, also 
became pupils of Gurdjieff.   
 
In 1931, with the publication of his New Model of the Universe, Ouspensky’s meetings 
began attracting the attention of the literati, and by 1935 he had amassed about one 
thousand pupils, and bought a large country house with a farm at Virginia Water in 
Surrey. This was Lyne Place, which became the centre for his work. Ouspensky’s wife, 
Sophia Ouspensky, who had spent most of her time from 1920 in France with Gurdjieff, 
moved to England to teach there with her husband. Lyne Place was self-supporting; 
pupils could make hay, grow fruit and vegetables, and keep bees, for the dual purpose of 
producing food and generating friction between and within pupils. About twenty pupils 
lived there, while others bought homes in the area. By 1938, about a hundred people 
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visited for Sunday work. Some visitors reported that the atmosphere there was tense 
(Webb 1980, 400, 405).  
 
To accommodate a growing number of pupils, Ouspensky acquired Colet House, in Colet 
Gardens, London in 1938. It had belonged to the ballet school of Nicholas Legat, whose 
wife Nadine was a pupil of Ouspensky. Due to the enlargement of his activities, 
Ouspensky organised an outward cover for Colet House, The Historico-Psychological 
Society, which was meant to convince officials that nothing subversive was going on 
(Webb 1980, 409). The success of the Ouspenskys reached its peak in the late 1930s, 
though there was a growing division between followers of Ouspensky and those of his 
wife, which created internal dissension. This continued when they moved to America in 
1941 (Webb 1980, 411, 445). At this time Ouspensky lectured in New York while his 
wife taught in New Jersey. He returned to England in 1946 when he became seriously ill. 
Shortly before his death he told his pupils that there was no system and that they must 
construct the teaching again from the very beginning (Webb 1980, 450, 458). At the time 
of his death, Ouspensky’s followers in London numbered around one thousand (Patterson 
1996, 183). 
 

Sophia Grigorievna Ouspensky (1874-1963) 
Sophia Ouspensky, known to her pupils as Madame Ouspensky, met Gurdjieff in 1915 
through her husband. It is uncertain whether the Ouspenskys were legally married and for 
much of their lives they were distanced from each other personally and geographically 
(apparently Sophia was aware that Ouspensky had at least one mistress) (Webb 1980, 
136). Sophia spent most of her time from 1920 to 1927 in France with Gurdjieff, despite 
the fact that Ouspensky had left Gurdjieff to organise his own groups. She was, by her 
own account, Gurdjieff’s pupil (Webb 1980, 390). From 1927 she visited England 
occasionally, and in 1931 she moved there after Gurdjieff sent her away. For the next 
seventeen years she stopped all contact with Gurdjieff and even adopted her husband’s 
rule of forbidding the mention of Gurdjieff’s name (Webb 1980, 380, 389; Rawlinson 
1997, 296).  
 
In the 1930s Sophia taught at various country establishments in England, such as the 
house called the Dell at Sevenoaks, before settling at Lyne Place in Surrey in 1935, 
where she taught alongside her husband. She became a popular teacher of Gurdjieff’s 
ideas, and her teaching methods were strongly modelled on those of Gurdjieff. She did 
not comply with Ouspensky’s formal and theoretical approach to the teaching. Accounts 
indicate that she was forceful and formidable, deliberately embarrassing her pupils and 
speaking in riddles (Collin-Smith 39, 1988). Pupil Robert de Ropp remarks that where 
Ouspensky worked on people’s intellect, Sophia worked on their emotions. He regarded 
her, rather than Ouspensky, as “the real leader of the work” (de Ropp 1992, 95-96). 
 
When the war broke out, the Ouspenskys moved to America and bought Franklin Farms 
at Mendham, New Jersey, a former residence of the Governor of New Jersey (Webb 
1980, 389, 394). Sophia remained there when Ouspensky returned to England in 1946. 
After Ouspensky’s death in 1947, Sophia recommended that all her pupils, as well as 
those of her husband, make contact with Gurdjieff in Paris (Rawlinson 1997, 297). About 
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half of Ouspensky’s former pupils, under Kenneth Walker, obeyed this instruction (Webb 
1980, 462). In 1948 Gurdjieff visited Franklin Farms, with the hope of consolidating 
‘Ouspensky people’ and ‘Gurdjieff people’ (Webb 1980, 389; Wellbeloved 2003, 234). 
 

Maurice Nicoll (1884-1953) 
Nicoll is one of the only pupils of Ouspensky who could very comfortably be situated in 
an Ouspensky lineage, within the greater Gurdjieffian genealogical matrix. Although he 
had met Gurdjieff, he remained utterly loyal to Ouspensky, and was probably his closest 
pupil and friend (Webb 1980, 399); Rawlinson classes Nicoll as the only true “orthodox 
Ouspenskyian” (Rawlinson 1997, 298). One of Ouspensky’s pupils even remarked on 
Nicoll’s resemblance to Ouspensky: he had the same “rock-like integrity” and was 
similarly “catholic and encyclopedic in mental range, radiating wisdom” (Pogson 1961, 
249-250). Nicoll studied science at Cambridge before travelling through Vienna, Berlin, 
and Zurich, eventually to become an eminent psychiatrist and colleague of Carl Gustav 
Jung. Nicoll was a member of the Psychosynthesis group in London, which met regularly 
under A. R. Orage (see Webb 1980, 216-219). It may have been Orage or Nicoll’s close 
friend Maud Hoffman, an American Theosophist and Shakespearean actress, who first 
told him of Ouspensky (Webb 1980, 220).  
 
In 1921 Nicoll met Ouspensky, who was lecturing at the Quest Society, a Theosophical 
group that exchanged views with the Psychosynthesis group (Webb 1980, 217). The 
Nicolls soon began attending Ouspensky’s lectures at Warwick Gardens and dining with 
him at Chester Terrace (Pogson 1961, 70-71). In 1922 they met Gurdjieff when he visited 
London, and Nicoll went on to study with him at his Institute in Fontainebleau in 1923 
and 1924 (Pogson 1961, 73-92), before returning to Ouspensky’s meetings at Warwick 
Gardens. Nicoll attended these meetings for the next seven years and a close relationship 
developed between the two (Pogson 1961, 93-95). Nicoll invited his friend Kenneth 
Walker, who later became an eminent surgeon and three times Hunterian Professor, to 
one of these meetings (Webb 1980, 401). Walker later went on to teach Ouspensky’s 
groups at Colet Gardens (Moore 1991, 307).  
 
In 1931, Nicoll was authorised by Ouspensky to teach Gurdjieff’s system, which 
necessitated his complete independence of Ouspensky’s group. As Ouspensky had 
broken off relations with Gurdjieff, he forbid Nicoll from communicating with Gurdjieff, 
or even mentioning his name (Moore 1991, 205). Nicoll remained independent of 
Gurdjieff, and neither he nor his pupils visited him in Paris after Ouspensky’s death, 
though Nicoll was in occasional contact (Webb 1980, 411). Nicoll’s newly-formed group 
initially met in his consulting rooms, in the flats of group members, and in a dancing 
school in Finchley road (Pogson 1961, 108-110). Meetings were conducted along the 
lines of Ouspensky’s meetings: the group assembled and waited for Nicoll to arrive, who 
then sat silently until someone asked a question. The question set the tone and direction 
of the meeting (Rawlinson 1997, 299).  
 
In 1934, Nicoll established a site for his expanding group at a field called Tyeponds, 
which became an environment resembling that at Gurdjieff’s Institute at Fontainebleau. 
In the autumn, Gurdjieff’s American pupils Jessmin Howarth and Rosemary Nott visited 
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Tyeponds and taught Nicoll’s group Gurdjieff’s preparatory Movements known as the 
Obligatories (Pogson 1961, 120-125). By 1935, when Nicoll had a group of over one 
hundred, he met Beryl Pogson, who became a significant pupil for nineteen years and his 
secretary for fourteen (Nott 1969, 109; Pogson 1961, 113, 133). Nicoll moved to Great 
Amwell House in 1946, living there to his death in 1953. A nucleus of thirteen pupils 
lived there with the Nicolls, and on weekends his group would congregate for activities 
such as fruit-picking, jam-making, toy-making, wood-cutting, cooking, and building 
work (Pogson 1961, 240).  
 

John Godolphin Bennett (1897-1974) 
Bennett was a scientist and philosopher who first met Gurdjieff in Istanbul in 1921 when 
he was working as an interpreter and personal intelligence officer in the British Army.2 
He also met Ouspensky there, when Bennett’s friend, Mikhail Alexandrovitch Lvow, 
invited Ouspensky to hold meetings at the apartment he shared with Bennett (Pittman 
2012, 29). When he returned to London that year, Bennett began attending Ouspensky’s 
meetings on Gurdjieff’s teaching. In 1922, he met Gurdjieff again, and the following year 
he made two brief visits to Gurdjieff’s Institute at Fontainebleau. In 1929, Bennett tried 
to make contact again with Ouspensky, who initially refused to see him and forbade his 
pupils to speak to Bennett. This was due to an incident that occurred when Ouspensky 
sent a telegram to Bennett, which Bennett never received (Bennett 1962, 157). This led 
Bennett, in 1930, to start his own small group, which continued after he re-joined 
Ouspensky’s group a year later. That year Ouspensky told Bennett his belief that 
Gurdjieff’s system was incomplete; the essential secret was missing, and their only hope 
was that the Source would seek them out (Bennett 1962, 161-162). This motivated 
Bennett to travel through the Middle East later in life, in search of the sources of 
Gurdjieff’s teaching.  
 
By 1941, Bennett had thirty or forty pupils who he met with regularly (Bennett 1962, 
187). In 1945, he gave a series of public lectures on Gurdjieff’s system and was cut off 
by Ouspensky as a result. The two never met again. Bennett saw Ouspensky’s attitude 
towards Gurdjieff’s teaching as stagnant, as if he were struggling to keep the system pure, 
while Bennett saw Gurdjieff’s teaching as incomplete, and wished to supplement it. It 
seems that Sophia Ouspensky encouraged Bennett not to imitate Ouspensky’s methods 
(Rawlinson 1997, 184; Webb 1980, 446-447). In 1946, Bennett established his Institute 
for the Comparative Study of History, Philosophy, and the Sciences at Coombe Springs, 
Kingston-on-Thames in Surrey, and gives descriptive accounts of the seminars there in 
1946 and 1947 (Bennett 1962, 219-220, 224-225). Hundreds of people participated. After 
a twenty-five year break, Bennett renewed his ties with Gurdjieff in Paris in 1948 and 
1949, at which time Gurdjieff taught him his new Movements (Bennett 1962, 244-248). 

                                                
2 In his autobiography Witness, Bennett described first encountering Gurdjieff at a dinner arranged by 
Theosophically inclined Turkish Prince Sabaheddin (Bennett 1962, 63). However, James Webb posits that 
a professional interest in Gurdjieff preceded Bennett’s intellectual interest, and that Bennett’s account must 
have been discreetly glossed over. Webb argues that later in life Bennett admitted that his first introduction 
to Gurdjieff’s name came in a notification from the Government of India that a notorious Russian agent 
was on his way. It warned of Gurdjieff’s connections with the Tsarist Intelligence Service in Tibet (Webb 
1980, 49). 
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In 1949, Gurdjieff named Bennett his ‘official representative in England’, with reference 
to the publication of Beelzebub’s Tales (Bennett 1962, 262).  
 

America 
Alfred Richard Orage (1873-1934) 

Orage had been a public speaker for a number of groups and societies in England, such as 
the Theosophical Society, and co-editor of The New Age, the most influential literary 
review in the country. He met Ouspensky briefly in London in 1913, and again in 1921, 
when Ouspensky told him of Gurdjieff (Rawlinson 1997, 306). After meeting Gurdjieff 
in London in 1922, Orage abandoned his successful literary life, spending time at 
Gurdjieff’s Institute at Fontainebleau before settling in New York in 1924, where he 
formed a number of small groups and became Gurdjieff’s ‘representative’ in America. 
Through his groups Orage provided funds that sustained Gurdjieff’s Institute, and his 
network of literary connections in England and America brought much of the English-
speaking literary world in contact with Gurdjieff. Gurdjieff visited Orage’s groups 
several times, congratulating him on the fidelity of his pupils and encouraging him to 
recruit Americans for his Institute. The New York groups were so successful that 
Gurdjieff even considered moving his Institute from Fontainebleau to New York 
(Beekman Taylor 2001, 163, 167). 
 
Orage’s groups included members Gorham Munson, Carol Robinson, Carl Zigrosser, 
Donald Whitcomb, Kenneth Burke, Frank Lloyd Wright, and his third wife Olgivanna 
(née Hinzenberg), Jean Toomer, Jane Heap, and C. Daly King. Other members, such as 
Louise Welch, Martin Benson, Rita Romilly, Willem and Ilonka Nyland, and Edwin and 
Dorothy Wolfe, later became prominent leaders of the New York Foundation group for a 
time. Other notables who attended meetings sporadically include Russian choreographer 
George Balanchine, Romanian sculptor Constantin Brancusi, poet Robert Frost, and 
painter Georgia O’Keefe (Beekman Taylor 2004, 110-111). Two of Orage’s pupils, Betty 
and Meredith Hare, went on to teach their own informal Gurdjieff group in New Mexico 
in 1927 (Beekman Taylor 2008, 133).  
 
Orage’s meetings lasted two or three hours, and were held weekly in the apartments of 
pupils such as Jane Heap, Meredith Hare and Mabel Luhan. His teachings were based on 
Gurdjieff’s ideas as filtered through Ouspensky, and some of Ouspensky’s own concepts, 
such as eternal recurrence, found a place in Orage’s exposition. C. Daly King dubbed 
Orage’s teaching as “the Oragean Version,” which King summarised and published in 
1951 (Webb 1980, 300-305). Orage required his pupils to learn about themselves, filling 
in questionnaires about their habits, likes and dislikes. His method involved categories 
designated self-observation, participation, experiment, voluntary suffering and conscious 
labour, and from 1927 he introduced his own ‘psychological exercises,’ which he had 
experimented with even before meeting Gurdjieff (Beekman Taylor 2008, 158; Beekman 
Taylor 2001, 138). 
 
In New York in 1930, Gurdjieff repudiated Orage. Orage’s pupil Rita Romilly reported 
that one reason for this was that Orage had held groups without Gurdjieff’s knowledge 
(Beekman Taylor 2001, 174). Gurdjieff may also have been concerned about the slight 
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changes Orage had made to his teaching, the close bonds Orage had with pupils, of which 
Gurdjieff did not approve, and/or Orage’s plan to re-assume his editorial career in 
England. Gurdjieff requested that all of Orage’s pupils sign a statement declaring that 
they would have nothing more to do with Orage, a statement that Orage himself signed. 
Orage was startled by the fact that his group had not protested the issue, and returned to 
his editing career in England, establishing a new journal, The New English Weekly 
(Beekman Taylor 2001, 170-174; Beekman Taylor 2008, 153-156).  
 
There was no one to replace Orage, though several small groups formed under the 
direction of Orage’s pupil Schuyler Jackson, and Jean Toomer continued groups for a few 
years (Webb 1980, 413). Some of Orage’s pupils formed groups to read Beelzebub’s 
Tales, what they called ‘the Book’. Gurdjieff regularly visited the United States in the 
early 1930s, and attempted to destroy all traces of Orage’s work in New York (Webb 
1980, 370-371). His relations with American followers deteriorated (Webb 1980, 420). 
The circulation of Gurdjieff’s pamphlet The Herald of Coming Good in 1933 confirmed 
the worst suspicions of disenchanted followers, coinciding with the largest disaffiliation 
of his American pupils (Webb 1980, 427). Hundreds of copies of the pamphlet were sent 
to Ouspensky who had them burnt, hypothesising that Gurdjieff had contracted syphilis 
and gone mad (Moore 1991, 249; Webb 1980, 429). When the Ouspenskys acquired 
Franklin Farms in Mendham, New Jersey in 1941, Gurdjieff’s pupil C. S. Nott gathered 
some of Orage’s pupils into groups there (Speeth 1989, 96).  
 

Jean Toomer (1894-1967) 
Poet and novelist ‘Jean’ (Nathan Pinchback) Toomer became involved with Gurdjieff’s 
teaching at the height of his literary success with his novel Cane (1923). He became a 
pupil of Orage in New York and then visited Gurdjieff’s Institute at Fontainebleau in 
1924, but had little contact with Gurdjieff or his teaching at the time as Gurdjieff was 
recovering from a major car accident. In 1925, under Orage’s direction, Toomer formed a 
group in Harlem, New York, and within weeks he had attracted to the group prominent 
poets, painters, novelists, and sculptors associated with the Harlem Renaissance 
(Beekman Taylor 2008, 127; Beekman Taylor 2004, 127). In this group Toomer stressed 
the non-identification of Gurdjieff’s teaching with racial, religious, and political 
ideologies, and meetings consisted of readings of Beelzebub’s Tales, followed by 
discussions (Webb 1980, 414). In 1926, the Harlem group disbanded and Toomer 
founded a Chicago group that, along with Orage’s groups, furnished the bulk of financial 
support for Gurdjieff’s Institute (Wellbeloved 2003, 239). Between 1926 and 1931 the 
Chicago group numbered some five hundred fee-paying members (Beekman Taylor 
2004, 109). There are no detailed records of Toomer’s Chicago group or meetings, 
though Gurdjieff’s young pupil Fritz Peters met the group in 1931 and was not impressed 
by them (Peters 1976, 186). In 1930, when Orage was discharged, Gurdjieff considered 
having Toomer take control over all the American groups, but Toomer had voiced his 
intention a year earlier to return to his writing (Beekman Taylor 2008, 156).  
 
In 1931, Toomer’s Chicago followers had dispersed, and he set up an experimental 
communal group that imitated Gurdjieff Institute. It was called Portage Potential, located 
at Witt Cottage outside Portage, Wisconsin (Beekman Taylor 2008, 170). It began with 
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just four of Toomer’s associates, and grew to thirty on weekends with the addition of his 
Chicago pupils and interested locals. Toomer introduced games to the group such as deck 
tennis and swimming in the nearby river, which provided material for observing group 
members, and he delivered lectures on the particular type of tail which each pupil 
possessed; for example, it might be short, curly, twisted, or diabolically straight (Webb 
1980, 414-416). This resembles Gurdjieff’s famous ‘toasts to the idiots’, a ritual toasting 
of the different types of ‘idiots’ at the dining table. There were round, square, squirming, 
and other types of idiots, where each category conveyed something about the person to 
whom it was assigned (Webb 1980, 320). The practice was meant to provide a mirror in 
which pupils could see themselves (Nott 1978, 102). Toomer saw Portage Potential as 
offering people conditioned by America the opportunity to work the negatives of 
America out, and cultivate the positives within. He began giving expression to the idea of 
a nation of regenerated men, which he had absorbed from the work of Waldo Frank 
(Webb 1980, 416). In 1935, Toomer ceased contact with Gurdjieff, but continued to hold 
groups in Chicago and later in Doylestown, Pennsylvania (Beekman Taylor 2008, 185, 
198). Much later in life, in 1953, with assistance from J. G. Bennett and Sophia 
Ouspensky, Toomer re-engaged with Gurdjieff’s teaching in New York and gave 
lectures, integrating Quaker ideas with Gurdjieff’s work (Beekman Taylor 2001, 204-
205). 
 

Charles Daly King (1895-1963) 
Daly King, a detective-novel writer and psychologist, was Orage’s pupil and became 
godfather to his son. He directed Orage’s groups in 1925 in Manhattan and his own group 
in Orange, New Jersey, where he resided. He also took over from Toomer’s group 
meetings in Harlem in 1925 when Toomer was unavailable. King had not met Gurdjieff 
at that time, and would not do so until. King lacked the charisma of Orage and Toomer, 
but put his ideas across with scientific authority, adopting a clinical psychological 
approach to Gurdjieff’s ideas. Both Toomer and King continued attending Orage’s 
groups while teaching 1929 (Beekman Taylor 2004, 74, 98-99). 
 

Jane Heap (1883-1964) 
Jane Heap had been joint editor, with Margaret Anderson, of the influential New York-
based avant garde journal The Little Review from 1916 to 1929. She met Gurdjieff in 
New York in 1924, after Orage had contacted her prior to his trip to New York in 1923 
(Wellbeloved 2003, 240). She soon became a leading member of Orage’s groups, and 
began leading groups of her own from 1926 under Orage’s guidance. After visits to the 
Institute in Fontainebleau, where she rarely saw Gurdjieff, Gurdjieff sent her to Paris to 
teach. Relying on what she had learned of his teachings from Orage, Heap formed a 
group that included Margaret Anderson, Georgette Leblanc, Solita Solano, and Kathryn 
Hulme, who met in Heap’s Montparasse apartment. Anderson ranked Heap, with Orage, 
as the best “introducer” to Gurdjieff’s system, while Hulme stated that, with the absence 
of Orage, it was largely through Heap that Gurdjieff’s “reputation loomed in Left Bank 
conversations in a persistent hush-hush way, like a cloud enveloping a Jehovah” (Webb 
1980, 431). Due to Heap’s influence at this time, Gurdjieff’s work began to penetrate the 
Parisian intelligentsia (Webb 1980, 433). In 1935, Gurdjieff sent her to teach in London, 
and her small group established in Paris became the basis for Gurdjieff’s all-female and 
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mostly lesbian ‘The Rope’ group from 1936 to 1937 (see Patterson 1999). When she 
arrived in London, Heap made enquiries about joining Ouspensky’s group. It is possible 
that Gurdjieff instructed her to act as a plant in the group, and to eventually lead members 
back to him. She was, however, rejected because she was a lesbian. She began her own 
group, and took some of her pupils to meet Gurdjieff in Paris in 1946 (Rawlinson 1997, 
309-310).  
 

Olgivanna Lloyd Wright (1898-1985) and Frank Lloyd Wright (1868-1959) 
‘Olgivanna’ (Olga Ivanovna) Lloyd Wright, née Hinzenberg, met Gurdjieff in Tiflis in 
1919, followed him to Constantinople, and became a prominent pupil at his Institute in 
Fontainebleau. On Gurdjieff’s advice she moved to the United States in 1925, where she 
married esteemed architect, interior designer, and educator, Frank Lloyd Wright, who 
was thirty-one years her senior (Washington 1993, 285-286; Friedland and Zellman 2006, 
239-241). The Lloyd Wrights had attended Toomer’s Chicago groups (Webb 1980, 424-
425), and in 1932, Lloyd Wright established a progressive school of architecture in 
Spring Green, Wisconsin, known as The Taliesin Fellowship (‘Taliesin’ being Welsh for 
‘shining brow’), and Olgivanna arranged to cultivate there the ideals of Gurdjieff’s 
Institute. In 1934, angling for a permanent base in America, Gurdjieff visited the Lloyd 
Wrights. He immediately took charge there, making specific requests of the apprentices, 
and dominating and arguing with Lloyd Wright (Friedland and Zellman 2006, 240-241). 
Gurdjieff had hoped that their school in Wisconsin might function as the location for an 
American Institute. He also asked Olgivanna to take groups in Chicago, as Orage and 
Toomer had recently left (Beekman Taylor 2008, 182). She did not comply.  
 
At Taliesin, Olgivanna kept Gurdjieff’s teaching on the periphery of the architectural 
activity until the 1950s, when her husband was much older, and she incorporated the 
Movements into the programme. She had intended to teach the Movements from 1932, 
but out of jealousy her husband would not allow it. Later she taught the Movements to 
their daughter Iovanna, who began teaching Movements there from 1949 (Amin 2004, 
83, 101-102). At this time Olgivanna recruited members, explaining to them that this was 
not a Gurdjieff group, but a group that would instruct them on how to lead a worthy life 
(Amin 2004, 107). Olgivanna arranged game-like encounters there, where people were 
assigned animals, colours, or pieces of music that described their character (Amin 2004, 
70). One pupil remarks of her ‘Gestapo-like tactics’; she requested that pupils report to 
her at all times, telling her what was said or done on the premises (Amin 2004, 73). 
Taliesin saw the likes of Svetlana Stalin, Walter Cronkite, and Presidents Reagan and 
Carter, and during the Second World War it became a refuge for Gurdjieff’s followers, 
such as the de Hartmanns and Notts.  
 

Paris 
Jeanne de Salzmann (1889-1990) and Alexandre de Salzmann (1874-1934) 

Prior to meeting Gurdjieff, Jeanne de Salzmann, née Allemand, was a trained 
Eurhythmics instructor who had worked with Emile Jaques-Dalcroze at his Institute in 
Hellerau near Dresden between 1911 and 1914. There she met her husband-to-be, artist 
Alexandre Gustav de Salzmann, who was developing his skills in stage design and 
lighting (Moore 1991, 361; de Hartmann and de Hartmann, 1992, 122, 141). In 1919 they 
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moved to Alexandre’s birthplace of Tiflis, Georgia and, working as a stage designer at 
the Tiflis Opera House, Alexandre reconnected with friend Thomas de Hartmann, a pupil 
of Gurdjieff. The de Salzmanns became close pupils of Gurdjieff for the rest of their lives 
(Webb 1980, 173-174). The de Salzmanns formed their first Gurdjieff-centred group in 
around 1928, when they visited their friend Alphons Paquet in Frankfurt. Together with 
Louise Goepfert, they began group readings of Beelzebub’s Tales in Paquet’s home, and 
brought this group to Gurdjieff. The group was short-lived (Webb 1980, 433).  
 
In 1931, while Jeanne de Salzmann was based at Gurdjieff’s Institute in Fontainebleau, 
Alexandre lived in Paris, and there formed another small group devoted to Gurdjieff’s 
teaching. The group originated in the friendship of four Rheims schoolboys, René 
Daumal, Roger-Gilbert Lecomte, Roger Vailland, and Robert Meyrat, who had earlier 
formed a group called the Grand Jeu. Czech artist Josef Sima, who was one of the 
signatories to the Grand Jeu manifesto, introduced them to Alexandre (Webb 1980, 434). 
After her husband’s death from tuberculosis in 1933, Jeanne de Salzmann (henceforth de 
Salzmann) took this group as her first foray into teaching Gurdjieff’s ideas, which she 
continued to do for another fifty-seven years (Rawlinson 1997, 311). She moved to 
Sévres near Paris in 1934 and established another group, the ‘Sévres group’, which 
included Pauline de Dampierre, Marthe de Gagneron, Solange Claustres, Henriette 
Lannes, Henri Tracol, and René Daumal (who had been a member of Alexandre’s group). 
All these members, with the exception of Daumal who died in 1944, became leading 
figures in the London and Paris Foundation groups established by de Salzmann after 
Gurdjieff’s death. In 1940, de Salzmann presented to Gurdjieff her Sévres group and 
Gurdjieff began meeting with them regularly. From 1943 to his death he taught them his 
later Movements, which he began choreographing in 1940 (Webb 1980, 436-438).  
 

Part Two: Groups After Gurdjieff’s Death 

After the Second World War, de Salzmann was Gurdjieff’s longest-surviving pupil, and 
was accepted as his successor after his death (Moore 1991, 268). According to de 
Salzmann, Gurdjieff’s last words were to her, stating that it was essential “to prepare a 
nucleus of people capable of responding to the demand which will arise” (de Salzmann 
1981, xii). Gurdjieff’s pupil William Welch also gave the account that on the Thursday 
before his death, Gurdjieff had summoned de Salzmann to his bedside and issued 
instructions for the continuation of his work (Webb 1980, 476). On the contrary, 
Gurdjieff’s pupil Fritz Peters stated that in New York during Gurdjieff’s last days he had 
indicated that Peters should succeed him. Gurdjieff had apparently said, “In life is only 
necessary for man to find one person to whom can give accumulation of learning in life. 
When find some receptacle, then is possible die … I also find one person to whom can 
give results my life’s work” (Peters 1976, 282-283). Peters describes Gurdjieff raising his 
arm with a finger extended and pointing around the room, stopping with his finger 
pointing directly at him (Peters 1976, 283). Gurdjieff’s pupils did not take this seriously, 
and the moment was forgotten.  
 
On the evening of Gurdjieff’s burial in Avon, de Salzmann addressed some forty or fifty 
of her French pupils. She told them that a teacher of Gurdjieff’s stature could not be 
replaced, and that their one chance was to work together: to create conditions which 
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Gurdjieff had been able to manufacture by himself, but which could not now be 
engineered by a single person (Bennett 1997, 223). She proceeded to organise the various 
Gurdjieff groups scattered throughout the world into a network of ‘Foundation’ groups, 
establishing core groups in Paris, New York, and London. These three groups are 
regarded as the centres of the network because of the relatively large concentration of 
first-generation pupils of Gurdjieff in these cities. Many other Foundation groups radiated 
from these, and can be found in most major cities in the West. While some of these 
groups classify themselves as Societies and others Institutes, they all belong to de 
Salzmann’s network, and can all simply be referred to as Foundation groups. In 2005 it 
was estimated that there were about 10,000 members in the Foundation network 
worldwide (Needleman and Baker 2005, 453). While de Salzmann headed the entire 
organisation until her death in 1990, three other individuals had extraordinary influence: 
Henriette Lannes, Henri Tracol, and Maurice Desselle (Azize 2013). Not all of 
Gurdjieff’s followers amalgamated into this network; an assortment of Gurdjieff-based 
groups remain outside of it, which can be considered ‘independent’ groups. The three 
core Foundation groups and a range of independent groups will now be examined. 
 

Foundation Groups 
Paris Institut G. I. Gurdjieff 

The Foundation group in Paris, known as the Paris Institut G. I. Gurdjieff, was led by de 
Salzmann until her death in 1990. The charismatic, but by this time elderly, Henri Tracol 
(1909-1997) took over the leadership briefly, before it was passed to de Salzmann’s son 
Michel, who died in 2001. Unlike de Salzmann, who had kept the various Foundation 
groups entirely separate, Michel organised international conferences and encouraged a 
lateral contact between followers from different groups (Moore 1994, 7). Film directors 
Jean-Claude Lubtchansky and Peter Brook together lead the Paris group today, while 
they are also strongly involved with the New York group. Prominent teachers of the Paris 
group under de Salzmann, such as Solange Claustres and Michel Conge, also led separate 
small groups in France (Azize 2013). The Paris group, which at its peak may have 
numbered around two hundred members, is generally considered to be the premier centre 
for Gurdjieff’s Movements, and is the most exclusive and secretive group in the 
Foundation network. 
 

The Gurdjieff Society of London 
The Foundation group in London, known as The Gurdjieff Society of London, was 
founded in 1950 but formally established in 1955. It brought together people in England 
who had been taught by Gurdjieff, and who had been pupils and teachers in groups with 
Ouspensky, Nicoll, or Heap (Wellbeloved 2003, 248). From 1950 to 1980, the Society 
was led by Henriette Lannes (1899-1980), originally a member of de Salzmann’s Sévres 
group in Paris, while Henri Tracol, also originally from the Sévres group, was to visit 
regularly and work alongside Lannes. He also gave regular guidance to the New York 
group. Other French pupils of de Salzmann, such as Marthe de Gaigneron and Pauline de 
Dampierre, visited the London group regularly to teach the Movements. The London and 
Paris groups were strongly united, and de Salzmann was intensely involved with both 
groups. The London group was initially based at Colet Gardens and then, after a number 
of temporary homes, was established in a house in West London, where a large studio for 
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Movements was attached. This remains its headquarters, where many hundreds of pupils 
gather for meetings, studies, and Movements (Lannes 2002, vii).  
 
In 1963, Lannes and her pupils acquired a large property in the country, the Guild House, 
or Bray, which became a site for weekend work involving building, renovating, 
gardening, cooking, craft and theatrical activities. The Pembridge Design Studio and Skill 
Gallery were opened in relation to the craft activities at Bray (Lannes 2002, 40, 94). In 
the early 1960s Lannes began an experimental company, Comonaim, which was to 
operate in the commercial conditions of London. Up to twenty members of the Society 
were involved in selling kitchens, with the principle aim of studying themselves as well 
as covering costs and making a profit (Lannes 2002, 114). In 1969 Lannes also 
inaugurated The Science Study, where a selection of pupils were to consider scientific 
methods and principles, and relate these to Work principles. (Lannes 2002, 160-186). 
After Lannes’ death in 1980, it is reported that Basil Tilley, and then Bernard and 
Annette Courtenay-Mayers, led the London group. In 2005 it was estimated that there 
were six hundred members in the London group (Moore 1994, 6). 
 

The Gurdjieff Foundation of New York 
The Gurdjieff Foundation of New York was founded in 1953 and shortly thereafter, 
Foundation groups were organised on the West Coast and in Canada (Rawlinson 1997, 
312). The president of the Foundation from 1953 to 1984 was Henry John Sinclair, 2nd 
Baron Pentland (1907-1984), known as Lord Pentland, an engineer by training who had 
been a student of the Ouspenskys, Gurdjieff, and de Salzmann. He also established the 
Gurdjieff Foundation of California. It has been reported that after Pentland, the 
Foundation was nominally led by William Welch until his death in 1999, then led jointly 
by Paul Reynard and Frank Sinclair. Reynard died in 2005 and Sinclair continued to 
2011, and is currently president-emeritus. It should be noted that while the leaders or 
presidents of these groups exert influence, often they are not the most influential 
individuals in groups. For example, Peggy Flinsch and William Segal had a crucial 
influence on the New York group, but were never presidents (Azize 2013). Teachers of 
the New York group include Gurdjieff’s pupils Louise Welch, Evelyn Sutta, Martin 
Benson, Dorothea Dooling, William Segal, Edwin Wolfe, Hugh Ripman, Thomas 
Foreman, Cynthia Pearce, and Larry Morris (Speeth 1989, 98; Azize 2013).  
 
Other pupils of Gurdjieff began as teachers at the New York Foundation, before starting 
their own groups. Olga de Hartmann, initially connected to the Foundation, later founded 
a group in Montreal, which developed into the Gurdjieff Foundation of Canada, and she 
also led a group in Santa Fe, New Mexico (Speeth 1989, 99). Louise March later set up 
the Rochester Folk Guild in 1957, and the East Hill Farm community for farmers and 
artisans in 1967 (Wellbeloved 2003, 242). Anne Lou Staveley, a pupil of Jane Heap, 
worked with the New York Foundation before forming her group in 1974 in Portland 
Oregon called Two Rivers Farm (see Kherdian 1998, 101-271). Paula and Naomi 
Anderson left the Foundation to form the American Institute for Continuing Education 
(AICE) in the Berkshires, and Willem Nyland, a Dutch chemist and musician, left the 
Foundation in the early 1960s, forming the Institute for Religious Development, which 
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consisted of groups on the East and West coasts, a community in Warwick, New York 
and one in Sebastapol, California (Wellbeloved 2003, 242).  
 

Independent Groups 
London 

London is home to a gallimaufry of independent Gurdjieff-based groups, the earliest of 
which are associated with Ouspensky’s former pupils. Groups founded during Gurdjieff’s 
lifetime by Maurice Nicoll and J. G. Bennett continued after Gurdjieff’s death, while 
Rodney Collin, Irmis Popoff, and Francis Roles formed new groups. Nicoll had 
established a flourishing community before the Second World War at Great Amwell in 
Hertfordshire, and after Gurdjieff’s death it remained separate to the Foundation network. 
When he died in 1953, his group numbered around six hundred members and continued 
under his close pupil and secretary Beryl Pogson, who he had authorised to teach. 
However, the group eventually split into a number of factions, with the largest faction, 
led by Samuel Copley, joining the Society of London (Rawlinson 1997, 300-301). 
Regardless, by 1955 Pogson had her own groups in Sussex and London, where meetings 
were held at her Nutley Terrace flat in Hampstead. From 1956 to 1962 Pogson conducted 
daily meetings and residential sessions of intensive group work at Dorton House, 
Buckinghamshire. She also held meetings every fortnight at her Hampstead flat. In 1958 
Pogson asked students to keep a record of their discussions, which became the book The 
Work Life (1994). In 1961 she moved to Upper Dicker in Sussex, where she formed 
another residential centre, and group sessions and meetings continued until her death in 
1967 (Pogson 1994, vii-viii, 278). The group was taken over by Lewis Creed and Ronald 
and Muriel Oldham, and still exists today. 
 
After Gurdjieff’s death, J. G. Bennett, who had built a thriving community at Coombe 
Springs, attempted to work alongside de Salzmann. He had witnessed the friction 
between the different groups at this time, and marvelled at her optimism (Bennett 1997, 
223). Bennett and de Salzmann eventually disconnected, and in 1955 she arranged for the 
complete separation of their activities. No member of Bennett’s group was permitted to 
take part in her classes and vice versa (Bennett 1997, 256). In 1953 and 1955 Bennett 
travelled through the Middle East, seeking the sources of Gurdjieff’s teachings and 
exploring Sufism and Subud, among other religions. Bennett was one of the first 
Westerners to come across Subud (Rawlinson 1997, 185), a movement initiated by 
Javanese Muhammad Subuh Sumohadiwidjojo (1901-1987), known also as Bapak 
Subuh. Bennett devoted himself to Subud from 1956 to 1960. This influenced his work at 
Coombe Springs, which became, according to Bennett’s son George, the headquarters of 
the Subud movement in Europe (Pittman 2012, 129). This deepened divisions between 
Bennett’s group and the Foundation; de Salzmann and Henri Tracol openly denied a 
connection between Subud and Gurdjieff’s system (Bennett 1962, 344). Bennett also 
integrated Sufi practices, such as the zikr, or recitation of the names of God, into the 
programme at Coombe Springs (Bennett 1962, 39-40). He came to believe that Sufism 
played an important role in Gurdjieff’s teaching (Pittman 2012, 120-121, 139 143; 
Bennett 1962, 68 300-302).  
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In 1971, Bennett established his International Academy for Continuous Education in 
Sherborne, Gloucestershire, having handed over his pupils at Coombe Springs to 
controversial Sufi teacher Idries Shah in 1966. The curriculum at Sherborne included 
courses on Gurdjieff’s system and Movements, as well as on role-playing, the emotions, 
the Alexander Technique, languages such as Turkish, and Sufi and Buddhist practices. 
Each course drew from eighty to more than one hundred pupils (Pittman 2012, 150-151). 
In October 1974, just before his death in December, Bennett bought Claymont Court, a 
mansion in West Virginia, which he intended to be the focus of a model society; the 
Claymont Society for Continuous Education. Claymont Court provided land where, after 
nine or ten-month residential courses, people could live together in a self-sustained, 
agriculturally-based community. The basic courses at Claymont Court concluded in the 
1980s, but it continues to be the site of significant exchanges between a number of 
teachers and groups representing various religio-spiritual traditions (Pittman 2012, 211).  
 
One of Bennett’s closest pupils, Anthony Blake, who had studied with physicist David 
Bohm, went on to found the experimental school DuVersity (a play on ‘diversity’ and 
‘unity’, as well as a reference to Bennett’s four-volume magnum opus, The Dramatic 
Universe) with Karen Stefano in West Virginia in 1998 (Blake 2013). Duversity aimed to 
further Bennett’s principle of ‘integration without rejection’ and his method of 
‘systematics’. Blake’s pupil, guitarist Robert Fripp, best known as a member of the band 
King Crimson, went on to develop a course in musical performance known as ‘Guitar 
Craft’, based on principles derived from Gurdjieff (see Fripp 2000, 7-24). Another 
organisation inspired by Bennett is the Millers River Educational Cooperative. Members, 
some of whom studied under Bennett, meet each week at Camp Caravan in Royalston, 
Massachusetts to study the writings of Gurdjieff and Bennett, practice Movements, attend 
lectures, and carry out practical work based on Gurdjieffian principles. They opened The 
Village School, a private elementary school, in 1989. Bennett remains a controversial 
figure; some believe he monumentally distorted Gurdjieff’s teaching (see Patterson 1998, 
244), and contributed to the misconception that Gurdjieff was a Sufi, and that his 
teaching was primarily influenced by Sufism (see Moore 1999, 128), while others view 
Bennett as a maverick teacher who revived and adapted Gurdjieff’s ideas into a new, 
dynamic system. 
 
Rodney Collin (1909-1956), a journalist educated at the London School of Economics, 
joined Nicoll’s group in 1934, and made contact with Ouspensky through visits to Lyne 
Place. He formed an intense attachment to Ouspensky, developing what Rawlinson terms 
an extensive  ‘Ouspenskyology’, in which Ouspensky was transformed into a cosmic 
figure. When Ouspensky died in 1947, Collin locked himself in Ouspensky’s room for 
six days. He experienced a series of revelations, believing that they were communicating 
telepathically (Rawlinson 1997, 301). In 1948 he moved to Mexico and founded a 
community in a hacienda in Tlalpam on the outskirts of Mexico City, which attracted 
Mexicans, and British and American ex-patriots. Tlalpam began as a recreation of 
Ouspensky’s Lyne Place, where Collin incorporated astrology into Gurdjieff’s cosmology 
via notions of ‘types’ and vibrations (Wellbeloved 2003, 239).  
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Later Collin bought a field in the mountains beyond Mexico City where he built a 
planetarium, consisting of two semi-underground rooms hollowed out of rock; Chambers 
of the Sun and Moon. These were linked by a container, which was positioned to receive 
the sun’s full rays at the summer solstice. In 1954 he dissolved the community, and part 
of the planetarium was transformed into a Catholic chapel. Collin died in peculiar 
circumstances in Lima in 1956. He had climbed to the top of the parapet of a cathedral, 
struck his head, and fallen to the ground. It was reported that he fell with arms 
outstretched in the form of a cross, and lay on the ground in a cruciform position 
(Rawlinson 1997, 301, 303). Through Collin, Gurdjieff-centred groups were established 
in Mexico, Peru, Chile, Uruguay and Argentina (Webb 1980, 492). 
 
Francis Roles, a member of the Royal College of Physicians, was one of Ouspensky’s 
earliest pupils. They met in 1924, and Roles became a close pupil and his personal 
physician (Webb 1980, 399). He never met Gurdjieff. After Ouspensky’s death, Roles 
took up the remnants of Ouspensky’s school at Lyne Place, presiding over his followers. 
In 1951, Roles founded a group called The Society for the Study of Normal Psychology 
or simply The Study Society, and from 1958, this group was based at Ouspensky’s old 
residence, Colet House, Barons Court, London. (When Ouspensky died Colet House was 
sold, but it came back on the market and Roles bought it through funds raised through 
The Study Society). Roles’ pupils were engaged in painting and renovating Colet House, 
and exercises in attention and self-observation (Collin-Smith 1988, 47, 93). They 
practiced, and continue to practice, Gurdjieff’s Movements, which had been introduced to 
Ouspensky’s pupils by Sophia Ouspensky in the 1930s, at both Lyne Place and Colet 
House. Roles distanced his group from Bennett and Collin, and requested that his pupils 
dissociate from their writings, and those of Nicoll, as these were not strictly in line with 
Ouspensky’s teaching (Collin-Smith 1988, 48-49). 

Roles’ most noteworthy pupil was Leon MacLaren (1910-1994), who joined The Study 
Society in 1953. MacLaren had founded his own school, the School of Economic 
Science, in London in 1937, which was originally inspired by the work of the nineteenth 
century American economist Henry George. MacLaren gradually integrated this with 
philosophical teachings and, after meeting Roles, also with concepts and practices of 
Ouspensky and Gurdjieff. In London in 1959 Roles and MacLaren became pupils of 
Maharishi Mahesh Yogi and, after a visit to India in 1961, also adopted the teaching of 
Swami Shantanand Saraswati, who was Shankaracharya of Jyotirmath, the head of the 
Advaita tradition in Northern India. There are traditionally four Shankaracharyas (of the 
North, East, South, and West), where each heads a monastery that tradition attributes to 
the original Shankara of the eighth century (Rawlinson 1997, 426). These influences led 
Roles and MacLaren to incorporate Transcendental Meditation techniques and Advaita 
Vedanta philosophy into their teaching (Tolley 2008). MacLaren’s School of Economic 
Science has expanded geographically, with more than forty branch locations in the UK, 
and branches in the United States, South Africa, Ireland, Australia, and New Zealand. In 
the mid-1970s MacLaren also helped to found full-time schools for children in London, 
mainly populated by the children of members of the School of Economic Science. These 
are known as the ‘St James Independent Schools’. MacLaren died in 1994 and was 
succeeded by barrister Donald Lambie. Practices have largely been modernised and the 
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influence of Gurdjieff’s teaching on this group has diminished dramatically (Tolley 
2013).3 
 

America and Beyond 
Sophia Ouspensky died in 1963 at the age of eighty-nine, and her group at Franklin 
Farms, New Jersey, discontinued. One of Sophia’s closest pupils, Robert de Ropp (1913-
1987),4 went on to found a community called The Church of the Earth, based in Santa 
Rose, California, which was in operation from around 1967 to 1974 (Wellbeloved 2003, 
240; Rawlinson 1997, 305). Irmis Barret Popoff (1900-1984), who worked as 
Ouspensky’s secretary and was one of his first pupils in New York, became involved in 
Mexican groups established by Christopher Freemantle and Venezualan groups formed 
around Natalie de Salzmann. From 1965 she began her own groups and established the 
Pinnacle, a group based at a house in Seacliffe on Long Island. She taught until her death 
in 1984 (Wellbeloved 2003, 240). The Wrights’ Taliesin Fellowship in Wisconsin still 
exists, but the influence of Gurdjieff there has diminished (Speeth 1989, 109). George 
Adie (1901-1989) and Helen Adie (1909-1996), who had been close pupils of Ouspensky 
for more than ten years, and who knew Gurdjieff in Paris in 1948, formed a flourishing 
group in Sydney, Australia. Originally they had joined Lannes’ Group One at the London 
Society, which also included J. G. Bennett, Jane Heap, Kenneth Walker, and Alfred 
Etievan among others. In 1966, George Adie’s severe lung condition instigated a move to 
the warmer climate of Sydney, where the Adies taught Gurdjieff’s methods and ideas, 
gave readings of Beelzebub’s Tales, and Movements classes from 1966 to 1989 (Azize 
2007). 
 
A bewildering variety of other Gurdjieff-based groups have now emerged worldwide. 
Many of these can be considered fringe groups, led by individuals who never met 
Gurdjieff, but adopted aspects of his teaching. E. J. Gold (b. 1941) formed a group in Los 
Angeles around 1966, and a more advanced group in Crestline in the San Bernadino 
Mountains, called the Institute for the Harmonious Human Being (Rawlinson 1997, 271-
272). His teachings on ‘waking up’, living consciously, and applying effort in daily life 
derive from Gurdjieff. Gold makes allusive and satirical references to Gurdjieff in his 
flamboyant writings, Autobiography of a Sufi (1977) and Secret Talks With Mr. G (1978). 
Robert Burton founded the Fellowship of Friends in 1970, which now has centres through 
Europe, America and Asia. They are also known as the Gurdjieff-Ouspensky Fourth Way 
Schools. Their main teaching centre is the Apollo (formerly Renaissance) farming and 
wine-making community in the Sierra Nevada mountains of California. Burton’s own 
innovation to Gurdjieff’s teaching is the use of playing cards to symbolize aspects of the 
‘centres’ (Wellbeloved 2003, 249-250). Raymond John Schertenleib, also known as 
‘Leo’, founded the group The Emin in 1972 in England. They use Tarot cards, have an 
                                                
3 Much of this information derives from conversations with Dorine Tolley, who was MacLaren’s personal 
assistant for twenty-one years (1973-1994). Tolley’s parents were pupils of Ouspensky and then Roles, and 
they founded the Dutch branch of the School of Economic Science in Amsterdam in the early 1960s, which 
continues today. 
4 De Ropp, who had a PhD in plant physiology at the Royal College of Science in London, met Ouspensky 
in 1936 but became particularly close to Sophia Ouspensky, visiting Lyne Place on weekends from 1936 
until 1945 when the Ouspenskys had moved to the United States. He met Gurdjieff in 1948, before 
becoming an independent teacher (Rawlinson 1997, 304).  
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interest in auras, believe in the Laws of Two and Three, and practice a form of dance 
derived from Gurdjieff’s Movements (Wellbeloved 2003, 251). In 1973, Paul Henry 
Beidler formed the group The Search at Northeon Forest, a tree farm and wildlife refuge 
where students practice exercises under rigorous conditions, aimed at self transformation 
(Speeth 1989, 109). Other spiritual teachers such as Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh (‘Osho’) 
(1931-1990), Idries Shah (1924-1996), who met Bennett in England in 1962, and Gary 
Chicoine (b. 1942) all led groups with connections to Gurdjieff’s teaching. 
 
 

Part Three: Foundation Groups 
The Gurdjieff Foundation network and its three major centres in Paris, London, and New 
York, were assessed in the second part of this article. There will now be a further 
examination of these groups, with focus on three of their core practices: group readings, 
exercises, and sittings. To begin, members of Foundation groups usually attend weekly 
group meetings, which have a question and answer format, as well as special weekends 
and retreats held throughout the year, where small crews do physical labour under the 
guidance of teachers. When members are deemed ready, they attend regular Movements 
classes (see Kherdian 60-62, 77). Key teachings at the Foundation involve cultivating 
attention, sensing the body, observing habits, and working to alter these habits. 
 
In Foundation groups, readings, and the discussions that follow, are usually based on 
Ouspensky’s In Search of the Miraculous (1949) (Ravindra 2004, 46; Guillon 2004, 79), 
rather than Gurdjieff’s principle text Beelzebub’s Tales, which was a focal point for 
group work during Gurdjieff’s lifetime. Today, independent, rather than Foundation, 
Gurdjieff groups are more likely to read Beelzebub’s Tales (Kherdian 1998, 107). David 
Kherdian, once a member of the New York Foundation, says that Ouspensky’s text “was 
the Bible of the Foundation,” and that after a reading, “[b]oth the questions and the 
answers seemed forced, without any urgency on the part of the questioners, or any feeling 
on he part of those who were replying. There was a palpable feeling of fear in the room 
that disturbed me” (Kherdian 1998, 52-53). Ricardo Guillon, member of the Paris Institut 
G. I. Gurdjieff under Michel Conge, states that readings of Ouspensky’s text prepared for 
group exchanges, and he interprets its original title, Fragments of an Unknown Teaching, 
to mean that the book is incomplete; what is missing is each person’s contribution. The 
fragments become complete through people’s participation (Guillon 2004, 79).  
 
Exercises are regularly given to members of Foundation groups, and these are generally 
guarded with secrecy. Some of these exercises come directly from Gurdjieff and, 
although they are rarely discussed in the memoirs of his pupils, useful material on them 
can be found in published transcriptions of Gurdjieff’s talks (see Gurdjieff 1981, 113-
116; Gurdjieff 1976, 146-147, 161, 244-245; Gurdjieff 2008, 141-142). Gurdjieff’s 
exercises involved cultivating attention, observing and sensing parts of the body, 
distinguishing between sensing and feeling, entering into the position of another person, 
and trying to do the opposite of what one normally does. Gurdjieff once described 
‘initiating’ pupils into exercises and information “considered “secret,” and which for the 
‘average man’ might prove ruinous” (Gurdjieff 1981, 132). Seymour Ginsburg, who 
joined Gurdjieff groups associated with the Foundation from 1978 to 1990, before 
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leading an independent group in south Florida, outlines a number of exercises and lessons 
in Gurdjieff Unveiled (2005), which presumably originate from the teaching of Gurdjieff 
and de Salzmann. Ginsburg states that exercises given in Foundation groups can be 
divided into three categories: principal exercises that are always to be practiced, 
reminding or “stop” exercises that require one to stop at certain moments in the day, such 
as before one eats or every time one walks through a doorway (Ginsburg 2005, 27, 40), 
and psychological exercises, where practitioners observe ‘identifications’ in themselves, 
such as negative emotions, which deplete their energy and divert their attention 
(Ginsburg 2005, 77-78).  
 
Ginsburg explains that at the end of group meetings, members are given an exercise for 
the upcoming week. As an example, he describes the exercise of the self-observation of 
“wiseacring,” which is a Gurdjieffian term for lying, when one pretends to know more 
than they do. The exercise, Ginsburg explains, has two parts: observing when and how 
one ‘wiseacres’, and observing one’s emotions when someone else ‘wiseacres’ back 
(Ginsburg 2005, 113). David Kherdian describes members of the Foundation of New 
York practicing exercises like remembering oneself on the hour and to the minute, and 
when they failed to do this, they were to splash cold water on their face. He even states, 
“We had to carry a jug of water in the car, which also acted as a reminding factor” 
(Kherdian 2008, 75).  
 
From the 1960s, de Salzmann developed the practice of sittings, where pupils sit in 
silence cultivating sensations in the body (Needleman and Baker 2005, 452). Pupils are 
guided throughout the sitting, being instructed to be aware of the body, the breathing and 
the stillness (Segal 2003, 200-201). The practice relates to one of de Salzmann’s central 
teachings: to integrate the mind and body so as to allow energy to flow between oneself 
and higher levels or energies (Ravindra 2004, 18, 23-24, 45, 61). David Kherdian reports 
of sittings at the New York Foundation, “The important thing was to drop our thoughts 
and really be in our bodies. Relaxing occurred through sensing … we were encouraged to 
be in our centers… The sittings lasted forty-five minutes” (Kerdian 1998, 60-61). 
According to Ginsburg, during sittings one must close the eyes, sit comfortably, and 
avoid visualising anything. In the ensuing quietness one may experience, in Gurdjieffian 
terms, “objective consciousness” and the “real world” (Ginsburg 2005, 56-57). Ravindra 
gives a number of accounts of sittings given by de Salzmann from 1980 to 1990 
(Ravindra 2004, 50, 77, 91), and William Segal, who studied with Gurdjieff and 
Ouspensky in the 1940s and taught at the New York Foundation, also gives an account 
(Segal 2003, 198-201). Gurdjieff himself never gave sittings, though in his last years he 
did suggest to certain individuals and small groups practicing forms of individual sitting, 
meditation or ‘centering’ (Howarth and Howarth 2009, 473).  
 
A number of pupils and writers on Gurdjieff are critical of the Foundation network. 
Kathleen Speeth, who met Gurdjieff as a child and whose parents were in the Work for 
thirteen years, argues that where Gurdjieff’s teaching methods were spontaneous and 
improvisatory, meetings at Foundation groups are ritualized and silent; groups are more 
interested in preserving the teachings than creatively engaging and developing pupils 
(Speeth 1989, 99-105). Researcher and publisher Sophia Wellbeloved, who was a 
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member of the Gurdjieff Society of London for thirteen years, highlights the point that 
where Gurdjieff eventually expected pupils to leave him and work on their own, pupils 
now remain in Foundation groups for long periods of time and are not encouraged to 
leave. She also states that where Gurdjieff demanded unremitting struggle and effort, 
stressing that only active man served evolution, de Salzmann emphasizes the notion of 
reception, of ‘being worked on’ and ‘being remembered’ (Wellbeloved 2003, 153-154). 
Even Gurdjieff biographer James Moore, an active leader of the Gurdjieff Society of 
London, describes the Foundation groups as “strictly hierarchical,” “apostolic and 
“institutional,” and questions the Foundation’s total discard for Gurdjieff’s intricate 
cosmology and for Beelzebub’s Tales (Moore 1991, 369-370; Moore 1994, 5). Similarly, 
James Webb stated that the Foundation network “has increasingly developed the 
characteristics of a church” (Webb 1980, 477). 
 

Conclusion 
This article hopes to have shed light on the diverse routes that Gurdjieff’s work has 
traversed, from the time of the very first Gurdjieff-based groups established in his 
lifetime in England, America and France, to the new groups that formed around the world 
after his death. Focus was paid to the dramatic changes instigated by Gurdjieff’s 
successor Jeanne de Salzmann after his death, when she took control and restructured 
groups, founding a network of Foundation groups that taught Gurdjieffian principles and 
exercises in a formalised manner. It was obvious that no one could replace Gurdjieff, and 
it seemed inevitable that a new framework for his teaching was needed for it to continue. 
Foundation groups aim to protect the authenticity of Gurdjieff’s teaching, though at the 
same time, new practices such as sittings, and new ways of teaching the system, were 
incorporated. Identifying an authentic Gurdjieff teaching is, in any case, highly 
problematic, as Gurdjieff’s life and teaching can essentially be viewed as a continual 
experiment and improvisation. This was his way of living ‘consciously’, a principle that 
he vehemently advocated, and of keeping his movements challenging and unpredictable, 
for himself and his pupils. Unlike Foundation groups, independent groups, like those 
formed by Bennett, Collin, Roles, and de Ropp, as well as the many fringe groups that 
have now emerged, incorporated new religio-spiritual systems into Gurdjieff’s teaching. 
These groups will undoubtedly go on to sprout more and more branches, as the 
Gurdjieffian genealogical tree continues to expand into unimaginable territories. 
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