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The civil war period witnessed a remarkable activity in the pursuit 
of astronomy and allied subjects in the northern counties of England, 
and well over half a dozen mathematical practitioners were active 
between 1635 and 1650. Perhaps the best known of these men was 
Jeremiah Horrocks and his circle, including William Gascoigne and 
William Crabtree who were active around 1640, and made 
contributions of international importance in celestial mechanics and 
instrument design. 1 Though working some years later, Jeremy 
Shakerley was deeply influence by the work of Horrocks, and in many 
ways, saw himself as continuing in the same tradition. While 
Shakerley worked in greater isolation in many respects, he did 
maintain an active London correspondence, and often made 
reference to fellow astronomers in the Pendle district, where he 
originally resided. Shakerely's historical importance lies in the nine 
substantial letters which he exchanged with the London astrologer, 
William Lilly between 1648 and 1650, along with others to Henry 
Osborne and John Matteson. Most of these letters, now preserved 
in the Ashmole manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, are rich in 
information about the aspirations and problems of a provincial 
mathematical practitioner. He was an admirer of the theories of 
Copernicus and Kepler and argued for strictly natural causes in 
celestial phenomena. Yet he also perceived a hierarchy of 
correspondences and astrological demonstrations behind the physical 
laws, whereby man could interpret God's design, as a guide to 
conduct.

Even a couple of decades after his death around 1655, little was 
remembered of the details of Shakerley's life, and when the Dictionary 
of National Biography article was written, it was based on material 
contained in his three published works, and could provide no dates 
for either his birth or death. In a letter to Lilly, Shakerley stated that 
he was born in North Owram, Halifax, Yorkshire in November, 1626,
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and proudly pointed out that this was the 'same parish wherein John 
de Sacrobosco was'. At the age of twelve he was taken to Ireland, where 
he remained until the outbreak of the Rebellion, presumably in 1642, 
after which he returned to England. Around the age of twenty he 
says, 'I gave my mind to the mathematicks',- but as he was then 
living in Pendle Forest, bewailed that he was in a 'country where good 
words are as rare as good wits and ignorance scales the lips of 
compliment'. 1

Snakerley's letters to Lilly are mainly concerned with astrology 
and patronage, as well as containing a good deal of autobiographical 
material. In the pre-1650 phase of his career, he was not so much 
interested in the physical phenomenon of the heavens as what they 
portended. This theme is very much mixed in with demands for help 
and encouragement, for as he laments to Lilly, 'Astronomic is not 
in league with fortune' and so far, his mathematical activities had 
only brought him frustration. He emphasised to Lilly that with some 
encouragement, he might grow to something, although at present, 
'necessity is my jailer'.' Shakerley was an ambitious man, impatient 
for advancement, and his letters are full of flatteries and fawning 
obeisances as he tried every device he could think of to gain crucial 
metropolitan patronage from Lilly. By 1649, he had entered the 
protection of Christopher Towneley, for by February of that year, he 
was using Carre Hall as his address, and claiming to live with Mr 
Towneley. 3 But this arrangement was still unsatisfactory, for in the 
same letter he ungratefully complains 'meate and drink is all I can 
expect' and 'you may justly imagine that I have to desire a better 
fortune'. After relating some derogatory remarks about Towneley, 
he continued to fawn to Lilly 'for in you the deadness of my hope 
do live'. 6 Although Lilly never extended to Shakerley the formal 
patronage which he craved, he does seem to have been his main 
supplier of books, for on one occasion, he was urged to forward on 
works by Tycho Brahe and Gassendi which do not seem to have been 
available at Carre Hall. 7 In the long run, however, it is clear that 
Shakerley was no more satisfied with Lilly than he had been with 
Towneley, for he makes reference to other potential patrons in his 
letters, including the Parliamentarian Major General Lambert. 
Shakerley claimed that one of his mathematical friends in Pendle, 
Mr Nathan Pigholls, had an attorney brother in London who was 
trying to obtain Lambert's patronage through Parliamentary 
connections." Shakerley left no stone unturned in his search for 
influential support, and was willing to cast over all shades of religious 
and political opinion to get it, for Lilly and Lambert obviously 
occupied diametrically opposite positions from the Catholic, Royalist 
Towneleys.

At the outset of their correspondence, William Lilly must have 
seemed highly promising as a potential patron to Shakerley, for the



Jeremy Shakerley 3

London astrologer was reaching his zenith of influence as the oracle 
of the Parliamentary side in the civil war. 9 More significant 
intellectually, he was involved in the attempted restoration of astrology 
from corrupt charlatans and other base'nymphes who . . . prostitute 
themselves to vulgar suitors' and bring disrepute upon the art. At 
this period too, Shakerley was much concerned with elevating the 
status of astrology as a scholarly discipline, along with clarifying the 
points at which it was at variance with astronomy proper."'

One important aspect of Shakerley's career, as revealed in his 
correspondence, is the increasing importance which he came to 
attribute to new knowledge. From one of his earliest letters to Lilly, 
one finds that he was surprisingly timid in his approach to certain 
forms of new knowledge, which in itself, was a world removed from 
the fierce iconoclasm ofjeremiah Horrocks. Shakerley described how, 
on one occasion when he was still living in Pendle Forest, he beheld 
the rare meteorological sight of two mock suns, one on each side of 
the true sun, about 10° apart. The mock suns were joined by a brilliant 
rainbow of red and green, a drawing of which he included in the letter 
to Lilly. Instead of revelling in the novelty of the event, as Horrocks 
would most probably have done, Shakerley confessed that he 
preferred to learn of such things from the writings of the ancient 
authors, for he clearly felt reservations about what they could imply. 
Of particular interest was Shakerley's explanation for the 
phenomenon, which he nonetheless regarded as quite natural. He 
told Lilly that the local people had been full of an 'abundance of terror 
and amazement' at the occurrence, but when they asked him what 
it was, his explanation was physical and straightforward. The mock 
suns, he told them, were occasioned by 'the brightness of the sun's 
beames from a cloud reflected on the earth', and similar events had 
been recorded in both ancient and modern times alike. Natural as 
the mock suns may have been, though, he still implored Lilly to 
pronounce 'astrological judgement' upon them, to reveal a 
significance that may have gone beyond common cause and effect."

By 1649, however, Shakerley was coming to entertain serious 
doubts about the validity of astrological predictions, though a close 
reading of his remarks indicates not so much a scepticism about 
astrology as a science, but rather a dismay about the debased state 
into which it was thought to have fallen. He related to Lilly that he 
felt uncertain about some aspects of it, for whilst 'many things may 
be deduced to confirm the verity of astrology . . . I sometimes lament 
the manifold imperfections of the art'. 12 His growing doubts were 
also discussed with his friend John Matteson, as when in March 1649, 
he wrote 'yet if there be any help from astrology (which I will not deny 
maybe) I believe that not only the art, but even the key to the art is 
locked up. Astrology consists of too much uncertainty to inform us 
of anything therein'. Later in the same letter, Shakerley expressed
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his intention to deduce a more perfect astrology from philosophical 
principles. 13 Indeed, his doubts about astrology seem to have been 
crystallising so rapidly that he even feared that much of what would 
appear in his 1650 Almanack would be conjectural. He promised to 
discuss his doubts with Lilly, though unfortunately, this letter does 
not seem to have survived. '*

During the first two or three years of his career, Shakerley does 
not seem to have been interested in practical observation, for nowhere 
in his correspondence does he make reference to detailed personal 
observation of the heavens. To some extent, one can also infer this 
reluctance to observe nature direct in his comments about the mock 
suns. Most of his data, instead of being derived from the heavens 
direct, was obtained from published astronomical tables such as those 
of Johannes Kepler. Quite probably, in his early days, he was not 
attracted to the meticulous and delicate cumulative work of the 
observational astronomer. Like most astrologers and almanack 
makers, he had a detailed knowledge of the ephemeris tables and used 
them as a basis for the three published works he was to issue between 
1649 and 1653. He mentions by name the tables of Lansberg, 
Longomontanus, Argoll, Kepler and the Prutenic tables of Erasmus 
Reinhold. 15

Shakerley's astrological doubts date from 1649, the same year that 
he came to reside at Carre Hall with Towneley. From the same year, 
one also sees the genesis of several other new currents in Shakerley's 
thought, and a broadening of his natural curiosity. His 
Copernicanism became more strongly defined, he started to make 
original observations of the heavens, and grew ever more abusive 
towards conservative astronomers and astrologers who derived all 
of their conclusions from printed tables. Each of these causes had 
also been important elements in the thought of Jeremiah Horrocks, 
ten years before and, following Horrocks' death in 1641, his papers 
had been in the hands of Christopher Towneley.'6 Considering the 
enormous reverence in which Shakerley came to hold Horrocks, it 
seems plausible to argue that his major shift in intellectual stance had 
something to do with him reading the Horrocks papers at Carre Hall.

In each of his three published works, Shakerley was to express his 
indebtedness to Horrocks in no uncertain terms. In his Anatomy of 
Urania Practice (1649), where he attacked Vincent Wing's treatment 
of the lunar theory, he stated that with the exceptions of Kepler and 
Bullialdus (Ismael Boulliau) few others had understood the lunar 
theory so well 'as that Noble Genius, our worth countryman, Master 
Jeremy Horrox (sic) from whose remains I have gathered most of 
what I shall write in this chapter'. 17 Similarly, he acknowledged his 
debt to Horrocks in both his Almanack for 1651 and also in the 
introduction to his Tabulae Britannicae (1653).
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Shakerley's first published work, the Anatomy, or dissection of 
Vincent Wing's Urania Practica (1649), was probably written at Carre 
Hall soon after the appearance of the book itself, with the impact of 
the Horrocks papers still fresh in his mind. Wing's Urania 1' was a 
good and comprehensive astronomical textbook in English, dealing 
with the necessary mechanics of eclipse prediction, the use of tables 
and astrological computation. It did, however, contain certain 
assumptions which provided Shakerley with a golden opportunity 
to fulfil his desire, confessed to Lilly, to 'perform something against 
Wing'." The Urania sometimes implied a fixed earth cosmology, 
while Wing was accused of being imprecise in some of his definitions. 
One cannot help feeling, though, that the book was, on the whole, 
a sound guide to the English-reading amateur astronomers for whom 
it was intended, and that Shakerley's Anatomy of it was over zealous 
and excessively polemical. What Shakerley found in Wing's Urania 
Practica was a convenient platform from which to trumpet his new 
ideas and ridicule conservative astronomers:

This last age . . . doth enjoy the benefit of more admirable and useful 
Inventions than any or almost all before it . . . indeed, what shall we mortals 
now despair of? within what bounds shall our wits be contained? We have seen 
the spots of the Sun . . . the horns of Venus . . . the mountains and seas of the 
Moon . . . the generation of comets. O heaven and stars! how much hath our 
age triumphed over you! Neither doth our victory end here, still new miracles 
adde to the numbers of the old, and no day passeth without a triumph. 20

Wing took Shakerley's broadside with surprising good humour, later 
remarking that 'there is in it more malice than matter', although it 
did not prevent him from composing a suitable retort entitled Ens 
fictum Shakerleii, or the annihilation of Mr. Jeremie Shakerley (1649). 2I

It was most probably the anti-Wing tract which finally severed the 
relationship between Shakerley and Lilly, for a letter was obviously 
sent from the London astrologer to inform him that further 
correspondence was no longer welcome. In his best self-abasing style, 
Shakerley wrote back, 'Now that you have rid yourself of mee, you 
no longer need be separated from the friendship of Mr Wing . . .', 
but there were clearly other factors involved in terminating the 
relationship. Ostensibly, Lilly had accused Shakerley of plagiarising 
the astronomical tables of another Pendle Forest mathematician, 
Jonas Moore, although one can see how the two men were growing 
apart in basic interests.' 2 Shakerley was abrasively challenging the 
very precepts upon which Lilly's reputation stood when he argued 
that astrology was uncertain, while his solicitations to a much higher 
ranking Parliamentarian, General Lambert, must have annoyed 
Lilly's sense of pride as a patron. 23 Wing, on the other hand, was a 
sound astrologer and much more loyal to his protectors.
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Around the same time as he was producing the Anatomy of Urania 
Practica(164:9), Shakerley was also working on his Almanack. Several 
references to almanack compilation occur in his letters, though only 
one such publication can be unequivocally attributed to him. Synopsis 
Compendiana; or, a brief "description oftheyeer of humane redemption MDCLI, 
was an almanack of some significance, for in the concluding section 
of the work appeared 'A short astronomical discourse   De Mercuric 
in sole vivendo', in which he announced his calculation of the forth 
coming transit of mercury across the Sun's disk for October 24th, 
1651. Only one Mercury transit hd been calculated and observed to 
date, when Pierre Gassendi described that of 1631. While he was aware 
that Mercury transits were of less scientific significance than those 
of Venus, he realised that they could still be used to rectify knowledge 
of the planet's orbit. By observing Mercury on the Sun's disk in 
transit, astronomers could accurately define the point of intersection 
between the planet's orbit and that of the Sun   the node of the orbit 
  better than by any other method. Also, when cast against the Sun's 
light in transit and relieved of that glare which made it appear 
excessively large in the night sky, it was possible to measure Mercury's 
correct angular diameter, as a proportion of the known diameter of 
the Sun. 24 Throughout this section, Shakerley borrows 
considerably, and with due acknowledgement, from the published 
account of Gassendi's observation of 1631. More important, in terms 
of his own intellectual development, was his familiarity with the 
observation of the transit of Venus made by Jeremiah Horrocks in 
1639. Horrocks, unlike Gassendi, never lived to publish the 
observations and conclusions obtained from the Venus transit, and 
they had to wait some twenty years after Horrocks's death, before 
being printed by Johannes Hevelius in Danzig in 1661. Shakerley 
most probably used a manuscript copy of what would later become 
Venus in sub sole visa that was in Towneley custody at Carre Hall. 25

As in his attack on Vincent Wing, Shakerley lost no opportunity 
to use the Synopsis to wax lyrical on the achievements of the new science 
and pour scorn on more traditional practitioners. Attacking those 
mathematicians who did not accept the doctrine of elliptical orbits, 
he proclaimed himself a follower of Kepler. Then he took several 
Continental astronomers to task, particularly Longomontanus and 
Keckermann for not believing Mercury to be a solid body but rather 
'subtile and rare' and hence unable to stand out in relief as a dark 
body when in transit across the sun.

What one finds, indeed, in both the Anatomy of 'Urania Practica' and 
the Synopsis for 1651 is the heady enthusiasm of a man whose whole 
thought had recently undergone drastic revision and had come to 
be re-established upon new and exhilarating foundations. The sheer 
pugnacity with which he was not attacking more conservative 
astronomers and defending the new science of observation and



Jeremy Shakerley 7

enquiry was very reminiscent of the language ofjeremiah Horrocks. 
Shakerley's recommended method of observing the transit was 
similar to that used by Horrocks, and consisted in projecting an image 
of the Sun with a telescope into a darkened room, so that the solar 
image and the transitting Mercury would exactly fill a circle divided 
into 360° from which measurements could be made. But all of this 
description was something of an anticlimax, for he goes on to state, 
'we in England shall in vain expect anything of this appearance', for 
it will only be possible to observe the transit to any effect in China, 
the Antipodes or other Eastern lands. Synopsis confirms the impact 
which the Horrocks papers, especially the unpublished Venus transit 
observations, must have had on Shakerley. It also explains why 
Shakerley made such a fuss about the impending Mercury transit, 
for he beheld in it an opportunity to emulate his new hero and observe 
the passage of a planet across the solar disk. One can also understand 
why he was falling increasingly out of joint with William Lilly. For 
whatever reason, one must assume that Shakerley's fortunes failed 
to improve at home, especially after his estrangement from Lilly. By 
1651 he was bound for India. No record of his passage seems to have 
survived, nor the capacity in which he sailed. 26

The brief Indian phase of his career is most provocative, for in his 
one long letter to Henry Osborne written in 1653, one sees the 
emergence of a new intellectual confidence and curiosity, rooted in 
a firm scientific grasp, which had been absent or at best unformed 
in his Lancashire writings. He informed Osborne that he was already 
in India by the Autumn of 1651, for on October 24th that year he 
observed the much awaited transit of mercury in Surat." 
Shakerley's observation of this event was probably the first planned 
telescopic astronomical observation to be made in India, and after 
Gassendi, he was probably the second man anywhere to see Mercury 
in transit across the sun. The observation was made under difficult 
conditions 'in which my chiefest infelicity was want of intruments, 
for I had only a small and little better than a half-crown perspective'. 
The technique employed to observe the transit was the one 
recommended in his Synopsis and which had also been used by 
Horrocks to view Venus in 1639   by projection onto a graduated 
sheet of paper. He goes on to say that the event began at 6.40 a.m., 
but the room in which he was obliged to observe was incommodious, 
being 'encumbered with the neighbourhood of other buildings', and 
afforded him only one single sighting of the disk. Inset into the letter 
is a drawing of the solar projection, upon which the planet's position 
is noted. Mercury appeared as a tiny round dot, 'the colour of a 
brownish black and the diameter very small, as I am confident that 
it did not exceed half a minute'. Whether Shakerley employed the 
transit observation to derive the orbital elements of Mercury, as 
suggested in the Synopsis, was not stated.
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The Osborne letter was clearly intended as an interim report on 
his astronomical work in India, and not only implied that more 
information would be forthcoming, but stated that two previous 
letters had already been sent. One of these had been entrusted to one 
Henry Wentworth sailing on the Eagle, while another had been sent 
via Aleppo. Both of these letters had contained astronomical 
information and Shakerley was interested in knowing whether they 
ever reached their destination. It is unlikely that they did so, for when 
Vincent Wing provided an account of the Mercury transit in his 
posthumously published Astronomia Britannica (1669), he gave details 
very similar to those contained in the Osborne letter, for we know 
that copies of this document were made and circulated by John 
Booker.-"

In spite of the Urania Practica conflict in 1649, Wing soon forgave 
his rival and not only gave the transit observation a detailed treatment 
in his book, but had already in 1656 spoken generously of Shakerley's 
Tabulae Britannicae .'"' Although Wing had claimed Shakerley's 
Indian journey to have been scientific in its motivation, one suspects 
that at best, science was only one of a complex of motives which 
encouraged him to leave a home where his prospects seem to have 
been bleak. From the account of his transit observation, it is clear 
that Shakerley was not in a position of leisure in Surat, for he was 
only able to snatch one relatively fast sighting of Mercury. Nor does 
his lack of adequate instruments or cramped place of observation 
suggest a deliberately planned expedition. He writes of spare hours 
only devoted to mathematics. Most likely, he had sailed out to India 
in the hope of making his fortune, and took what time he could to 
observe the transit. It is interesting to note, however, that half-crown 
telescopes seem to have been popular amongst impoverished 
astronomers, for Jeremiah Horrocks observed the 1639 Venus transit 
with an instrument costing the same amount. Nevertheless, we can 
form an opinion of Shakerley's accuracy as an observer, and of his 
own objective assessment of his work from the same letter to Osborne, 
January 15th, 1653. Shakerley related that on September 7th, 1652, 
he observed a lunar eclipse, which started when the Moon stood at 
50° 45' altitude, the duration of which he timed and measured. To 
make this observation, he also determined the latitude of Surat 'which 
I have observed as 21 degr. and betwixt 10' and 15' north, but my 
instrument is so rude, I dare not trust it to a nearer determination'. 
The modern determination for the latitude of Surat is 21 ° 12'.

The sophisticated astronomical knowledge of the Brahmins greatly 
fascinated Shakerley, for 'this I will say of them, that they predicted 
the last lunar eclipse . . . with . . . little or no errour'. It was his 
intention to examine 'the records of astronomy as I shall find amongst 
the Indian libraries which are very compleat in their own way and 
contain a great variety of learning' and he became acquainted with



Jeremy Shakerley 9

the Brahmin astronomers, though he needed 'a better interpreter 
than myself to understand them fully. The learning of these sages 
so impressed him that by way of innuendo against the European 
practitioners he stated that T believe I should procure from them 
something more satisfactory than from many others who wear better 
clothes than they'. Then he related his intention to' pick up something 
out of their Star-Book orjuttack', which they revered as much as their 
works of Divinity and were written on plaintain leaves. The Indian 
calendar aroused Shakerley's curiosity, for he told Osborne that they 
divided their day into thirty equal parts, or garees, and their night 
hours likewise, similar   he claimed   to the planetary hours in 
astrology. Indian years were a mixture of Lunar and Solar reckoning, 
being 360 days long, to which they added thirty days every three 
years, although he stated that it would have been more accurate had 
they added thirty days every six years after the manner attributed 
to the ancient Egyptians.

India was stimulating to Shakerley, and conducive to him making 
his own independent observations, for on December 8th, 1652, he 
recorded the appearance of a comet. It was 'first observed to blaze 
amongst the stars of Procyon in the lesser dog, with a quick and lively 
flame, the tayle of which extended itself northwards to the quantity 
of three or four degrees', though this soon diminished as it grew 
fainter, eventually disappearing in the constellation of Cygnus. 
Although it was his ' misfortune not to have instruments to observe 
to any purpose' he was able to determine that the comet's head never 
exceeded 5' of arc in diameter. Shakerley also enquired of Osborne 
whether the comet had been visible in England, and what predictions 
European astrologers may have drawn from it. Yet by 1653, his 
comments about astrology were much more guarded and sceptical, 
and his only other astrological query in the Osborne letter was to 
discuss its use in weather prediction. Shakerley pointed out that 
maximum rainfall in India came in summer, contrary to the 
astrological writer, Sir Christopher Heydon, who said that it should 
have come in winter. 3" In India, Shakerley was eager to observe the 
natural world, and his fellow men direct, and there is no regret that 
such things could not be found in ancient histories. All that he 
regretted now was a lack of adequate instruments and research 
facilities to discover new knowledge and win fame by communicating 
it to the world. His journey to India had become an intellectual as 
well as a physical adventure, and he had exchanged the persona of 
the cautious astrologer for that of the self-conscious discoverer.

With the exception of a short note to Towneley on January 14th, 
1653, 31 the letter to Osborne was the only Shakerley piece from 
India either to reach its destination or to be taken notice of. There 
must have been many others written, however, for in addition to 
the letters to Osborne which got lost, he had a book brought out in
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London in 1653 which must have occasioned correspondence. This 
was his Tabulae Britannicae (1653), probably seen through the press 
by' R and W. Leybourne, for Robert Boydell neere the Tower', and 
calculated from the tables of Kepler Bullialdus and Jeremiah 
Horrocks. 32 Although the tables of Kepler and Bullialdus were 
available in published form, from which Shakerley could compute 
the new values for his Tabulae, nothing by Horrocks was yet available. 
Shakerley must, therefore, have made transcriptions from the 
Horrocks manuscripts in his days at Carre Hall, and taken them with 
him to India. Tabulae Britannicae was certainly known to the London 
astrologer John Booker by 1655, for in that year he wrote to Shakerley 
in India, a copy of the letter surviving in the Ashmole papers. 31 
Booker, who was an associate of William Lilly, had accidentally come 
into possession of the letter which Shakerley had sent to Osborne. 
Incidentally, Shakerley's 'reply' and notes written on a separate 
sheet, casts an interesting insight into the problems of international 
communication in the 1650's. 31 Booker was so impressed by the 
original observations of Shakerley, recounted in the waylaid letter 
to Osborne, that he distributed copies of it to his friends, all of whom 
were interested in the discoveries. One might indeed speculate how 
many other letters Shakerley sent from India, only to be thrown into 
a London fireplace by a frustrated messenger!

It is not known whether Shakerley ever received the original of 
Booker's 1655 letter, or indeed, if he was still alive when it was written, 
for nothing more is known of Shakerley after he wrote to Osborne 
in January 1653. It is unlikely that Vincent Wing would have used 
a sixteen year old letter as his latest source on Shakerley in Astronomia 
Britannia (1669), had the astronomer returned to England. Edward 
Shereburne, when he wrote the short biography of Shakerley in his 
Catalogue of British Astronomers in 1674 had nothing further to add 
beyond that he had 'dyed in the East Indies'. 33

Shakerley's intellectually productive career of five years, 1648 to 
1653, was of precisely the same duration as Jeremiah Horrocks's 
a decade before, although in many ways, Shakerley was a more 
dynamic and interesting figure. While Horrocks's letters to Crabtree 
from 1636 contain a vigour and clarity of thought to which even 
Newton paid homage, they are less interesting insofar as they reveal 
a mind which was already formed and to which development was 
a matter of progressive growth. In Horrocks' s letters there is no quest 
for patronage, no self-doubt, no astrology and after leaving 
Cambridge in 1635, they represent a man whose whole life and work 
took place within a few square miles of Lancashire countryside. 
Shakerley, however, was a very different figure from the astronomer 
he admired. He was restless, socially ambitious and willing to court 
Parliamentarian astrologers, Catholic squires and Puritan generals
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if they could help him. Either his intellectual curiosity, urge for 
distinction, or both, eventually drove him to India, from which he 
never returned. But most important, we see in Shakerley the 
evolution of a scientific mind of remarkable potential. After first 
learning how to calculate horoscopes, he came to doubt astrology. 
In its place, he became a staunch supporter of the new science, began 
to make observations and defend his position with all the zeal of a 
convert, and once in India, became fascinated by the mathematics 
and culture of the Brahmins.

Shakerley's career also tells us something about the astrological 
community of the time, its lines of patronage and rules of controversy. 
Moreover, one must recognise that, in spite of the seemingly vitriolic 
Anatomy of 'Urania Practica', Vincent Wing was in Shakerley's debt 
for weaning him away from Ptolemaic to Copernican astronomy 
at the outset of his career before this ' archaism' could have attracted 
heavier fire than that first provided by Shakerley. Wing not only 
forgave Shakerley his insults, but came to develop an admiration 
for him which he indicated in several subsequent books. Perhaps 
most significant, Shakerley was the first man to 'discover'Jeremiah 
Horrocks, and announce his work to the world over a decade before 
it was formally recognised in London and Danzig. As one of the most 
vociferous and restless scientific Englishmen of his day, Shakerley 
casts a great deal of light onto the circle of men who pursued the new 
science in Lancashire, with regards to both the early Horrocks circle, 
and his own associates such asjohn Stephenson, Pignolls, Matteson 
and Towneley. But it was not until another member of this circle, 
Jonas Moore, who survived into the Restoration to make an 
independent London debut, that their work came before the Royal 
Society, and that its significance came to be recognised. Horrocks 
and his circle enjoyed the posthumous honour of having their papers 
published by the Royal Society, became the subject of 
correspondence in Philosophical Transactions, and had their 
observations printed at the opening of the Astronomer Royal's 
Catalogue of British Astronomy. At the Restoration, Moore rose 
to high office under King Charles II, won a knighthood, and not only 
became initial patron ofjohn Flamsteed, die first Astronomer Royal 
in 1675, but was the effective founder of the Royal Observatory, 
Greenwich."1 By this time, however, Jeremy Shakerley had long 
since disappeared into the East, in pursuit of that fame and fortune 
which he was never to find.

NOTES

1 A. B. Whatton, Memoir of the life and labours of the ReverandJeremiah Horrocks, 
published with the English translation of Horrocks's Venus in transit across the 
Sun (London, 1859). Also, Allan Chapman, Three North Country Astronomers 
(Manchester, 1982).
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1 Bodleian Library, Ashmole MS 423, 117r, Shakerley to William Lilly, 10th 
Feb 1649. The date given by Shakerley for his birth is confirmed by the 
Yorkshire Diocesan Parish Register transcripts, Borthwick Institute, York, 
thus,   'Jeremiefilms Willm Shakerley North', (i.e. NorthOwram, Halifax) 
November 1626. The association of the eminent 13th century mathematician 
Sacrobosco, or John of Holywood, with Halifax, is wholly apochryphal.

3 S. to Lilly, 26th Jan. 1648. Ashm. MS. 423, 114r.
4 S. to L. 26Jan. 1648; S. to L. 4/6 Mar. 1648, Ashm. MS. 423, 114r, 116r.
5 S. toL. 10th Feb. 1649, Ashm. MS. 423, fl 17r.
6 Shakerley makes derogatory remarks about Towneley in several letters to 

Lilly; 10th Feb. 1649 Ibid., about his poor maintenance. In 3rd Apr. 1649, 
Ashm. MS. 423, 121r, he ridicules his mathematical enthusiams. On 26th 
May, 1649, Ashm. MS. 423, 124r, he askes Lilly not to inform Towneley 
of his (Shakerley's) tables, 'for he is Moorish'. Nowhere does Shakerley 
specify the Mr. Towneley about whom he was speaking. Almost certainly, 
it was the antiquarian and astrologer, Christopher Towneley (1604-1674).

7 Shakerley asked for books from Lilly in several letters, those of 10th Feb. 
1649 and 26th May, 1649, cited in note 6.

8 S. to L. 1 Oth Feb. 1649 for discussion of the Pigholls connection. By 8th Mar. 
1649, Ashm. MS. 423, 119r, he is speaking of'My worthy patron Major 
Generall Lambert' though he does not specify the nature or extent of his 
support. Shakerley also mentioned another mathematical friend in Pendle, 
Mr. John Stephenson, who also desired Lilly's support, 26th Jan. 1648. 
Ashm. MS. A23, 114r.

9 William Lilly, Mr. William Lilly's history oj his life and times (London, 1715), 
see also, Derek Parker, Familiar to all (London, 1975), for a modern study 
of Lilly's career and political influence.

10 Lilly, History of his life, makes reference to the dishonest characters and 
practices of contemporary astrology. Also, S. toL. 28th Apr. 1649, Ashm. 
MS. 423, 123r.

11 S. to L. 4/6th Mar. 1648, Ashm. MS. 413, fl 16r.
12 S. to L. 28th Apr. 1649; 25th Jun. 1649, Ashm. MS. 423, 123r, 126r.
13 S. toJohnMatteson, 5th Mar. 1649, Historical Manuscripts Commission, 

Various Collections, VIII (1913) p. 61.
14 It is uncertain which Almanack Shakerley may have been referring to here. 

He had expressed intention to Lilly to write an Almanack on 4/6th Mar. 1648, 
Ashm. MS. 423, 116r, and produced an elegant manuscript dated 'Sept. 
9 1648' entitled 'Anni a NatoChristo 1649, Synopsis Compendiania, Or, 
an Almanack for the yeare of Humane Redemption 1649'. This work was 
probably sent to Lilly, though it does not appear to have been published, and 
is now in Ashm. MS. 333, 166-192. On 28th Apr. 1649, Ashm. MS. 423, 
123r, he again wrote to Lilly' I send you also herewith my Almanack for 1650', 
though this likewise probably failed to secure a publisher, while the 
manuscript seems to be lost. Not until 1651 did Shakerley produce an 
Almanack which got published.

15 S. toL. 26thJan. 1648, Ashm. MS. 423, 114r.
16 John Flamsteed to William Molyneux, lOthMay, 1690, Southampton Civic 

Record Office, d.D/M. I/I. ff. 142 r. v. In this letter, Flamsteed stated that 
after the deaths of Horrocks and Crabtree, their papers were obtained by 
Christopher Towneley. Flamsteed also examined and transcribed Horrocks, 
Crabtree and Gascoigne material, as well as seeing the remains of Gascoigne's 
sextant, when staying with Richard Towneley (Christopher's nephew) in 
1672; F. Baily, Account, of the RevdJohn Flamsteed (London, 1835)pp. 30-32.

17 Jeremy Shakerley, The Anatomy of 'Urania Practica'(London, 1649)p. 18.
18 Vincent Wing, Urania Practica, or practical astronomy in VI[tarts (London, 1649).
19 S. toL. 10th Feb. 1649, Ash. MS. 423, 117r.
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20 Shakerley, Anatomy, 'To the Mathematicall Reader'. It is quite likely that 
at this stage in his career, Wing held to the fixed earth doctrines as put forth 
by Ptolemy and refined by Tycho Brahe, and certainly implied such a 
cosmology in his unpublished manuscript almanack for 1641 in Ashmole 
MS. 190, 90ff. In the 'Mathematicall Reader' of his Anatomy, Shakerley 
openly attacked Wing's apparent earth-centred cosmology when he stated, 
'Ptolemy, that founded his hypothesis upon observation, would not be angry 
if our observations perswade us to another hypothesis than he hath 
constituted'.

21 Wing to Lilly, 28th Jul. 1650, Ashm. MS. 243, 174r.
22 S. to L. 25th Mar. 1650, Ashm. MS. 423, 128r.
23 Amongst these slights, Shakerley dedicated the Anatomy to General Lambert, 

rather than Lilly.
24 The D.N.B. article on Shakerley states that no copies of the Mercury 

'Discourse' are known to exist. In fact, one is bound into the Bodleian Library 
copy of Shakerley's Synopsis Compendiana; or a brie/description of theyeer of humane 
redemption MDCLI (1651).

25 Horrocks's work on the transit of Venus was published posthumously by 
Johannes Hevelius in a Latin translation, Venus in sub sole visa, included as 
a supplement to Hevelius's own Mercurius in sole visas anno 1661 (Danzig, 
1662). It was translated in to English by A. B. Whattonin 1859 (see note 1), 
although Horrocks's original Ms. is lost. Shakerley first made reference to 
Horrocks observing the Venus transit in his unpublished 'Almanack' for 
1649, in Ashmole, 333, which he dated Sept. 9, 1648. In the section entitled 
'System of the world' he gave full credit to Horrocks, although he does not 
describe the technique or conclusions of the observation. This dates, however, 
from before he took up residence at Carre Hall with Towneley, and probably 
knew of Horrocks only by repute, and had not yet studied his papers.

26 E. Sainsbury and W. Foster, The English factories in India 1651-1654 (Oxford, 
1913). A search for Shakerley material in the India Office Library and 
Commonwealth Office has been made without success. Shakerley's name 
does not appear on any official reports, servant or passenger lists for the India 
sailings for 1650-51.

27 S. to Henry Osborne, ISthJan. 1651, Ashm. MS. 242, 95 r.v. This letter, 
from Surat, is around 1500 words long.

28 V. Wing, Astronomia Britannica (London, 1669) p. 312. The account of the 
transit via Wing was also cited by George F. Chambers, A handbook of descriptive 
and practical astronomy (Oxford, 1889) p. 341.

29 V. Wing, Astronomia Instaurate, (London, 1656), 'To the Reader'. See also 
Wing to Lilly, 28th Jul. 1650, where Wing says of Shakerley's reaction to 
Ens jicturn Shakerleii, 'but I hope his ingenuity is such hee tooke it not 
unkindly . . . I wish him well'.

30 Christopher HeydonAnastrologicaldiscourse(\608)(London, 1650), pp. 45-47. 
He cites Josephus Acosta as his source.

31 S. to Christopher Towneley, 14th Jan. 1653, Ashm. MS. 242, 94b, from 
Surat.

32 J. Shakerley, Tabulae Britannicae, (London, 1653). Seep. 92 for the Horrocks 
acknowledgement. The Leybourne brothers Robert and William produced 
their own works on surveying and practical mathematics, and collaborated 
with Vincent Wing over his books. I have been unable to find any 
correspondence between Shakerley in Surat, and these three, or Boydell, 
in London.

33 John Booker to S. Dated in astrological cypher' Sol intrante Aries' (21 st Mar.) 
1655, Ashm. MS. 242 93r.v. In Ashmole 348,53b, there are several rough 
notes in John Booker's(?) hand, referring to Shakerley's calculation of the 
Sun's entry into the Cardinal signs in his Synopsis, or Almanack for 1651.
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On the same sheet, Booker (?) compares the same calculation for the 
astronomersEichstade, Kepler, Bullialdusan<f Horrocks(Horrox). Thenotes 
are not dated, but are adjacent to horoscope drafts for 1659.

34 Shakerley entrusted the delivery of the Osborne letter to one William Dynes, 
steward of the Smirna Merchant, but on arriving in London he was unable to 
trace the intended recipient. In a fit of anger in a London alehouse, Dynes 
swore to destroy the undeliverable letter, but happily, a friend of Booker's 
happened to be present and probably upon hearing either of the names 
'Shakerley' or 'Osborne' saved the letter from destruction, and conveyed 
it to the astrologer. The whole story is unfolded by Booker in his long letter 
of reply to Shakerley, cited in note 33.

35 Edward Shereburne, Thesphere of Marcus Manilus . . . (London, 1674), see 
the 'Catalogue of famous astronomers'.

36 John flamsleedHistoriaCoelestisBritannica, I (London, 1725),pp. 1-5. Also, 
The 'Preface' to J. Flamsteed's 'Historia Coelestis Britannica' 1725, ed. A. 
Chapman, (National Marit.Mus.Monogr. No. 52, 1982)pp. 1,111, 113. 
Jeremiah Horrox (sic) Opera Posthuma (London, 1673). See also, Philosophical 
Transactions for 166 7, 1711, 1718, etc.


