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in his life and he became obsessed with work. His opinions
hardened. ‘“He does not strike me as a gentleman’,
wrote John Trowbridge, an American visitor, to President
Gilman of Johns Hopkins in 1882.

Between 1887 and 1888, Lockyer’s thcory of the lumino-
sity of comets aroused wide interest, as did his far-sighted
meteoric hypothesis published in 1890 with the assistance
of Fowler, Gregory and other students at the Royal
Colloge of Science. Tennyson thanked Lockyer®® for
his “splendid hypothesis . . . in my anthropological spec-
trum you are coloured like a first rate Star of Science”,
but both cost him friends among astronomers and may
have led to his resignation from the Royal Astronomical
Society. His dissociation hypothesis brought him repeated
blows from the chemists. Only Abney, Schuster and
Crookes were consistently behind him, although Thorpe
and Roscoe were sympathetic. Only with the late 1890s
and the work of J. J. Thomson on electrons did some of his
more speculative views begin to win more general accept-
ance, though even then on a different conceptual basis.

One of Lockyer’s least celebrated but most damag-
ing controversies took place with Willam Huggins.
Huggins is eredited with having devised the stellar spectro-
scope, and with being the first to apply Kirchhoff’s spec-
troscopic method of chemical analysis. Huggins and
Lockyer argued repeatedly over the interpretation of solar
spectrum evidence and Huggins disagreed strongly with
the dissociation theory applied to stellar bodies. Ironic-
ally, Huggins sent his views to Nature. There was, as
Lockyer explained®! to Sir George Stokes, little redress
for him. *I am praetically bound to print all attacks on
my work and I printed Huggins, but I don’t propose to
print my reply.”

In 1889, Williamsm Huggins and Lockyer again collided
over the interpretation of certain metal spectra. Huggins,
normally a shy and retiring man, elaimed that Nature
misinterpreted his conclusions, “Nothing is so painful
to me as controversy, but if the paragraph is allowed to
stand, there is nothing for me but to point out that the
statement in it should certainly not be made. .. .” Lockyer
stood firm: “I too hate controversy; it wastes too much
time, but I do not shirk it with an honourable antagon-
ist”. A compromise was reached and Huggins thanked
Lockyer for having spared him from debate’2. “I am
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anxious that we should remain friends however we may
differ in opinion.” But this had already proved impos-
sible. The last decade of Lockyer’s life saw Nature
moving away from controversy and towards greater
harmony among British scientists. In this new order of
business, Lockyer played less and less a part.

In January 1894, Lockyer was knighted KCB in the
New Year Honours and in November Nature celebrated its
twenty-fifth anniversary?®. Huxley, who had written the
journal’s first article, wrote its celebratory retrospect,
recalling the closer bonds between speculation and scienti-
fic method that rational development and Darwinian
evolution had helped inaugurate. The working synthosis
of mind and method that Huxley had proached from
Goethe’s prose text twenty-five years before had not,
perhaps, progressed far, but the continued existence of
Nature—not to mention Lockyer’s own speculative
research—had kept it within sight.

Nature’s birthday was celebrated, by publishing the
list of nearly 800 men who had contributed in any way
to the journal, and by a huge dinner at the Savoy.
Fifty people attended, including Frederick, George and
Maurice Macmillan (for a complete list see ref. 34). Craik
pronounced it “the most influential journal of science n
Europe”. Huxley praised Lockyer’s success—"‘it was often
better to be an architect building a house under the dual
control of a husband and wifc or a member of the London
School Board than an editor’—ecriticized recent standards
of science writing, and toasted the name of Alexander
Macmillan who had retired four years before. Publishers,
he said, were generally regarded as ferae maturae. to be
preyed on by authors; but Macmillan had been not so
much publishers as friends. Macmillan’s kindness to
Lockyer, editorial and personal finance and freedom werc
repaid by loyalty to the firm. It was this abiding relation-
ship that gave'Nature its solid hold on life.
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