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52 HENRY STEWART, Lord Darnley, and his brother,  

      CHARLES STEWART, Earl of Lennox 
1562 

Watercolour and oil on canvas 

80 ¼ x 40 ½ in. (203.7 x 103.4 cm) 

Holyroodhouse Palace, Edinburgh [Royal Collection] 

RCIN 401227 

 

Provenance: Baron John Lumley before 1609; Robert Cecil, Earl of Salisbury 

by 1612 until before 1645; Charles I by 1649, where it was hung in the ‘Bear 

Gallery’ Whitehall Palace; Purchased by ‘Jackson’ at the Commonwealth Sale, 

October, 1651; Recovered at the Restoration from Thomas Beauchamp; Then 

hung in the Queen’s Gallery, Hampton Court; By descent in the Royal 

Collection; Moved to Holyroodhouse Palace in the 19
th
 century. 

 

Exhibitions: Holbein Exhibition (London), 1950 (#43); Coronation Exhibition 

(London), 1953 (#9); Hans Eworth Exhibition (London), 1965 (#44). 

 

Selected Literature: See Cat. No. 53. 

 

Inscriptions: [Above, Proper Left] THES BE THE SONES OF THE RIGHTE 

HONERABLES THERLLE OF LENOXE AND THE LADY MARGARETZ 

GRACE COVNTYES OF LENOXE AD ANGEWYSE [Above, Center] ANº 

DO M.D. LXII [Above, Proper Right] HENRY STEWARDE LORD DANRL. 

AND DOWGLAS, AETATIS SVAE X [Center, Proper Left] CHARLES 

STEWARDE HIS BROTHER, AETATIS SVAE VI, 

 

Technical Data:  An anonymous note in the files of the Royal Collection, dated 

22 March, 1850, indicates that the “picture is in a very bad state” with “many 

gashes and holes through it” and the “faces entirely repainted.” There are no 

brands or other marks on the reverse of the picture, nor on its frame.  

 

Attribution: This picture was painted on canvas and is the only extant work on 

canvas associated with Eworth’s oeuvre. It is, as well, the only watercolour 

work attributed to him.
1
 Yet these materials were not unusual for this period 

among painters working in Antwerp and Mechelen, where canvas and linen 
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pictures lower price and portability were desirable, especially among foreign 

collectors.
2
 Caroline Villiers also notes that “Netherlandish painters…worked 

on a textured support—the mid-tone beige colour [of the canvas].”
3
 This may 

explain why the canvas is clearly visible where portions of the watercolour have 

been worn away, particularly on the left side of the picture.
4
 It may also explain 

why the portrait has an overall beigish-brown tonal quality.  

 

Oliver Millar asserts that the relationship between this portrait and Cat. No. 53 

is “somewhat difficult to establish.”
5
 The two portraits do have similarities, 

among them the nearly identical depiction of the two brothers, including their 

dress, as well as the virtually identical textual inscriptions.
6
 There are, however, 

some differences, including the depiction of the brother’s daggers, here, that are 

absent in No. 53. Here, too, Henry wears a dog whistle and ruby ring, hanging 

from a black ribbon around his neck, which is missing from No. 53. Millar 

argues that the slight difference in the faces of Henry and Charles, as seen here, 

suggest that No. 53 was based upon “fresh sittings.”
7
 However, the faces of the 

brothers in this picture have been heavily overpainted in oil.
8
 It is possible that 
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 Although there is now oil paint present on portions of the canvas, without technical 

studies it is unclear when this was laid on. Still, Netherlandish works on canvas or linen of 
this period often contain both watercolour and oil (Diana Wolfthal, personal 
communication, 21 Sept. 2010 and Eastman, Methods, 95-6). A visual inspection on 19 June, 
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these alterations, more than fresh sittings, are to blame for the facial differences, 

which include slightly differing hair styles and, in particular, the appearance of 

Charles proper left eye in No. 53, where it is markedly drooping.  

 

Yet the most singular difference between these works, aside from scale and 

support, is that of their differing backgrounds. To Charles’ left the corner of a 

table, covered in a red velvet cloth with gold tassels, is just visible. The stone 

floor behind them is partially covered in a woven rush mat, although they stand 

before it on a grey-brown stone floor. They also stand in front of an 

unembellished wood paneled wall. In spite of its simplicity, however, this 

paneling is very carefully constructed so that its cross-members provide 

strategic space for inscriptions. The shape of these vertical and horizontal 

members also produces a series of smaller double crosses as well as a single, 

larger cross, perhaps making subtle reference to the Lennox’s religion.
9
  

 

Catholicism was a central theme in the life of Margaret Douglas. Years earlier, 

in 1547, Henry VIII had removed her from the line of the English succession 

due to her religion.
10

 During the reign of Mary I, however, Margaret developed 

a close, almost sisterly relationship with the Queen and although her place in 

the succession was not altered, she was treated as the third highest ranking 

woman in the realm and allowed free exercise of her religion.
11

 And during the 

reign of Edward VI, both Matthew and Margaret retired to their home in 

Yorkshire where they “harboured Roman Catholic sympathies and did what 

they could to foster the faith” in England.
12
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Another important and noteworthy difference between this portrait and No. 53 

is that of perspective. Here it is somewhat shakily rendered, specifically on the 

rug-covered floor. The background is tilted precariously forward, toward the 

viewer, especially on the left side of the picture. In No. 53, however, the 

perspective is extremely well rendered, especially in the background 

presumably because Eworth consulted de Vries’ Scenographiae, a newly 

published book whose theme was perspective.  

 

Because of this work’s condition, and given the lack of a modern technical 

examination, it is presently impossible to conclusively attribute this work to 

Eworth’s hand.
13

 Still, the style of the inscriptions is certainly correct for 

Eworth’s oeuvre. The techniques used in the creation of the picture, which 

suggest the hand of a Netherlandish painter, as well as the many similarities in 

the portrayal of the brothers here that are also found in No. 53, argue that, if not 

by his hand, this picture was created by another Netherlandish artist with whom 

Eworth had a close association; it may well have been created in his workshop.  

 

Discussion: The early 1560s were a particularly challenging time for the 

parents of these two young men, Margaret Douglas, Countess of Lennox, and 

Matthew Stewart, Earl of Lennox. In March 1562, the Earl was imprisoned in 

the Tower and his wife and two sons were sent to the home of Sir Richard 

Sackville, at Sheen, there to await the Queen’s command.
14

 The articles against 

them, presented in Star Chamber on 7 May of that year, accused them of 

covertly involving themselves with several members of the Scottish court.
15

 The 

plan they devised, it was claimed, was to arrange the marriage of their son 

Henry Stewart, Lord Darnley to the Catholic Queen Mary Stuart without the 

consent of Queen Elizabeth.
16

 Margaret was also specifically accused of 

suggesting to Mary Stuart that by marrying Lord Darnley, he would become 
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“King of England” and the “two kingdoms would become one.”
17

 These were 

inflammatory accusations and also quite dangerous. If proven true, such 

allegations may well have ended in their executions. 

 

Throughout the summer and well into the fall, Margaret sent a flurry of letters 

to Lord Cecil, begging him to intercede with the Queen on behalf of her 

husband.
18

 She also began to complain about his health in the Tower and asked 

Cecil, as early as July, to release him to Sheen where he could recuperate.
19

 

Much of the historical record from this period is missing, although Marcus 

Merriman indicates that the Privy Council fully investigated the allegations 

against the Earl and his wife and ultimately found them without merit.
20

 And by 

late November Lennox had been released from the Tower and returned to his 

wife and sons at Sheen.
21

 

 

Although there is no documentary evidence of the source of this work’s 

patronage, the date, subject, and inscriptions suggest that the Earl and/or 

Countess of Lennox are the most likely candidates. In the early 1560s they were 

deeply involved in efforts to re-acquire their Scottish holdings and some of the 

inscriptions on this portrait, which are nearly identical to those found in No. 53, 

make direct reference to Scottish titles associated with these holdings. 1562 was 

also a fearful year for Margaret and her family and, as such, certainly a time 

when they would have turned to their faith for solace and deliverance. It was 

also during this year that the boys were under house arrest with Margaret and, 

later, with their father, providing an opportunity for the creation of a full-length 

portrait of the family’s pride and hope for the future.
22
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