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Some further considerations can be made regarding certain details of the embroi-
dery relating to the repetition of the “cloverleaf’ pattern, the regularity in the design, the
irregularities in the interwoven “cloverleaf” and the gala (trimming).

Asregardstherecurrence ofthe ‘cloverleaf’, the following differences have been noted.
The Isleworth version shows continuity in the repetition of the “cloverleaf’ twice on the
bodice.

In the Louvre version, Leonardo went ‘out of sequence’ in the centre by using three
rings among the cloverleaves. From this, it can be assumed that this painting is not
only different from the Isleworth “Mona Lisa”, but that — the bodice at least — was
probably painted at a later date. The three rings in the center are another indication of
Leonardo’s intention to differentiate the paintings. The “Mona Lisa” in the Louvre is the
only painting of this subject in which the detail of the three rings is found.

In the Oslo and Prado copies a repetitive pattern of two cycles can be seen between
each cloverleaf [5].

As regards the irregularities in the interweaving of the ‘cloverleaf’, in the Isleworth
version each individual group of cloverleaves has a unique pattern, identified by a
slight difference in the threading of the pattern, no two are the same. This feature itself
identifies the Isleworth version in a significant way, as being a unique original version.
In the Louvre version and the Oslo and Prado copies, the cloverleaves have a repeti-
tive pattern [5].

The gala, a delicate ruffle at the top of the bodice, is clearly visible only in the Prado
copy. In the other works examined, however, this detail is no longer visible [5].

7. Final considerations

Firstly, study of the paintings has highlighted not only the presence of two ver-
sions of the “Mona Lisa”, but also the necessary distinction between the copies and
aforementioned versions: for versions, read the Isleworth “Mona Lisa” and the Louvre
“Mona Lisa’. These are to be considered, therefore, two original works, as they were
both painted by Leonardo in two different periods. The subject is the same, but the
paintings vary considerably, making them two works in their own right and not a copy
of each other.

Consequently, it can be assumed that all subsequent copies of the “Mona Lisa” are
in fact copies of one version or the other, or a combination of both.

The workmanship of the “Mona Lisa” copies is heterogeneous: there are over sixty
recorded copies and probably others that have yet to be discovered. The works are
often of good quality and painted by talented artists, others are of inferior quality. This
is probably also due to the fact that shortly after the death of its author, the “Mona Lisa”
became a true “icon”. This also meant that it was studied and used as a means of test-
ing the skills of those who wanted to pursue a career in the arts and inevitably had to
look to the greatest master of the Italian Renaissance — an artist who had invented a
new way of doing and feeling art [18, 21].

Carlo Pedretti claims that none of the known copies reproduces the transparent
veils which follow the woman’s contours in the original (such as in the left arm up to
and past the elbow) [22]. Just as there is difficulty in reading the color of the dress and
the folds of the clothes on the figure, it is equally difficult to reproduce the infinitely
subtle gradations of the bright tones transposed in the modeling of the face and hands,



tones that Leonardo produced layer by layer, over many years, with small transparent
brushstrokes [21-27].

Partofthe “Mona Lisa’s” charmis in the difficulty of reproducing it. All copies and prints
have given rise to discussions regarding their date of execution and the sources used.
The way in which the figure is given substance and depth through the transparent
veils, the scarf and the folds of the clothes, escapes the copyists, just as the complexity
of the landscape does, with its aerial perspective, gradually receding into the distant
mountains that gently merge into the sky.

The brushstrokes in the copies are generally not full-bodied, unlike the original, in
which the landscape is characterized by the typical thickness of the colors, often ob-
tained by spreading them with the fingertips.

It is almost impossible to find the same depth, the luministic vibrations, the same
play of chiaroscuro, the suffused glow, typical of Leonardo’s masterpiece.

Copyists were probably unnerved by the bold way in which the columns had simply
been suggested in the original, and so enlarged them to create a more conventional
frame [5].

Nowadays, works that have been generally attributed to Leonardo, and exhibited
in major museums and galleries, are not always universally recognized as originals.
Experts’ opinions are likely to change, often on the basis of new evidence, further
reflection, studies, or simply a change of mind, but it is the thorough examination of a
painting which can often reveal important features that are not evident in the accompa-
nying documentation. Art-historical judgements are not a “definitive” science, but the
art world still relies heavily on the opinions of experts.

The fame of the “Mona Lisa” also derives from the cult of its author, Leonardo, and
the acclaim the painting has received from the time it was painted to the present day [6].

All the above points highlight the distinctive artistic features of this universal art work.
It is for this fundamental motivation, but not the only one that, in continuing the histori-
cal, artistic and diagnostic-analytical study of the painting “Mona Lisa with columns”
[1], it was considered appropriate to compare results with:

* investigations carried out on the “Mona Lisa” at the Louvre in 2004 by the “Cen-
ter for Research and Restoration of the Museums of France,” collected in the
compendium, “Au coeur de la Joconde-Leonard de Vinci décodé” [2];

» historical and technical study of other works by Leonardo, carried out by the
National Gallery [3];

» historical and technical studies of several copies of the “Mona Lisa”, such as
the Prado and Reynolds copies, as well as the version, known as the “younger
Mona Lisa”, the Isleworth painting [5].

As regards the study of other copies, it can be said that:

» the Prado copy was painted in Leonardo’s workshop in parallel with the original
[71;

» the Reynolds “Mona Lisa” is one of the copies that provides the most clues
about what the original has lost over time, but also succeeds in demonstrating
the “magic” of Leonardo’s work. However, the Reynolds “Mona Lisa”, though
well executed, is unable to recreate the infinitely subtle shades of light and
shadow, especially in the modelling of the face and hands [6];

« the Mona Lisa Foundation as well as many experts are inclined towards con-
firming the Isleworth “Mona Lisa” as authentic and probably executed before
the version in the Louvre [5].
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To conclude, the following statement by Kemp, a leading Leonardo scholar and
curator of the exhibition of Leonardo’s drawings at the Victoria and Albert Museum in
London [6], sums up the exclusive and shared characteristics of Leonardo’s genius:

“There is something intangible and unique when you are in front of a work by Leon-
ardo, it cannot therefore be compared, much less, replicated’.
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