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1)  “The first London version” was painted experimentally by Leonard with “the  

chiaroscuro method”. The attribute was not painted on this version. Leonard also 
tried to experiment using a new expression –the visual guidance of “the link of 
head central axis and the link of sight method” on it. But the painting was not 
accepted by The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception because Leonard 
painted it with his own style on a side story of Old Testament and ignored their 
order to add the attribute.    

      ２                 ３     

2)“The Louvre version”was commissioned  3) Ambrogio de Predisu who acted in    
 to Ambrogio de Predisu by Louis XII.         Leonard’s place added the haloes. 
  Louis XII had personal agenda to aquire      “The second London version” was  
 the original work of Leonard.                completed as a result of Leonard’s            
  But the Louvre version was halted by       compromise with those around him.  
 the Confraternity and Leonard. So,           But Leonard protected the true 
 he failed to get Leonard’s original one.        value of the original composition.                 
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                          In the beginning  
 
 Do you remember the fairy tale “The Emperor’s New Clothes”? 
 Probably, I’m in the same position with the boy who said “the Emperor is 
naked” in it. But I must say the truth I believe without fear of criticism for the 
progress of Leonard’s study. 
 I wanted to solve the riddle by the way of psychological and commercial side 
and the artistic side of the sketching technique and the composition of the 
painting. 
 The important hint to solve the riddle was the words of Leonard’s manuscript 
and the opinion of “The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception” and the new 
technique of Leonard’s visual guidance -“the link of head central axis and the 
link of sight method” and Leonard’s “the chiaroscuro method” combined 
technique -the first painting during the Renaissance period where he applied 
the method would be on “the London version” of the Virgin of the Rocks. 
 And at last, I reached to the conclusion with regards to the following points: 
 
   1. “The Louvre version” was not painted by Leonard da Vinci.   
   2. “The Louvre version” was painted under the order of Louis 
     XII.(Hypothesis) 
   3. “The first London version” was painted earlier than the “ Louvre 
    version”.(Conclusion) 
   4. Leonard was influenced by the expression of “Virgin and Child” from 
    the traditional painting style of Masaccio and Masolino during 1424 ~25 . 
   5. “Virgin of the Rocks” that we see at London National Gallery is “The 
    third London version”.  
  6. “The London version” and “The Last Supper” was the experimental  
      painting which uses the visual guidance of Leonard. 
 
 Finally, I would like to say, I hope this study will not affect the friendly 
relation between France and Japan. I like French people very much. And also, 
I like the Western culture and art. 
 Now, I will depict some “questionable points” and present to you my 
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interpretation and hypothesis.  
 To tell the truth, I have been skeptical about “The Louvre version” being 
painted by Leonard da Vinci, because the painting lacks the expression-skill 
to establish that it was Leonard’s work.  
 
 
 
Point1  The poor sketching skill of Virgin in “ The Louvre version”. 
 

 Virgin’s right arm in “The Louvre version” is too long and 
doesn’t look attached her body. 

                   
                     “The Loure version”        “The London version”  
               One of the major difference between the two Virgin is the forward  
               angle of the upper body. 
                In “The London version” the Virgin’s upper body is slightly 
               leaning forward, so her right arm is in normal length. 
                But in “The Louvre version”, her upper body is not leaning  
               forward, so we feel like the arm is too long. 
                And the angle of her right wrist in “The Louvre version” is also 
               strange. If you mimic her right wrist, your right elbow will curve  
               up. But her right arm in “the Louvre version” is straight. No way!   
 
 
 
 Point2  The poor sketching skill of angel in “ The Louvre version”. 
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 The angel’s right hand in “the Louvre version” is too big for 
her and looks like a man’ s hand. 

 

                                             
                          The right hand is too big for the angel. 
                    Compare the two blue arrows in the painting. 
                    Both of them are the same size. 
                    Try to cover your face with your hand.   
                    You will immediately notice the angel’s hand is too big in 
                   this painting. 
                    Also you will notice the angel’s right hand looks like 
                   muscular big man’s it, not balance to this angel.   
                    Of course an angel can be painted bisexual 
                   expression, but looks strange in this case. 
             
             Leonard da Vinci researched the human-anatomy structure  
            and the body. In addition, he painted the anatomical chart. 
             “Vitruvian Man” is the very famous sketching of him.  
             Therefore, he had the supreme sketching technique of a 
            human body. 
             But why he drew such a bad sketch technique like in “The 
            Louvre version”? 
             Maybe, the painting was repaired several times since it was 
            first painted. But if the color of it was changed, I think the first 
            form would not be changed.  
             If Leonard indeed painted this work, we must regard him as  
            an un-skillful painter. 
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             “Vitruvian Man” Leonard da Vinci 
 
 
 
Point３   The femur of the angel in “The Louvre version”                                                      

                                          
       If you look closely at the foot spacing of the angel in “The Louvre  
          version , you will find her right foot( the blue circle) in a strange position.   
               
               Can you find her left femur?  
               We can find her left knee in the green circle, but where is  
              her left femur? 
               If the angel’s left femur were behind the orange-colored 
              clothes, her left femur will not be in contact with her body. 
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               The angel’s right foot may be painted by an assistant-painter 
               of Ambrogio de Predisu. His name is Francesco Napolitano, I  
              think. 
               He was one of the pupil of Leonard da Vinci, but had not 
              enough talent for expression in those days. 
               And he also paint the green clothed playing angel on the 
              left side of “The London version” in San Francesco Grande 
               church in Milan. 
 
               I imagine that the painting-tone has been changed up in  
              “The Louvre version” which was re-painted by the first claim 
              from the Confraternity to the painting of “The first London  
              version.” 
               Related to the changing up of tone, they faced to add the foot  
              of the angel in “The Louvre version” that wasn’t painted it in  
              “the first London version”.   
               But the sketching–skill of Francesco Napolitano who added 
              the foot was very worse.  
               We can’t understand the correct pose of the angel in “the 
              Louvre version”. 
 
 
               
Point４   “The sfumato” and “The chiaroscuro” 
 
               “The sfumato” is the method of painting using tones that  
              blends into one another without sharp outlines.  

                            



 
 

 7

                “The Louvre version”        “The London version”   
                The painter of “The London version” has a high level technique 
               to express the painting using “ the chiaroscuro” method. 
 
               And the most important point in each painting is not only 
               if the outline is smoky or not, but if the outline blends with 
              the dark background or not.   
               (The treatment of light and dark parts in a pictorial work of  
              art is called “chiaroscuro”.-Merriam-Webster Dictionary)  
               (The use of deep variations in subtle graduations of light  
              and shade, especially to enhance the delineation of character 
              and for general, dramatic effect.-Dictionary.com) 
 
               I think there are only few paintings that uses “ the 
              chiaroscuro” method during the High Italian-Renaissance  
              period.  
               In those days, the lighting of usual Renaissance paintings 
              was wide and pale. 
               I believe Leonard da Vinci was one of the pioneer of “the  
              chiaroscuro” method painting during the Renaissance period.  
               He used it in his” first London version” of “The Virgin of the 
              Rocks”.  
               On the other hand, I think Ambrogio de Predisu whom the 
              pupil of Leonard couldn't express the “chiaroscuro” of the 
              same advanced Leonard’s level. 
               Ambrogio de Predisu could express the decorative  
              expression of Leonad’s first painting style like Verrocchio’s 
              studio and “the sfumato” expression that Leonard  
              had already achieved it on those days.  
               So, Ambrogio could express the technique of Leonard except 
              the chiaroscuro 
               And this Leonrd’s advanced “the chiaroscuro” method 
              strongly influenced to the series of paintings of Caravaggio in 
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              the first Baroque period.  
               We find many parts of “the sfumato ” in “The Louvre  
              version”, but it is not painted by “ the chiaroscuro” method.  
               Of course, this painting may have been repaired over the 
              years, but we can still find a lot of “the sfumato” in it,  
              however “the chiaroscuro” method is not seen in it.  
               On that reason, I believe that “The Louvre version” was  
              painted by another painter, but not Leonard da Vinci. 
               The painter whom the highest-possibility is Leonard’s 
              collaborator. 
               He was one of the excellent pupil of Leonard da Vinci. 
               His name is “Ambrogio de Predisu”. 
               But there is the possibility that another painter helped 
              to paint with him. Because the collaborated work is often  
              done in Renaissance period. 
 
 
 
Point５    The poor lighting expression  
  
               Try to compare Virgin’s clothing in each version of the 
              painting.   
               We notice that a light shines from upper-left angle.  
               Then Virgin’s right shoulder and her lower body 
              is lighted strongly in “The London version”. 
               But in “The Louvre version”, there is no beam of light. Why? 
               We find the mass of Virgin’s body in “the London version”,  
              but we can’t find it in “The Louvre version”.  
               The Louvre version’s painter had a poor sense of lighting.  
               But the painting style of “The Louvre version” was the usual  
              style of Renaissance painters.  
               Therefore, I conclude that another painter but not Leonard 
              da Vinci painted “The Louvre version”. 
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                 “The Louvre version”         “The London version” 
 
 
 Point６     The strange orange colored bags behind the angel are 
           seen in “The Louvre version”. 
 
               The orange colored bag has too high saturation in the  
              painting. 
               Probably, Leonard would never paint such a disharmonic  
              painting. 

                                                                       
                                  “The Louvre version”            
               “The Louvre version” has the too high chromatic colored bag behind  
              the angel. 
                The color destroy the harmonic tone on the painting. 
 
 
 Point７    The strange back line of the angel in “The Louvre version” 
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                    “the Louvre version”    “the London version” 
        
              We feel the back line of “the London version” is easily 
             acceptable form. But the back line of the angel in “the Louvre 
             version” looks unnatural.( Both of the green and blue line 
             is same strange in “the Louvre version”. ) 
     
 
Point８    Child Jesus is painted like “floating” on a grassy place in 
          “the Louvre version”. 

                          
                 “the Louvre version”      “the London version” 
              If you will closely compare the two paintings, particularly 
             the way the child was painted, Child Jesus in “the Louvre 
             version” looks like floating on a grassy space, while in “the  
             London version”, it is clear that the child (John the Baptist ) 
             is seated beside Virgin.    
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 Point９     Virgin’s belt in “the Louvre version” is painted by an 
            unskillful painter, so the belt’s expression is strange. 

                     
             “The Louvre version”         “The London version” 
 
              You will notice the strange expression easily. 
              Nearly nobody feel the belt’s expression of “the Louvre 
             version”. The belt is not twined around her body. 
 
 
 
 Point10   The replica is often painted smaller and more highlighted  
          than the original work’s expression. 
               
               Let’s take the Rembrandt’s painting as sample. 
               In recent years, we heard news about the Rembrandt’s  
              painting. 
               It‘s the portrait painted by a computer using Rembrandt  
               style. 
               Have you seen it? * 
               When I saw it, I felt that the replica painting has a  
              tendency to be smaller and be depleted of its quality than 
               the original paintings.  
                “The Louvre version” can be seen similarly. 
 
                       *It was broadcasted via nw9 NHK on Dec.2016   
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 Point11    The difference of the plants expression between the two  
           “Virgin of the Locks” 
 
                The plants on the ground in “The Louvre version” is painted 
              smaller and wide space in the painting. 
               Leonard was under the influence of Andrea del Verrocchio 
              in his young days, we can find the same plants expression in  
              the “The Annunciation” painted in Florence. (1473) 
               It is possible that Botticelli also was influenced by the same  
              master in “The Primavera”. (1478)  
               Therefore, I think the painter of “the Louvre version” was 
              possibly influenced by these paintings even if he is not 
              Leonard da Vinci. 
               Many art-historian think that the small and real  
              expression of the plants in “the Louvre Version” is an image 
              painted a little earlier than the “the London version”. 
      

                    
               “The Louvre version”      “The London version” 
             The plant is painted small and widely and decorative in “The Louvre  
             version”. It is the sign of the early Renaissance’s painting style. 
              But it is not painted widely and only the front part is painted small in 
             “The London version”. 
              The painter of “The London version” is not concerned with the early  
             Renaissance style. He omits to express the unimportant parts by  
             chiaroscuro technique. 
              In comparison with “The Louvre version”, he is concerned with the  
             expression of the characters and he is not concerned with the 
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             expression of around the characters in ”The London version”.   
 
             But if the painter of the two works were different, the order  
            of completed year is not always in order. 
           
 
          
  Point12   Attribute  
            
               We know that Leonard da Vinci painted attributes like 
              the halo on the Maria and on Gabriel in “The Annunciation”  
              (1473)   
               We also know that he didn't paint an attribute in “The Last  
              Supper”（1495〜1498）No halo on the saint are in it. 
         Leonardo da Vinci in 1480’s was evolving that he doesn't  
              need an attribute in his paintings. 
               He believed the inner reflects on the body by gesture.  
               Leonard didn’t need an attribute in 1495-1498. 
               Therefore, he must have tried to express the painting as an  
              attribute-less style one after 1495-1498.  
                But we find the attribute on “The London version”(1506- 
              1508) which they say was completed after “The Louvre  
              version” 
  

    Fig1  1472-1475  With attribute 
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      Fig2  1495-1498  No attribute 

     Fig3               1506-1508 With attribute               

                 Please look at figures 1-3 above. 
 
              We need an acceptable explanation why the attribute   
             came back in his painting between 1506-1508. 
 
 
Point13     When the attribute of “the London version” was painted? 
 
       Another opinion the attribute of “the London version” was 
             painted in the 17th century by anonymous* .  
                     * LEONARD SEGRETO Costantino D’razio, Sperling & Kupfer S.p.A 

                               Japanese translated edition p114, l3-5 by Mayumi Ueno 

              Because the lawsuit problem was confused for a long time and 
             never concluded until the halo painted in “the London 
             version” between 1506 -08, after the judge of unfinished work.    
              And “the crossed staff and the leather band” of Child John the  
            Baptist was added again by anonymous painter of the relations 
            of The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception on the 17th  

                  century. 
             In conclusion, we appreciate “The Virgin of the Rocks” in the  
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            National Museum is “The third version” of it. 
             The attribute in “The second version” was seemed the halo on 
            the saints.  
             At least, The Confraternity would not satisfied without adding  
            “the halo” on the Child to identify where he is.   
              And “The third version” was the painting that was added “the 
            crossed staff and the leather band” by anonymous painter based  
            on the order of The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception.  
             It means that the changing was impossible on the alive days of  
            the original painter, but they could do it after he had died.     
 
 
 Point14    The different stage’s feature on “ The Louvre version”. 
 
              Many art-historians place the “The Louvre version” as  
             Leonard’s first stage’s work compared with Leonard’s early 
             day’s expression.  
              On the other hand, Tamsyn Teiler -the art-historian of  
             England regard it as the ripening stage of Leonard’s work,  
             because of the expression of the “sfumato” method.(-Wikipedia  
              Japan: The Virgin in the Rocks) 
              Of course, a painter can’t express the different stage’s feature 
             on one painting at the same time. 
              But, if the painter of “ The Louvre version” was not Leonard  
             da Vinci, especially if the painter was one of the excellent pupil  
             of Leonard da Vinci, he could trace easily the master’s  
             different stage’s feature at the same time in it.  
              On that note, I can support both side of the opinion of the  
             art-historian in the opposite direction. 
              Ambrogio de Predisu at that time was the only suitable person 
             who could make a replica Leonard’s work. 
 
          (Reasons) 
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1) He was the co-contractor and the collaborator of “The  
Virgin of the Rocks”. 

           2) He kept the unfinished work of his mentor (=The first  
              London version) after Leonard had left Milan.(1499) 
               (The work would not be in the church when it was  
               ordered from Louis XII to Ambrogio de Predisu. 
               -undocumented) 

3)  In those days, a pupil usually learn his mentor’s technique 
by copying his mentor’s work. 

           4) He could copy not only his master’s old style expression, 
         but also the newest technique. Therefore, he could have 
                 copied the expression of art at every stage of Leonard’s 
                 work doing the same painting. 

5) We actually find both of Leonard’s first stage’s expression 
and his ripening stage’s expression in “The Louvre version”, 
but the pupil couldn't paint the master’s newest 
experimental expression –“the chiaroscuro method”, “ the 
link of central head axis method” and “the link of sight  
method “in “the London version” at that time. 

 
 
 

           Generally speaking, the art-historian’s modern interpretation to 
          the chronological placing of “The Louvre version” is based on the  
          wrong judge that the painter of it is “Leonard da Vinci”.  
           At least, it is impossible to decide the chronological placing of the  
          two painting with deciding the same painter’s work. 
 
 
 
 Point 15  Why Leonard chose the scene of a side story of Old Testament? 
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            In the first contract between The Confraternity of Immaculate 
           Conception and Leonard’s group, both side has agreed to the 
           overview of painting. (-Wikipedia Japan)   
            Leonard contemplated on painting a side story of the Old 
           Testament, and The Confraternity was aware of the idea. 
            Because both side has agreed the 2 prophets to be painted in it 
           is David or Isaiah of the Old Testament or in a side story of Old 
           Testament. (-Wikipedia Japan)  
            I think in 15th century, the concept of The Immaculate 
           Conception was not yet clearly established. 
            Maybe, Leonard seriously thought and concluded that  
           a scene of a side story of Old Testament was most suitable for the  
           concept of the Immaculate Conception. 
  
              
 Point16   Which is the true work of Ambrogio de Predisu? 
             
              If “The Louvre version” was painted by Ambrogio de 
             Predisu, we need to compare with “The Louvre version” and 
             “The side face portrait of Beatrice d’Este” of the Ambrosiana 
             Museum at Milan.  
              “A side face portrait” is a sign that it was painted between 
             early and middle period of Renaissance.  
              The painter of “The Louvre version” was active during the 
            15th~16th century at Milan.      

              The first impression of “The side face portrait of Beatrice 
             d’Este” is its sharp-outline and detailed brushwork in it.” 
              The painter of “The side face portrait of Beatrice d’Este”  
             didn't use “the sfumart” method like “The Louvre version”.  
              It remainds us of the side face portrait of “Jovanna 
             Tornabuoni” painted by Domenico Girlandaio. (1488) 
              When Leonardo da Vinci paint a portrait, he usually paint 
             “a three-quarter portrait” in those days. Therefore, a side face  
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             portrait is rare for him. (: A few exceptional works 
             is present like the sketch “The figure of Isabella d’Este,1500) 
              Ambrogio de Predisu studied under Leonardo da Vinci.  
              If he learnt to do a portrait from his master Leonardo da 
       Vinci, he would have painted “a three-quarter portrait”.  

                                
                    The sample of “the three-quarter portrait” 
                  “ Lady with an Ermine” Leonard da Vinci,1489-90 
 
              The painter of “The portrait of Beatrice d’Este” may be 
             influenced by the work (fig.5) of Domenico Girlandaio. 
              I think this work (looking at the painting, check the fig.4) was  
             painted in the latter Renaissance period or the Baroque period  
             by a painter who had the polite and modern technique.  
 
              I think that the figure.4 is not the work of Ambrogio de  
             Predisu.    

               fig.4          fig.5 
          “The portrait of Beatrice d’Este”      “Jovanna Tornabuoni” (1488) 
         by Ambrogio de Predisu ?         Domenico Ghirlandaio  
         (The Ambrosiana Museum. Milan)     (1449-1494)         
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          Let’s compare another portrait with “The portrait of Beatrice 
           d’Este”.(see fig.6) It is evident that fig.6 has very realistic “neck  
           expression” which gives me the idea that who ever painted this 
           painting had studied art-anatomy, while fig.4 does not have the 
           same technique or painting style. 
            This made me conclude that fig.4 is not a work of Ambrogio de 
           Predisu. 

          fig.4   fig.6                 

     Probably, the pupils of Leonard da Vinci learned the importance of 
           a sketch and the art-anatomy from their master on those days.  
            We can find the proof in the sketch on the expression of the neck(fig.6).  
            But the fig.4 doesn’t not have the realistic neck’s expression only  
           the decorative and more plane style. 
            The painter of the fig.4 seems not concerned with the art–anatomy. 

          

       

                               

Point17    Who was the assistant painter when Ambrogio de Predisu 
           painted “The Louvre version”？     
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             fig7 
                Ambrogio de Predisu  Francesco Napolitano  

       The two angels that was put on the wall on the other side of “The  
      Virgin of the Rocks”(=The London version) at The San Francesco 
      Grande church in Milan.(1490-95~) 
       The green clothed angel can not stand straight. She will fall down 
      to right. Francesco Napolitano has the less sketching-technique. 
 
       We don't have the full data but we can easily imagine who was 
      the assistant painter.  
       Look at the fig.7. The red clothed angel was painted by 
      Ambrogio de Predisu, and the green clothed angel’s painter is 
      Francesco Napolitano. (-National Gallery.org.uk) 
       Another claim that the green clothed angel was painted by  
      “Bernaldino Luini” may be not true, because he moved to Milan 
      with his parent on 1500(-Wikipedia), but the painting of “the 
      green clothed angel” had already completed(1495-98).   
       The most possible person who assisted Ambrogio de Predisu 
      seems Francesco Napolitano, the assistant member of  
      participants to paint the left wing’s angel of “The London 
      version” at Milan.  
       He was not a member of co-contractor of “The Virgin of the 
      Rocks”, but he was one of the pupils of Leonard da Vinci. 
       As said previously, we find two stage’s skilled painter in “The 
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      Louvre version”.  
       Probably, the less skill’s painter in “The Louvre version” is 
      Francesco Napolitano. 
       We easily notice it by his mistakable sketch of green clothed 
      playing angel. ( fig.7 on the right one) 
       I imagine the scene that Napolitano adds details like the large 
      pointing right hand and the right strange foot of the angel in  
      “the Louvre version” after it was on the way of completion by 
      Ambrogio de Predisu.  
 
 

Point 18    The possibility of the damage when the support of “The Louvre 
           version” changed from tableau to canvas.  

 
       I don’t know precisely how to change the support of painting 
      from tableau to canvas during the 19th century. 
       If it was done by bad skill, the original form and taste may be  
      lost. 
     If so, we have the possibility the painter of “The Louvre 
      version” is only Ambrogio de Predisu.  
 
 
 

Point 19    What was the reason why The Confraternity of Immaculate 
          Conception denied to accept “The first London version”? 
 
              Most of the painters who painted “the Virgin and Child” in  
             Renaissance period usually expressed the same style where the 
             Virgin holds the Child in her arms.  
              But Leonard’s expression was very unique. 
              The Child was far away from the Virgin, like the same image 
             of Leonard’s child days away from his mother. 
              This expression was too unique for The Confraternity of 
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             Immaculate Conception to agree on. 
 

                      
                   Giotto                  Filippo Lippi 
           Usually when a painter paints “Virgin and Child” in the middle age or 
            Renaissance period, he will paint it like Giotto’ style.  
            The expression of Filippo Lippi is a little unique, but we can judge who  
            is the Child. 
 
           When Louis XII saw “ Virgin of the Rocks” for the first time,  
          he could judge where he was, based on the pose that Virgin   
         hold the Child’ shoulder in her right arm.  
            

                      
                the first London version             the Louvre version 
            The painting Louis XII saw for first time was “the first London version”. 
           No attribute of child was painted on the left child on those days. 
            Louis XII must have thought the left child was the Child.  
            Because, the left child is more closer to the Virgin. 



 
 

 23 

Point 20  The physical expression of Virgin’s left hand 
 
              Try to think the meaning of Virgin’s left hand. 
              Why Leonard painted her left hand in such a pose like 
             covering the head of a child ? 

                          
                        “the London version” 
              I think the meaning is “giving protection” to the Child.  
              I have a basis on that decision. 
              Look at the left hand’s pose of Anna in “St. Anna and Child and 
              Virgin”. ( See the figure of point 21.) 
              Her pose must be giving protection to the Child. 
              Probably Leonard saw this painting at a certain church his  
             days in Florence.  
              Because the expression of Masaccio had a strong influence to  
             almost all painters on early Renaissance period.  
              But its expression had the tendency to be misinterpreted. 
              If the people misunderstand for a message of freeing  
             from the original sin, it contradict the contents of the Baptism 
             scene in New Testament.  
              In other words, if the Child was born without original sin, the 
             Baptism scene would not be necessary.  
              The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception had the opinion 
             that the Virgin was without original sin because she was chosen 
             to be the mother of Jesus. 
              So, Leonard’s expression of Virgin’s left hand was misleading 
             that Child was also without original sin.  
              At least, Leonard understood the opinion of The Confraternity,  
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             and painted “The first London version” -the Virgin of the 
             Rocks without the attribute on 1483~90. 
              Probably the claim of The Confraternity of Immaculate 
             Conception had was boiled down to the next 2 points.  
              One was repainting the expression of Virgin and Child as  
             the intimate scene, and another was changing of the Virgin’s 
             left hand’s expression. 
              Of course, other claim has been known to us, the dark tone of  
             the painting, no sign of attributes and missing of the Child. 
              But Leonard didn't obey the request of The Confraternity of  
             Immaculate Conception. 
 
 
  Point21   Leonard’s “Virgin of the Rocks” and Masaccio and Masolino’s  
           “St Anna and Child and Virgin”.  
            -The Similarity of the composition-                  
 
              Try to check the two paintings, especially the part of St. Anna’s 
            hands and Virgin’s hands.    

                                       
    “St. Anna and Child and Virgin” 1424-25   “Virgin of the Rocks” 1483-1506 
            Masaccio and Masolino                       Leonard 
        Uffizi Gallery Museum. Firenze           National Gallery. London 
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             Both right hands are on the shoulder. Both left hands are 
            covering over the Child’s head.  
             The most important contents that Leonard had learned from 
            this work was its composition. 
             Leonard had learned this composition during his stay in 
            Florence. 
             In Leonard’s first original version-“The first London version”,     
            St. Anna was replaced with the Virgin, and the Virgin was  
            replaced with Prophet David or Isaiah.  
             The most important point here is that in both paintings, it is the 
            Child that is being protected by the left hand. 
             
             This proves that Leonard painted the Child in front of the  
            Virgin in “The first London version”- Virgin of the Rocks. 
 

                                
 
             I believe Leonard respected the traditional the Virgin and the  
            Child painting that Masaccio and Masolino had painted.  
             But, Leonard changed the traditional expression of the Virgin 
            and the Child. 
             Usually the Child is always on the lap of the Virgin or similar 
            to that. But Leonard set the Virgin and the Child on a remote  
            location.  
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             So, the people on those days couldn't understand Leonard’s 
            expressions of it. 
 
 
 
 Point22    When “The first London version” was painted? 
 
              I believe Leonard painted “The first London version” from 1484 
             to 1490 on the basis of the doctrine of The Confraternity of 
             Immaculate Conception. 
              Therefore, Leonard in Florence before 1480 who had not  
             contacted to the advanced doctrine of The Confraternity of  
             Immaculate Conception could not paint “The first London  
             version”.  
        Unfortunately, The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception  
             was unhappy on the reason of the pulled away expression of  
             Virgin and Child, and on the reason of ambiguous expression of  
             Virgin’s left hand which is interpreted as “communication” or 
             “protection”.  
              The problem between the order and the creator was occurred  
             from misunderstanding of each other about the expression of  
             Virgin, I think. 
              On that ground, I suppose that The Confraternity of  
             Immaculate Conception demanded Leonard to repaint “the first 
             London version”. 
              But, Leonardo refused to repaint it because of his pride.  
              Leonard on that days believed that “a good painter can paint 
             both the outside of a man and the inside spirit of a man”. 
              For Leonard, “ Virgin’s left hand ” means “the protection for 
             Child” and no mean the communication of free from original sin 
             from Virgin to Child. 
              Of course, “The first London version” didn’t need the 
             attributes. And also, painting it was superfluity. 
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              In summary, the season that Leonard painted “The first 
             London version” was between the period on1483 that the first  
             agreement of each concerns and on 1490 that the lawsuit were  
             filed. 
 
 
 
 Point23    The physical expression of the right child’s hand in each version. 

                        
                     “The London version”      “The Annunciation” 
 
             We must pay attention to the story in the painting. 
            The standing two fingers of Gabriel in “The Annunciation”  
            means the blessing Maria.    
             The standing two fingers of Child in ”The London version”  
      also means “blessing” .  
             Child is blessing the child who is perceived as Prophet David or 
            Isaiah. 
             ( This is one of the most important point of expression in “The 
            London version”.) 
             But the standing two fingers of John the Baptist in “the Louvre 
            version” was took it that “the blessing of the Baptism”.  
             Of course, the standing two fingers is not the baptizing pose. 
             Most of the person in these days maybe misunderstood “The 
            first London version” – Virgin of the Rocks is painted by  
            Leonard is the scene of New Testament. 
             Therefore, the pointing right hand of the angel was added to  
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            clear who is the Child in “The Louvre version” by Louis XII’s  
            judge.  
 
 
 
Point 24    The true reason of the lawsuit problem. 
 
              I imagine, the most important message of “The Confraternity of 
            Immaculate Conception” in “The London version” is to show  
            clearly that the Virgin who gave birth to Jesus is without 
            original sin. 
             Leonard had understood the idea of “The Confraternity of  
            Immaculate Conception” from the first agreement, but Leonard 
           painted the characters without the clear attribute on “The first 
           London version” and painted it with his own style based on a side  
           story of Old Testament.   
             Leonard thought it’s enough to expressed the message in “The  
            first London version”, without the attribute-on.  
             On the other hand, The Confraternity of Immaculate  
            Conception never gave up to add the clear attribute to indicate 
            where the Child is in “The first London version”.  
             Maybe, The Confraternity thought-to indicate where the Child  
            is to show the concept of the Virgin free from the original sin. 
             The ambiguity of being between the Virgin and the Child and 
            the misunderstanding of each other, Leonard and The  
            Confraternity of Immaculate Conception, about the necessity of  
            “the halo” for the saints made the long time lawsuit problem. 
 
 
 
 Point25    Why Louis XII assumed the role of the middleman and  
           requested to Ambrogio de Predisu “The Virgin of the Rocks”?  
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 If The Confraternity approve the new painting,    

            Louis XII was also a fan of Leonard da Vinci. So, he wished to get 
           Leonard’s work.   
            In such cases, I think Louis XII has personal agenda when he 
           assumed the role of the middleman.  
            If The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception will approve the  
           new version made by Ambrogio de Predisu, then Louis XII will 
           have the opportunity to own the version made by Leonard da  
           Vinci, as it will be not needed by The Confraternity of Immaculate  
           Conception. 
 
 
 
          (Hypothesis) 
 
                     
    
                
        
 

                                                    

       Louis XII could get “The first London version” that Leonard painted. 
 
            I think this is the idea and strategy playing on Louis XII mind  
           when he took the role of middleman. 
            When the new version(=the Louvre version ) was finished 
           on 1503~06, they succeeded to have it done using bright tone. 
            But the new expression was a let down for The Confraternity of  
           Immaculate Conception.  
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            In addition to this, Leonard did not agree to present it as his  
           work of The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception without 
           changing some physical expression of the painting. 
            
            Therefore, as a fact in the art-history, Louis XII failed to acquire  
           “The London version”-The Virgin of the Rocks-The Leonard’s  
           original work. 
 
 
 Point26    Why was Ambrogio de Predisu satisfied to the small reward from  
           The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception after the conclusion 
           of the lawsuit problem on1508? 
                                        
           
 
            
    
                                        
 
                       Large reward           Small reward 
                    Ambrogio may be satisfied with the total reward, 
                  after the judge of lawsuit problem on 1506. 
             The reward to Ambrogio from The Confraternity was only 200 
            lira after the conclusion of the lawsuit problem on 1508. 
             The reward was the same total of 5 month’s work in the contract 
            between the client Confraternity and the painters.  
             And also this reward was too small to re-paint another one work 
            of “the Virgin of the Rocks”.  
             But remember the latters reward that they asked to solve the 
            lawsuit problem to Ludovico Maria Sforza of Milan in 1495.  
             The reward they demanded for the work except the central  
            panel was six times as large the sum of the last reward.  
             It was 1200 lira.  
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             But, why Ambrogio de Predisu was satisfied to such a small 
            reward like 200 lira on 1508? Remember the fact that he needed 
            the latter 1200 lira’s reward for the son of his dead sister 
            Evangerista de Predisu and for himself.  
             Usually any painter would never satisfied such the small 
            paying. 
             I think as the reason, he had contacted for the extra work from  
            Louis the XII or his agent on the plenty reward about 1200 lira or  
            more from 1503 to 1506.  
             The new contracted work must be “the Louvre version”. 
 
 
 
 Point27     Where was “The Louvre version” during Francis the I’s 
            reign ? (1515~47) 
      
             “The Louvre version”-the Virgin of the Rocks is not one of the 
            paintings that Leonard da Vinci always carried with him until  
            he dies.  
             If “The Louvre version”-the Virgin of the Rocks” were the true 
            Leonard’s work, I think Francis the I would hope to take it to 
            the castle Amboise in France.  
             Because Leonard da Vinci still live on those days.( ~1519) 
             Francis the I could question Leonard da Vinci about the 
            authenticity of it. 
             Above all, he was a hardcore fan of Leonard.  
             I suppose “The Louvre version” was not painted by Leonard  
            da Vinci, therefore Francis the I didn't try to get “the Louvre 
            version” to put in the castle Amboise in France.  
 
 
 
 Point28     The line of sight of the angel  
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             In the two versions, the angel’s line of sight is not fix on. 
             Both expression is a little strange for us. Because a man 
            usually looks at the person he is pointing concurrently. 
             But in these case, the angel’s line of sight is not concerned 
            to its activity.   
             On those days, a painter usually paints the line of sight of the 
            angel ambiguously in religious painting or the nymph in the 
            Greek mythology. (See the below figurers.) 
             In other words, a painter on those days usually paints  
            an angel or a nymph distinguishably from a main character.  
             For example, the angel in “the Louvre version” and the nymph 
            in “the Hunting of Diana” has the same line of sight which looks 
            beyond the frame.  
 

                 
 
     “The hunting of Diana” Domenichino 1616-17  “The Louvre version”1503-06 
            These expression of the nymph and the angel is not related to  
           the main character in each painting.  
            The line of sight assume a role of the visual guidance to catch the  
           attention of the observer of these painting. 
            We need to understand in advance the line of sight of the angel  
           in “the Virgin of the Rocks”. 
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Point29     The visual guidance using the line of sight 
 
             We have a saying that, :the eyes are the windows to the  
            soul:. Which mean that we can always read a person’s feeling and 
            emotion by looking in their eyes; even in Art, the expression of  
            the eyes is a very important physical attribute.  
             We can understand a painter’s intention by looking at it.  
             Try to compare the two versions of “the Virgin of the Rocks”. 
             Leonard believed “a good painter could express both a man’s 
            outer and inner (*painted the physical expression)”.  
                                             (* my added explanation)  
             I think the technique to guide the line of sight of the characters 
            in “the London version” is superior to that of “the Louvre 
            version”. 

                   
          “the London version”1483-1508  “the Louvre version”1503-1506 
 
              The yellow lines are the line of sight of the characters. 
              The blue circles are the physical expression of the characters. 
              “The London version” is superior to “the Louvre version” on the skill  
             to unify the line of sight and the physical expression.  
              Our eyes are guided to Child Jesus by the line of sight and the 
             physical expression in it. 
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              But the physical expression of the angel in “the Louvre version”  
             is confusing in relation to her line of sight, her pointing right hand and 
             the child she is supporting using her left hand.  
              This expression is against Leonard’s belief of a good painter.  
              I believe again the expression is never painted by Leonard da Vinci. 
 
 
 Point30     The common point between the two painting is the visual  
            guidance of “the link line of sight”. 
             
             Leonard also tried the visual guidance of “the link line of  
            sight ” in the work “St.Anna, Vergin and Child Jesus (1508)” .  
 
             The common point between the two painting is using the 
            visual guidance of the link line of sight to Jesus from Virgin.  
             Needles to say, Leonard didn't use the attribute in this 
            painting. 
             Leonard didn't need the attribute in his painting when he 
            had painted “the Last Supper” on 1498, but he and Ambrogio de 
            Predisu was forced to re-paint “the halo” in “the London 
            version” by the conclusion of lawsuit problem that the painting 
            had not concluded on1506. 
             The difference is whether “the halo” is present or not. 
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      St.Anna, Vergin and Child Jesus (1508)  the London version (1483-1508)   
            The line of sight between the main characters is the same volume in 
           each painting.          
            The sheep’s and the angel’s line of sight is insignificant because they are 
           not the main characters and not a man. 
            The line of sight of the angel in “the London version” is also not locked 
           to the left child. 
            “St.Anna, Vergin and Child Jesus” (1508) is composed the scine by “the  
           link of sight method” only. The work was not composed the scine by “the  
           link of the head central axes method.”  
            Maybe Leonard had learned from the unpopularity of the first London 
           Version, he reformed the next plan to use only “the link of sight method.” 
 
 
Point31     Why “The Louvre version” is perceived to be the painting that 
           Leonard didn't painted?   
 
              Try to look at “the Last Supper” of Leonard da Vinci.  
              You can easily interpret the Apostles mentality from their 
             physical expressions or gesture. For example… 
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            Is the traitor one person?   I’m not the traitor.    Ask him once more? 
             
              Leonard’s idea of a good painter is someone who can paint the 
             physical attributes and can reflect the emotions of the subject.  
              But, the painter of the angel in “the Louvre version” didn't 
             paint the inner of the angel.  
              Why is she pointing at the child in front of her with her right  
             hand while she is looking at the child she is supporting with her 
             left hand? 
              Can anyone else explain what the angel in thinking?  
              I think nobody can explain the inner of the angel in “the 
             Louvre version”. 
              This is the ultimate reason what the painter of “the Louvre 
             version” is not Leonard da Vinci.  

                                   
 
Point32       The super composition- “the link of head central axis method” in 
             “the London version”   
              
              Leonard arranged the new visual effect which transcended  
             the normal perspective in “the London version”. 
              Leonard on those days used the scientific method to 
             everything.  
              The painting was like a science experiment for him. 
              Leonard challenged the new approach to the composition of  
             the painting. 
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              Try to prove it by comparing the two painting, “The London 
             version” and “The Louvre version”.  
              When a painter set the character in an organic space like  
             “The Virgin of the Rocks”, not the indoor and geometrical  
             space, it is hard to get the line of sight to the main character  
             and it is also difficult to bring up the relationship of each 
             characters in the painting.  
              Leonard challenged the new approach of visual guidance 
             in “The Virgin of the Rocks”.   
               Leonard would perpended how to arrange Child Jesus in “The 
             London version”. 
              At last, he chose the unorthodox position for Child Jesus on the 
             painting, and took us by surprise. 
              Because the important character was never painted in that 
             position the on those days.  
              But he experimentally tried the new styled visual guidance to 
             catch the line of sight to the main character Child Jesus in “The 
             London version”. 
              We notice the two line of head central axis of Virgin and angel    
             gathering to Child Jesus in “The London version”.  
              But it is not linked the two lines of the head central axis of 
             Virgin and it of angel in “The Louvre version”.  

                   
                “The London version”     “The Louvre version” 
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              Leonard fixed the composition of the three characters using 
             the innovative “the link of head central axis method” in “the 
             London version”, not use “the perspective method” like in “The 
             Last Supper” in1495-98.   

                 
        “the link of head central axis method”    “the perspective method” 
              I’m going to call the expression of visual guidance as the link of head  
             central axis method. 
              It connects the personal relation by the line of “the head central axis 
            of a man”.  
              
 
             Leonard proved that he could express the perfect composition  
            in the organic space, not in the indoor and geometrical space,  
            without using the perspective method in “The Last supper”. 
 
             After all, Leonard’s advanced experiment of visual 
            guidance-“the link of head central axis method and the link of 
            sight method” was too difficult to understand for the 
            Confraternity of Immaculate Conception and only few of them 
            could understand the true experimental meaning of it. 
      
           Leonard would planed “The London version” with assurance, 
       and may be hurt by the lack of understanding from the 
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            Confraternity of Immaculate Conception. 
             Therefore, Leonard didn't change the expression that he 
            painted in “the London version” for a long time. 
  
             I think this crossing of each other is one of the circumstances 
            why the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception wanted to 
            add the attribute on the characters in the painting.  
 
 
 
      ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
 
                My interpretation  
 
 “The Virgin of the Rocks” was ordered to Leonard and Predisu brothers from 
the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception on 1483. 
 The order was the suitable painting for the altarpiece of the Santa Maria  
Grande church in Milan. 
 Probably The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception ordered the painting 
that their conception expressed “ Virgin free from original sin”.  
 But Leonard painted all of it by his own style without accepting their wish. 
 This fact made the lawsuit problem between them.    
 Most of “The London version “was painted by Leonard da Vinci, but he didn't 
paint the attribute on his belief. 
 To tell the truth, Leonard tried to experiment by painting “The London 
version”. 
 One was the first experimental painting that uses “the chiaroscuro method” 
in the Renaissance period and another was “the link of head central axis 
method and the link of sight method” for the new styled visual guidance. 
 But these experiments of Leonard painted were not accepted by the people 
around him. 
 Leonard never agreed because of his pride to add the attribute on that “The 
first London version”. 
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 Ambrogio de Predisu and Leonard asked to solve the lawsuit problem to 
Ludovico Maria Sforza of Milan on1489, and in addition Ambrogio de Predisu 
asked again to Louis the XII on 1503. 
 Louis XII has personal agenda when he assumed the role of the middleman.      
If The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception will approve the new version 
made by Ambrogio de Predisu, then Louis the XII will have the opportunity to 
get the version made by Leonard da Vinci as it will be not needed by The 
Confraternity of Immaculate Conception. 
 So, Louis XII ordered the new Virgin of the Rocks to Ambrogio de Predisu. 
 “The Louvre version” - the Virgin of the Rocks was painted by Ambrogio de 
Predisu and Leonard’s another pupil-Francesco Napolitano. The most 
significant point is that we find the unskillful two-step expression on the 
painting. 
 In more detail, there are stage that was poorly done in “The Louvre version” 
 I believe that “The first London version”- the Virgin of the Rocks without the 
attribute is the only one Leonard da Vinci solely worked on.  
 “The first London version” is just fitting to the claim from The Confraternity 
of Immaculate Conception, on the reasons of its darkness and the 
mystique-less expression (without an attribute) and the ambiguity of who 
Jesus is.   
 After Leonard da Vinci had left Milan in 1499, he had no concern with adding 
more to his original ”The first London version”.  
 When Leonard returned to Milan in 1506, he didn't have the interest to 
complete “The first London version”.  
 So, it’s very likely that someone is requested from Leonard to add the halo on 
it.  
 The most fitted person to do the work was the collaborator of Leonard da 
Vinci and his pupil in the painting studio. 
  The evidence is the document from Leonard da Vinci to Ambrogio de 
Predisu that Leonard allowed Ambrogio to receive the small reward of the 
re-painting to “the London version”. (1508) (-Wikipedia Japan) 
 The important point is that Ambrogio de Predisu didn't paint an all of new 
version of “The Virgin of the Rocks”, but he added the halo to “The first 
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London Version” of Leonard da Vinci and completed it as “The second London 
version”.  
 The important point is the fact that the added attribute was only the part of 
the halo of the saints. “The crossed cane and the leather band” of Child John 
the Baptist was not painted by Ambrogio. 
 The document indicates “The second London version” in San Francesco 
Grande church on 17th century was add-painted the attribute by some painter  
 So we appreciate “The third London version” now.   
 The reason is following. 
 Leonard planed “The first London version” on a side story of Old Testament. 
 Therefore it is impossible to appear John the Baptist in “The second London 
version”. Of course Leonard didn't give permission to add “the crossed cane 
and the leather band” on “The first London version” by Ambrogio.   
 The stick point of The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception was adding 
“the halo” to clear the relationship of Virgin and Child.   
  “The crossed cane and the leather band” was add-painted by the concerns of 
The Confraternity on 17th century, so the original value of Leonard painting 
was degreased. 
 The most important point is the fact that Leonard gave permission to add 
“the halo” on “the first London version” and didn't gave permission “the 
crossed cane and the leather band” on it.  
 I think the added part of “the crossed cane and the leather band” of “The  
third London version” that Leonard didn't planed must be extinguished. 
 How do the relations of National Gallery think it? 
  
 
  
    ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
   
                            My hypothesis 
 
 In those days after the control of Milan by Louis XII (1499), Leonard da Vinci 
had left Milan, he couldn’t complete “The first London version” which was 
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halted by The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception.  
 Therefore, Louis XII was asked to solve the lawsuit problem from Ambrogio 
de Predisu who was the collaborator and pupil of Leonard da Vinci.  
 Maybe, Louis XII was also asked by the Confraternity to solve the problem. 
(-undocumented) 
 Louis XII’s idea to solve the problem as a middleman is presumed to commit 
another new clear painting (the Louvre version) to Ambrogio de Predisu. 
(1503-1506)  
 The pointing right-hand of the angel in that painting was probably painted 
by the request of Louis XII. (But there is a possibility that the painter who 
added it was not Ambrogio de Predisu, it maybe the assistant painter 
Francesco Napolitano who did it.  
 The waterline rocks may be also ordered from Louis XII. (-still 
undocumented.)  
 Louis XII misjudged that the scene of the painting is “The Baptism” against 
Leonard’s original plan.  
 Ambrogio de Predisu had the strong reason to paint another “The Virgin of 
the Rocks” on those days. He needed the latters reward for the son of his dead 
sister Evangerista de Predisu. He had the motive to take the work for money. 
 Of course, Louis XII and Ambrogio de Predisu must have the permission 
from the co-contractor Leonard da Vinci. (still undocumented.) 
 Moreover, after the new paintings was completed, Leonard da Vinci might  
have received a letter from Ambrogio de Predisu from Milan.(also 
undocumented.) 
 Leonard must have known that the role of the characters in the original “The 
first London version” was changed in accordance to Louis XII ‘s order. 
 
 Concurrently, Leonard da Vinci was only needed to clear the role of the two 
children according to the opinion of “The Confraternity of Immaculate 
Conception” by adding the attribute. 
 Leonard said in another scene “a good painters is to paint two main things, 
namely, the man outer and the workings of man‘s mind”. Naturally “the 
workings of man’s mind” is expressed on the physical movement of man.  
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 So, the change of the role needs the change of expression in physical 
movement.  
 On that reason, I think Leonard denied handing over the new painting “The 
Louvre version” to The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception. 
 
 And, I think there was “one more important reason” that The Confraternity 
of the Immaculate Conception must deny it. 
 Because the scene the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception asked to be  
emphasized by Leonard was not the scene of “the Baptism”, but “Virgin free 
from original sin”.  
 But Leonard painted as the scene of the Child blesses child who is perceived 
as prophet David or Isaiah on a side story of Old Testament.  
 The main character was changed from Virgin to Child by Leonard’s own 
judge on “The London version”. 
 “The Louvre version”was changed to the compounded scene of “a side story 
of the Old Testament” and “the Baptism” like “The Baptism of Christ” of 
Verrocchio by the judge of Louis XII. 
 Furthermore, for The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception, the both of 
“The first London version” and repainted “The Louvre version” are not the 
satisfied work.   
 On that reason, “The first London version” and “The Louvre version” were 
refused by The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception.  
  

                            
                “The Baptism of Christ” Verrocchio (1472-75) Florence 
             
           John the Baptist is baptizing Jesus. 
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             “the Louvre version” was misunderstood by Louis XII as same as  
             the scene of “the Baptism”. 
       The misunderstanding was natural on that case, because Leonard  
             painted “the London version” on his original plan based on a side story 
             of Old Testament. 
 
 By these reasons, “The Louvre version” was seemed left in the hand of Louis 
XII, and finally went in the Louvre Museum. 
 
 But at last, Leonard da Vinci gave up and suggested the new idea that is 
adding the halo by Ambrogio de Predisu on “The first London version” which 
Leonard painted. ( =The second London version) 
 Leonard da Vinci thought it was the last way to solve the lawsuit problem. 
 Leonardo da Vinci must have been eager to settle the lawsuit problem for his 
collaborator Ambrogio de Predisu, for Louis XII, for The Confraternity of 
Immaculate Conception, and of course for himself. 
 In fact, Leonardo da Vinci changed his view “that the inner appear on the 
body by gesture without attribute’s help” after the judge on 1506 for the 
benefit of the people who can’t accept the attribute-less expression on ”The 
first London version” which Leonard painted. 
 “The crossed cane and the leather band” of the left Child in “The second 
London version” may be not obeyed Leonard’s original idea of side story of Old 
Testament.  
 Because Leonard’s original idea of the child whom Virgin’s hand on his 
shoulder was not who is perceived as John the Baptist on New Testament but 
Prophet David or Isaiah on a side story of Old Testament. 
 I think “The second London version”-the London version was borne on that 
background.  
 “The second London version” which Leonard compromised its expression was 
not enough satisfied final work for the Confraternity of Immaculate 
Conception.  
 Because, the central leading part was not the Virgin against The 
Confraternity of Immaculate Conception’s order in the beginning.  
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 The main character was Child on the composition of the London version. 
Hence, Virgin is not conspicuous.  
 This fact was also a sore point with the Confraternity of Immaculate 
Conception.   
 

                     
            the blessing gesture in “The London version” and in “The Annunciation” 
 
            For Leonard da Vinci, Child’s gesture is blessing, so he didn't  
           need to add the attribute in “The first London version” for the first time. 
            Because the attribute was the superfluous for Leonard da Vinci on 
           these days, after “The Last Supper” was painted in 1495-98. 
            Leonard was confident in his own skill of art.      
             
   After the lawsuit problem was over on1506, a part of the problem was not 
  yet settled . 
   The cleavage furrow of both, The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception 
  and Leonard did not bridged the gap.  
 
 
 
 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~   
  
                             -Conclusion-   
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 The trouble of “The first London version” happened due to Leonard’s original 
painting style and not painting the attribute on the characters. 
 After Leonard had painted “The first London version” against the 
Confraternity’s will, Leonard da Vinci was only needed to repaint and clear 
the role of the two children according to the opinion of “The Confraternity of 
Immaculate Conception” by adding the attribute.  
 But Leonard denied to repaint it, because of his conviction and his pride as a 
painter. 
  
 “The Louvre version” was not painted by Leonard da Vinci.”  
 The true painter of “The Louvre version” was Ambrogio de Predisu and his 
assistant painter Francesco Napolitano who took the request from Louis XII.  
 But “The Louvre version” was unacceptable for both side, The Confraternity 
of Immaculate Conception and Leonard da Vinci.  
 So, Louis XII failed to get hold of Leonard’s genuine work-“the first London 
version”.   
 
 “The second London version” was the collaborated work-the greater part of it 
was painted by Leonard da Vinci, and a part of it (= the attributes ) was 
painted by Ambrogio de Predisu whom Leonard da Vinci mentored.  
 “The second London version” -the London version was born as a result of 
Leonard’s prudence and by his compromise with people who ordered him.  
 But at the same time, at least Leonard da Vinci kept guard “the valuable 
essence” of the original painting -The first London version of it. 
 The experiment of visual guidance –“the link of head central axis method and 
the link of sight method” on the composition in “the London version” was very 
difficult for the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception to understand, few of 
them understood where Child is in the painting. 
 And the innovative and advanced expression-“the chiaroscuro method” on 
“the London version”-The Virgin of the Rocks to emphasize the character 
during Renaissance was also “the valuable essence”.  
 The painter of “The Louvre version” couldn't copy the advanced chiaroscuro 
method of Leonard’s.  
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                    “The third London version” 17th cenntury- 
             When Leonard first painted on 1483-90, he painted the left child as 
            Propet David or Isaiah on a side story of Old Testament. 
 
               * The Virgin’s left hand means giving protection to the Child. 
  
              * The Child’s right hand means blessing to the child Prophet. 
 
 The title of this painting,“Virgin of the Rocks” may not be the full correct 
title.  
 The scene is shown “the Child who was given the protection from the Virgin 
blesses the child who was perceived as John the Baptist”.  
 John the Baptist is present on the painting, but the scene is not the Baptism.  
 The role is reverse. 
 The cross staff and the leather cloth of John the Baptist was added by 
someone to “The second London version” at The Saint Grande church in Milan 
on the 17th century is supposed true on supporting evidence facts*. (But the 
added point in it is not clear.)  
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 So, “the Virgin of the Rocks” we appreciate now at the National Museum in 
London is actually “The third version” of it.    
 The most eye-catching character is the Child, not the Virgin. The Child is 
also sitting on the foremost position to emphasize he is the most important 
person. 
  “ The Virgin and the Child of the Rocks” will be the better title, I think.  
 The perfect expression of Leonard da Vinci didn't need the attribute on them 
when “The first London version” was completed on 1483 ~1490.  
 But the attribute was added after the conclusion of the lawsuit problem on 
1506~1508 by Ambrogio de Predisu. 
 The change of character to John the Baptist in the New Testament from 
Prophet David or Isaiah in a side story of Old Testament is a Discard Acts to 
the painting for Leonard. 
 The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception didn't satisfied enough with 
“the addition of attribute in the second London version” . 
 I think that only one half of the dissatisfaction is cleared up by adding the 
attribute to “The first London version”.  
 In detail, The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception couldn't accept from 
the beginning Leonard’s expression of the painting and his defiance to the 
confraternity’s will.  
 On the other hand, Leonard was also unsatisfied with the painting. 
 The latter Leonard’s dissatisfaction was the halo of the left child.  
 It was clear for Leonard that the left child was Prophet David or Isaiah 
planed on a side story of Old Testament. 
  But the halo was add-painted on the child and other Saint after the lawsuit 
judgement on 1506.  
 Therefore, Leonard might have lost his enthusiasm to complete again “the 
London version”.  
  For that reason, he left the finishing (=adding the attribute) of “The London 
version” to Ambrogio de Predisu.  
 
 Unfortunately, “the second London version” was also not enough supported 
by both The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception and Leonard da Vinci 



 
 

 49 

after the repaired work on 1506~1508. 
 For Leonard, “The second London version” reached the compromised level. 
 But “The third London version” added another attribute on 17th century 
would have been unacceptable to then dead Leonard da Vinci.  
  Because Leonard planned “Virgin of the Rocks” as a side story of Old 
Testament, the left child must be Prophet David or Isaiah on a side story of 
Old Testament. 
 Child John the Baptist on New Testament was not the person whom Leonard 
first planed in “The London version”. 
  
  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
           
            The presumed order of the painted date 
      Therefore, the order of the painted date is presumed as follows: 
 
 
          1)“The first London version” without attribute   1483~1490 
                               ( by Leonardo da Vinci)  

 
          2)“The Louvre version” without attribute        1503~1506 
           (by Ambrogio de Perdisu and Francesco Napolitano)  
 
          3)“The second London version” with attribute    1506~1508   
            (The halo added by Ambrogio de Predisu after the judge.)  
 
          4) “The third London version” with all attribute  the 17th century 
            (the crossed staff and the leather band was add-painted by an 
            anonymous painter concerned The Confraternity of Immaculate 
            Conception.) 
 
 
1) “The first London version” was painted after the agreement of both,  
   the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception of San Francesco Grande 
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   Church and creator Leonard da Vinci and Predisu brothers to the first  
   lawsuit action to the ruler Ludovico Maria Sforza of Milan. (1483) 
    Leonard da Vinci and his collaborator asked the latters reward from The  
   Confraternity of Immaculate Conception. (1490)  
 
2)  “The Louvre version” was painted from the second lawsuit action 
   to Louis XII from Ambrogio de Predisu (1503) and the conclusion of  
   the lawsuit problem (1506) .  
    But this painting was destined to be halted by The Confraternity of 
   Immaculate Conception and Leonard da Vinci on the following reasons.  

The first reason was Louis XII’s misunderstanding of the interpretation  
   about the scene painted in “the Virgin of the Rocks”.  
    The scene Leonard wished to paint was Child blesses child who is  
   perceived as Prophet David or Isaiah on Old Testament. 
    But the scene painted by Ambrogio de Predisu on the order of Louis XII in  
   “the Louvre version” was the Baptism in New Testament.  
    Evidence that, Louis XII ordered Ambrogio de Predisu to add the right 
   hand of the angel to indicate who is Child, and he ordered to add-paint the  
   waterline rocks to indicate the Baptism scene. 
 

               
                          “The Louvre version”  
          Pay attention to the water line. This waterline rocks is not painted in “the 
         London version”. 
 
    That made the role interchanging of the two children.  
    On the other hand, The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception wished  
   to indicate clearly where Child is in “The first London version”.  
    The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception never agreed the expression 
   of the child beyond the Virgin, because the pose of Virgin’s left hand would 
   mislead that “Child Jesus was born free from the original sin”.  
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                     “The London version”    “The Louvre version” 
            In “The Louvre version”, Angel is pointing where Child is.  
            So the child in front of Virgin is not the Child. This fact breaks down the 
           relationship between Virgin and Child.  
            On the other hand, “The second London version” had the risk to send the 
           wrong message that Virgin has been transferred free from original sin to 
           the Child. (*Leonard had planed it as giving protection to the Child.) 
        
            The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception didn't agree each one. 
 
    And by these reasons, “the Louvre version” was refused by both side of  
   Leonard da Vinci and The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception. 

Therefore, the painting remained under Louis XII ’s care and it is in the 
Louvre Museum now.  
 

3)  “The second London version” was painted from the conclusion of the 
    lawsuit problem (1506) and receive the completed painting in1508.   
    The reward from The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception that 
   Ambrogio de Predisu add-painted and completed “The second London 
   version” on 1508 was only 200 lira, against his wish of 1200 lira on the first 
   lawsuit on 1490.  
    But he didn't complain to the reward from The Confraternity of  
   Immaculate Conception on 1506-08. 
    Because he might be satisfied to the reward from Louis XII when he had 
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   painted “The Louvre version” on 1506. 
 
4)  “The third London version” is the painting that we appreciate in the 

London National Gallery now. 
“The second London version” has been not enough to satisfy The 
Confraternity of Immaculate Conception after the lawsuit ended in 1506.   
 Maybe, the persons concerned at St. Francesco Grande church on 17th 
century decided to add-paint the attribute on the left Child Prophet of “the 
second London version”.  
 But, this decision of them was a bad call, because this decision destroyed  
Leonard’s original plan for “The first London version”    
 Because Leonard had planed “The first London version” as a side story of 
Old Testament.  
 If Leonard in heaven would know, he might be displeased with this 
arrangement. 

 
 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
   
      The supposed level of satisfaction with the each work. 
                                0,50,100 percent-3 level 
 
1 “The first London version” 1483-90 
 
 Leonard            →    100 percent 
 Ambrogio      →     0 percent 
 The Confraternity   →     0 percent 
 
(Commentary)  
 Leonard was satisfied with the work because he painted following his own 
plan based on a side story of Old Testament. And he had gotten enough 
reward of 800 lira for it from The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception. 
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 Ambrogio de Predisu wasn’t satisfied with the no-payment that he handled 
around the center panel. He needed double reward of 1200 lira to count his 
sister Evangerista de Predisu’s share. 
 
 The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception wasn’t satisfied with the 
expression of the center panel that Leonard had painted ambiguity where 
Child is, also the mystique less expression (without the attribute) and the 
dark tone of a color scheme.  
 
2  “The Louvre version” 1503-06 
  
 Leonard            →      0 percent 
 Ambrogio           →   100 percent  
 The Confraternity   →      0 percent 
 Louis XII           →     50 percent 
 
(Commentary) 
 Leonard believed that “a good painter can paint both the outside of man and 
his inside”. He thought the role changing in the painting occurs from the  
changing form. The painting was reformed to the scene of the Baptism on New 
Testament. Leonard didn't agree to the expression of his collaborator 
Ambrogio did in the painting.  
 
 Ambrogio de Predisu was satisfied with “the Louvre version” he painted with 
Francesco Napolitano by the order of Louis XII. 
 He might got enough reward to bring up the son of dead sister-Evangerista 
de Predisu whose also a co-contractor of him and Leonard. 
 
 For The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception, the most important 
message was to express the “Virgin free from original sin”. But, the roles of the 
two children are interchanged into the Baptism scene.  
 The child in front of Virgin interchanged to Child John the Baptist. This 
expression broke down the composition of the relation Virgin and Child. 
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 Therefore, the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception never accepted “The 
Louvre version” in place of “The first London version”.  
 
 The customer Louise XII was fully satisfied with the work that Ambrogio de 
Predisu and Francesco Napolitano painted and it was reformed to the scene of 
Baptism by his order. But “The Louvre version” was not accepted from both 
the Confraternity and Leonard. And then, he lost the chance to get hold on the 
original Leonard’s work of “The first London version” in exchange.   
 
3  “The second London version” 1506-08 
 
 Leonard              →    50 percent 
 Ambrogio       →   100 percent  
 The Confraternity     →    50 percent 
 
 (Commentary) 
 Leonard didn't need the attribute in the painting. But it was added in the 
painting. The left child in the painting might not be Child John the Baptist 
because Leonard first painted the scene based on a side story of Old 
Testament. Maybe, he was forced to add the attribute after the resolution of 
lawsuit on 1506. Leonard had lost his enthusiasm to complete the painting, 
and Ambrogio de Predisu who acted in Leonard’s place add-painted the 
attribute.  
 Of course, Ambrogio de Predisu was satisfied to get the reward of 200 lira 
from The Confraternity to add-painted the attribute by the order of Leonard 
da Vinci after the final resolution on 1506. 
 
 The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception didn't agree with the painting 
of Leonard’s first expression because the ambiguity of Child’s whereabouts. 
 The relation about the Virgin and the Child was not cleared after the judge of 
lawsuit problem on1506.  
 The halo on the head of Saint satisfied The Confraternity of Immaculate 
Conception half-heartedly.  
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 The ambiguity of Child’s whereabouts was the eternal problem for The 
Confraternity of Immaculate Conception.  
 So The Confraternity of Immaculate Conception didn't satisfy enough for the 
add-painted one on 1506.  
 
4) “ The third London version”     17th century ~Now 
 
 Leonard in heaven     → 0 percent 
 
 
 It looks like the Baptism scene of New Testament but the scene defies the 
story in New Testament. Because it looks like Child John the Baptist is 
baptized by Child Jesus. It must be the wrong expression of it. 
 After the destruction of the chapel on 1576, the painting was not shown on 
the wall of another chapel since then. (-Wikipedia Japan)  
 The fact makes the impression that the painting was not so loved by the 
persons concerned.  
 The painting was the half-satisfied work for The Confraternity of  
Immaculate Conception.  
  If Leonard were alive, he would be angry for the role changing of the child 
prophet David or Isaiah on a side story of Old Testament to John the Baptist 
in New Testament. 
 He protected the concept of “The first London version” when it changed to 
“The second London version” on 1506. 
 He had accepted to add the halo on Saint on 1506, but he would not  
accepted the role changing of the left child prophet David or Isaiah on 17th 
century, if he were alive.  
 I expect the investigation to prove it, about the difference of medium of the  
attribute on the “Virgin of the Rocks” in the National Gallery London.  
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 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~  
     The order chart of the two “Virgin of the Rocks”  
     with my opinion  Document data from Wikipedia   Aug 19th 2017  
                                                   

The Louvre version→A  The first London version→B  The second London version→B’  The 

third London version→B” Leonard →Leo Ambrogio→Am Opinion→Op.   

Op.MartinDaviceOp.Martin Kemp Op.Tamsin Tailer Op.Tomonori Manabe 
 
Op.Kenneth Clark Op.general and mass   
 
The age of Florence    A（Leo／-Already completed）(M.D)                    

           A (Leo／-Completed before 1481)（K.C） 
                        B（Leo／-Completed on the age of Florence）（T.T） 
 
                    ------Leonard moved to Milan on 1481----------              

Ordered on1483  B（Leo）A（Leo）B（Leo）-Used the completed one  B（Leo） 
 
            B（Leo）1486     
              -To another client on 1480’s 
                         
 The 1st lawsuit on1490                   A（Leo1490）       
               
            B（Leo）1495        
                      -To another client 
                     （Leonard was not be in Milan.1500~1506） 
   The 2nd lawsuit on 1503  -Ordered from Louis XII          A（Am）                      

 
                         -Left at Louis XII’s hand       
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~  
After the lawsuit problem on 1506 (Uncompleted→Completed) 
                   B”(Leo.＋Am.)       B(Leo.＋Am.)    B’（Am.）  
 
 -Handed over to the Confraternity on 1508  
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            with all attribute ×  with no attribute×    with the haloes○ 
        (Leo. -refuse)  (The Confraternity-refuse) (both side-agree) 
                                                              -Last completed         
 
                                                              B→A→B’ 
After add-painted “the crossed staff and the leather wear” of Child John the Baptist 
 by someone on 17th century ( =The third London version)             
The final order                                           B→A→B’→B”   
 
*I hope to investigate the difference of pigments between “the halo” of the saints and “the 

crossed staff and the leather band” of Child John the Baptist.   
 
 

                       The summing up   
 
 The opinions of English art historians that the work was already completed 
before the order awes me, because they think the work was just fit to the 
ordered size from the beginning. 
 I can’t believe Leonard had painted the just sized painting before receiving 
the order. That’s impossible. 
 The work’s size was 1.99 multiply1.22. The work was not painted on a canvas 
but on a tableau. It was impossible to carry it in a compact size like a rolled 
canvas. I think the work was too large to move from Firenze to Milan on an 
ass or horse back.  
   
 The ordered first work on 1483 I believe is “the London version without the 
attribute”. 
 Because, “the London version without the attribute” was just fitted to the 
contents of the claim from the Confraternity of Immaculate Conception.  
 
 The decision that The Louvre version’s creator was Leonard da Vinci must be 
wrong.   
 I think “The Louvre version” was painted by Leonard’s pupils-Ambrogio de 
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Predisu and Francesco Napolitano on 1503~06 by the order of Louis XII. 
 The mass opinion that “The Louvre version” was painted much earlier than 
“The London version” is also a wrong idea.  
 Because, the true painter of “The Louvre version” I believe is Leonard’s 
pupils with the poor technique of sketching.     
 Leonard’s pupils can copy his master’s long term’s integrated technique of 
work in a new painting. They could easily imitate the master’s style of 
training period and the style of golden age in a same new painting.  
 Probably they painted “The Louvre version” on 1503-06 using the same 
pigments that Leonard had left in his studio in Milan since 1499.   
 The problem was that the painting was arranged by Louis XII’s order, based 
on the Baptism scene of New Testament against Leonard’s idea of a side story 
of Old Testament. 
 But, “The Louvre version” was refused by the both side, the Confraternity of 
Immaculate Conception and Leonard da Vinci.   
 Therefore, the painting was left at Louis XII’s hand and he couldn't get hold 
on the original Leonard’s work in exchange. 
 After the lawsuit problem was over on 1506, Leonard wasn’t concern about 
the completion of “The first London version”. He left it to Ambrogio de Predisu 
to add-paint the attribute. 
 The reward of “The second London version” to add the attribute was very 
small sum(-only 200 lira), but Ambrogio d Predisu was fully satisfied with the  
reward when he had painted “The Louvre version” ordered from Louis XII.  
 I think he was the most satisfied person in the series of trouble of the “Virgin 
of the Rocks”. 
 Because, Leonard da Vinci’s life style was an artist, but Ambrogio de 
Predisu’s was an artisan. 
 
 The most important point in “The London version” was Leonard’s new 
expression of visual guidance. 
 Leonard developed “the link of head central axes and the link of sight method” 
in “The London version” and safeguarded it at last against the pressure of 
repainting.  
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 The method was very important and a new perspective method for Leonard. 
 Because, Leonard had failed to finalize “The Worship of Biblical Magi” on 
1481 and abandoned it by means of the failure of the composition and  
moving to Milan. 

              
          “ Worship of Biblical Magi” Florence 1481 
                    The composition is failed in this painting.         
 Since then, one of the important tasks that Leonard needs to solve must have 
been a composition of a painting. 
 Leonard succeeded in the new visual guidance- “the link of head central axes 
and the link of sight method” in “The first London version” on 1483-90, and 
the second trial of visual guidance for him was “the perspective method” in 
“The Last Supper” on 1495-98. 
 The former was the useful method for the composition in the organic space 
like in a nature, and the latter was the useful method for the composition of 
the cubic space like in a building.   
 Leonard needed to protect his new developed expressional way-“the link of 
head central axes and the link of sight method” to focus the sights to the 
central parts of “The London version”. 
 This is the reason why Leonard da Vinci never painted the new version of the 
Virgin of the Rocks but only permitted Ambrogio de Predisu adding the 
attribute on 1506. 
 Leonard da Vinci had invented the extreme expression of the visual guidance 
in “the first London version” and he had strong self-confidence to the 
expression of it, no matter what anyone says.  
 After all, “The first London version” –“the Virgin of the Rocks” and “the Last 
Supper” was both the experimental painting that Leonard tried the new 
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visual guidance.   
  
    ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

 The pictures are quoted from Wikipedia Japan 2017. 

 The historic outline of “Virgin of the Rocks” is from Wikipedia Japan. 

 Reference data is from  

:National Gallery. London Official website. 2017 

:LEONARDO SEGRETO, Constantino D’razio, Sperling & Kupfer 

Editori S.p.A 2014. Japanese translated by Ueno Laniso Mayumi, 

Kawade Publishing.inc, Tokyo 2016 

 “St. Matthew-a man with glasses on”, Tomonori Manabe, My study 

report on the web. 2013 


