Commentary 2
The piece I have chosen to analyse is the mosaic of Roger II receiving a crown from Jesus Christ found in Martorana Palermo. In contemporary culture it was traditional that the more important a person was, the higher rank of the person coronating them was. For example, in England Kings would have been anointed by an Archbishop whereas the Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire was anointed by the Pope, the highest possible “rank” for anyone in the Church to obtain and therefore the greatest honour to be crowned by. This mosaic has been deliberately created in an attempt to show Roger II as superior to every other ruler on Earth for he has been crowned by someone even more Holy than the Pope: he is being crowned by the son of God himself, Jesus. The creator of this piece was evidently trying to depict Roger II’s legacy as surpassing that of any other leader in the world, following on tropes of divine blessing that the Normans were so fond of in their conquests. This piece does attempt to not go overboard praising Roger and does make sure to elevate Jesus to a higher position on the mosaic to emphasise his superiority. A similar effect is achieved by only giving Jesus a halo, if Roger were depicted as being as holy and on even terms with Jesus would be blasphemous and would not receive a positive reception by contemporary viewers – Roger is simply chosen by Jesus, not his equal.
This piece is an example of very typical Norman artwork, it is an amalgamation of different cultures all blended into one piece. The inscription at the top of the mosaic is written in Greek lettering but written in the Latin spelling, it translates to “Rogerius Rex” letter by letter but does not actually mean anything in Greek – Rogerius Rex meaning “King Roger” in Latin. The gold robes with circular emblems and the crown on Roger’s head are both very Byzantine in style, this is actually very traditional Norman behaviour – they would take the iconography and culture of the places they conquered and visited and would make it their own. However, as previously mentioned, Roger is depicted as conveying different styles from different lands and his Norman heritage is displayed by the gold fleur de lis on his robes. This creates a sense of Norman identity that is not rooted in one culture, it was a culmination of different cultures and this depiction shows Roger as being King of all of these cultures. From a Norman perspective this creates a sense of power that shows Roger II to be kin of various nations and peoples. From a Byzantine perspective however, this could have easily been interpretated as cultural appropriation and would not have been received as well - seeing their culture taken and used by a foreigner in a foreign land. 
Karen Britt notes in her work “Roger II of Sicily: Rex, Basileus, and Khalif? Identity, Politics, and Propaganda in the Cappella Palatina” that the Byzantine Empire’s customs were perfectly suited to Rogers needs: it ran on a theocratical basis that displayed the Emperor as Christ’s representative on Earth but offered independence from papal authority[footnoteRef:1]. Roger took any advantages he could get and played upon the legend that there had once been a Kingdom in Sicily and he was reclaiming it – his chronicler, Alexander of Telese, records that the Kings council met to discuss this matter and stated that “kings had once resided in Palermo, who had ruled only over Sicily”[footnoteRef:2]. And so, Roger II was seen as “appropriating a legacy that was his by right, and restoring to the west after centuries of decadence what chance had preserved in the East”.[footnoteRef:3] [1:  Karen C, Britt. “Roger II of Sicily: Rex, Basileus, and Khalif? Identity, Politics, and Propaganda in the Cappella Palatina.” Mediterranean Studies, vol. 16, 2007, pp. 21–45. JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/41167003. [Accessed 20 Apr. 2021.]]  [2:  Alexander Telese, II, 1. Alexandri Telesini abbatis Ystoria Rogerii Regis Sicillie, Calabrie atque Apulie, ed. L. De Nava (Rome, 1991) p.23]  [3:  D. Matthew, The Norman Kingdom of Sicily (Cambridge, 1992) p. 31 ] 

Aside from a display of extreme wealth, this mosaic was made in gold for several different reasons: using gold in mosaics is another Byzantine tradition that the Normans took for their own, when placed at slightly different angles the gold reflects and creates a sparkling effect – while aesthetically pleasing this also serves to catch the eye and draw attention to it. The mosaic itself would have been displayed in a huge chapel and as such is designed to catch the eye of onlookers away from the many other artworks that would be found in the chapel, so that the message (Roger is approved of by Christ) is shown to as many people as possible. 
Throughout the Norman campaigns across Europe, from the first negotiations with the King of France when Rollo took Normandy, to their dealings with the Papacy in Italy, the Normans had learnt that they could earn the support of the strongest power in the world at the time simply by appeasing them – The Church. The Normans had cut deals with the church ever since landing in France to secure wealth and power over the region, they had learnt of the power and influence the Church held and used it to their advantage. Roger II was no different, he knew that being approved by the Church meant that he would gain much support and so he commissioned his Chief Minister Georgios of Antioch to design this mosaic. He knew the best way to legitimise his Kingdom was to show he had God on his side, luckily the Byzantines had already established well-known methods of establishing this – the pictorial retelling of events through mosaic was a common method that was ready to be appropriated and used for his own advantage.
Roger and Jesus are depicted as having very similar facial features and hairstyles, it could be said that this was simply the style of the time and there was limited artistic freedom in contemporary works. However, I think it is more accurate to say that Roger has been deliberately depicted as looking similar to Christ to reinforce common tropes that the Normans favoured: that they were the sons of Christ on Earth and they had a particular paternal bond to God – they were his chosen soldiers[footnoteRef:4]. Jesus’ eyes are looking straight down at Roger, showing his commitment and his faith in roger, while Roger’s eyes are looking directly out of the mosaic at anyone looking at it. It can be said that Roger looking at any viewers is a more subtle way of portraying that Roger is Christ’s mouthpiece and visionary on Earth: Christ looks down into Roger and shares his power (the crown) and Roger looks at out and then directs this at the world for anyone looking to see. By being depicted like this is show that his connection with Christ is not exclusive and he is sharing his gift of being linked to God with the world.  [4:  Amatus of Montecassino, Italian Sources p.3 
Amatus was a famous contemporary historian that wrote favourably about the Normans and was well celebrated by them] 

Roger II of Sicily knew exactly what would earn him reputation in the Church and therefore with the people of Italy as a whole, he used the influence of the Church to solidify his own power. This mosaic was designed almost as piece of propaganda, using Byzantine tropes of displaying power and wealth, Roger was able to communicate to anyone who saw this piece that he was Christ’s chosen King.
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