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Vernon attempts to weave recent postcolonial analysis and theory to understand the individual, Gerald of Wales, who he was? Focusing on the era of his life within the Medieval period, notably his earlier work at the end of the twelfth Century.
Bonding Gerald’s complex tapestry of identity from his genealogy with his political associations from the web of legacies of his Cambro-Norman lineage. Which upon this, he styles his ruthless rigor of his pen, forming populist work of the Norman conquest of Wales and Ireland, amidst family ties to furthering his own career. The article proposes all this whilst Gerald is under the confines of existing historiographies he was bound within. Vernon relays all these factors that have attracted historians to decipher his work, analyzing the complexities of his ambitions and his highly educated literary skill.
Vernon tracks recent contemporary works from such historians and relates them to postcolonial theory in an attempt to provide the ever-elusive understanding of who Gerald of Wales was and how his work can be reconciled and slotted into linear place of work from those who preceded him and his successors. 
The article begins with the suggestion of a key word ‘hybridity’ how this applies to Gerald and which is reflected in his writing. Evidenced by Michael A. Faletra’s work in the production of his book ‘Wales and the Medieval Colonial Imagination’ (2014). Vernon provides evidence in mentioning Faletra’s use of hybridity in the complexity of who Gerald was, however, the use of the term hybridity merely presents the notion without any palatable resolution before moving on to the next author in his discussion.
During the paragraphs in Faletra’s analysis the association is made that Gerald’s work is influenced by his predecessor Geoffrey of Monmouth in his work that sets the frame of Britain moving from ancient times into the Medieval period in his book The History of the Kings of Britain. Vernon’s opinion is vague and lost in discussion whether the influence of Geoffrey’s work impacted on Gerald? The inclusion here of Geoffery does introduce the deeper analysis of Galfridian histories including the notion that the native people originated from Troy. All this prodigious information tumbles into the citing of the next author tying back in with the notion of hybridity relating to Caroline Walker Bynum who Vernon describes as magisterial in her approach to the analysis of Gerald in her book Metamorphosis and Identity. At this juncture the parallel is drawn from Vernon, using a citation from Caroline Bynum, of the anecdotes Gerald is so infamous for, here sketching out the mystical presentation of a werewolf. This evokes how Gerald had a dual identity, particularly the civilized Norman colonizer by day and by night a wild native Celtic individual unable to be tamed. 
Vernon then includes a bewildering passage of a translation by a Victorian historian T. Forester from 1863 that depicts a peculiar elucidation of a hybrid creature amongst other perverse happenings. The poignant grasp from this seems to be Vernon’s inclusion of how Gerald refers to earlier historians such as Jerome, Augustine, Isidore of Seville, and Cassiodorus for the validity of his hybrid manifestations to be incredible yet true. Vernon uses a citation to substantiates this in a side note, however this only includes Gerald’s reference to St. Jerome.
The article continues in intensity by involving another author Gabrielle Spiegel from her book Genealogy: Form and Function in Medieval Historical Narrative. Vernon precariously laces the inclusion of her concept of genealogy which ‘governs the shape and significance of the past’ with the previous discussion of hybridity and validity with an unclear paradox to knowledge. The discussion on physical manifestations of hybridity is drawn to an ambiguous admission on Gerald’s behalf that these hybrid manifestations are for the reader of his work to perplex over in the future.
Vernon takes the notion of hybridity onto a more grounded relation to recent, critical post-colonial theories. Here the article tangibly locates Gerald within the contested position of being an intellectual mind of the colonizing dominant Norman force to his biological connection of being a native Briton. This uses the theory of Frantz Fannon’s framework of the ‘colonized intellectual’. At this point the apex of the article becomes clear, the crux of Vernon’s thinking is visible, for the reconciliation of Gerald’s work, having been formed whilst been engulfed in a dominant political regime and their Galfridian narratives.
Subsequently, Vernon then continues to give an upheaval that has been assigned to Geoffrey's account of British history, where fellow medieval writers have discredited his work such as William of Newburgh. A baffling edition to his earlier assertion, although to be clear, how even Gerald had dismissed the accuracy of Geoffrey’s interpretations. Which portrays more contradictions of who he was and the aims of his work. To further add to the toil Jeffrey Cohen’s book The Postcolonial Middle Ages adds to Geralds multiplicity that he is subject of the church with personal aspirations to win favour of the English crown, this inclusion is notably useful.
The article diverges over Cohen’s lengthy analysis of Gerald, the only glaring significance here is use of the word ‘conquestum’ in Gerald’s work, where Vernon can summarize his position him, as both the colonizer and the colonized. Here he synthesizes Gerald’s work with Geoffrey, as a prefatory insight into postcolonial temporalities. Providing an enlightening summary, projecting Medieval writers work, provided a complexity of aspirations within their portrayal of conquests, that recreate the past and underpin the present that ultimately engineers nation building.
This stage of the article descends into a scattergun-approach overview of Geoffrey's History touching on Arthur, Bede, Gilda, Rome, crusades this almighty challenge to funnel all these contributors to Gerald arrives in the last sentence, by stating the foundations Geoffrey has made towards knowledge at that time, must inevitably transmit into Gerald’s writing of conquest.
Arriving the weary intrepid reader to the last section of the article ‘Gerald’s Ambivalence’. Vernon paints the tale of how Gerald was in receipt of racial prejudice, depicting a letter from Archbishop Canterbury to the Pope Innocent III that Gerald would provoke an eternal dissension amongst the English and the Welsh. Insinuating any role Gerald would have would only perpetuate the ‘barbarity of that wild and unbridled nation.’ This representation shows how Gerald was bound within these narrative structures around him which served the subjugation of the Welsh. Vernon then links this to the contradiction of Gerald deploying subjugating narratives of the Irish, this paves the opening to a vast discussion on the conquest of Ireland. This discussion at times draws on synergies from points made earlier in the article, creating relevancy. However, it wades through more information of events and characters such as Princes, the Welsh Rhys Ap Gruffydd to the Irish Roderic O’Conner to Denmark Gurguntius to name a few. 
Vernon finally draws to an ambiguous conclusion, admitting the relevancy and limits of the use of Fannon within his article, of being able to apply recent postcolonial theory of a modern political thinker to an era long passed. Although he does confidently assure his use of ‘colonized intellectual’ to Gerald who is trying to locate an idiom of nationhood.
Overall, it displays an explosive, far reaching researched mind of Vernon. His attempt to reconcile Gerald’s character and work has only added to the unfathomable situation which is reflected in his own article. 
