Vanity Fair and the Great Gatsby
When analysed through a critical lens, the themes presented within both Vanity Fair and The Great Gatsby are extremely similar, extensively articulating the dysfunctional social norms of their respective eras through colourful and egotistical protagonists. Both novels and their respective narrators (being Thackeray himself and Nick Carraway) readily admit that even the supposed heroes of the novel are inherently flawed and unreasonable in their own way as a direct product of a culture of self-obsession. Vanity Fair’s secondary title was famously “A novel without a hero”; whilst this is debatable (as shown by the comparatively innocent character of Captain Dobbin) it is true that almost every character within the narrative is narcissistic and inconsiderate towards others. Similarly, in The Great Gatsby, Nick Carraway readily admits that his infatuation with Gatsby is irrational- although he is portrayed as a radiant figure, possessing ‘an extraordinary gift for hope’ and ‘one of those rare smiles with a quality of eternal reassurance in it’, in practice he is just as detestable as the others in the novel, ‘representing everything for which {Nick} had an unaffecting scorn’, and ‘the apotheosis of a rootless society’ according to A.E. Dyson. In the same vein as other shallow characters, Gatsby ‘ravenously and unscrupulously’ wishes to attain Daisy’s love, ‘not only to be part of her life, but to be part of her lifestyle’ (Ray Cluley). This sentiment has much in common with Vanity Fair, in which the primary motivation for marriage was to either better your own social status or to access sums of money possessed by another family. This objectification of women as trophies is present not only in more dated works such as 1771’s She Stoops to Conquer (‘I must put my face to market’) but also in other famous literature written in the same setting as Thackeray’s masterpiece, such as Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice (written in 1797). In this work, men are most commonly evaluated by their income (‘5,000-10,000 a year’) whilst Mrs Bennett competes with her neighbours to be the first to marry off her daughters- Elizabeth Bennett’s companion Charlotte Lucas is lauded for marrying the wealthy William Collins, irrespective of his grating sycophancy and frivolous desires. She Stoops, Vanity Fair and Pride and Prejudice all feature the rebellion of young lovers against elder relatives who disapprove of their marriages, in Mrs Hardcastle, John Osbourne and Mrs Bennet. Therefore, it could be argued that in their thorough depiction of their respective eras, both novels serve as a fascinating exploration of generational ideas surrounding marriage, and its evolving nature. 
By the time of Gatsby’s publication in 1925, relationships had become much more whimsical- the widespread knowledge of Tom’s cheating (“Tom’s got some woman in New York”) amounts to nothing, Myrtle is allowed to travel extensively without the custody of her husband, and women are increasingly sexualised through the ‘flapper’ culture (‘she carried her flesh sensuously’) prevalent at Gatsby’s parties- “girls swooned backward playfully into men's arms”. The newfound feminine independence of the 1920s serves as a direct contradiction to the role of women depicted in Vanity Fair’s Britain, an atmosphere in which women were conditioned to obey their male counterparts and to not interfere with traditionally ‘male’ subjects (such as politics). For example, women are frequently sent upstairs after dinner to allow the men to discuss their “serious” interests. In Vanity Fair, it is considered an atrocious violation of womanhood if bad language is used: ‘a polite public will no more bear to read an authentic description of vice than a truly refined English or American female will permit the word “breeches” to be pronounced in her chaste hearing’. Meanwhile, in Gatsby, women are subjected to numerous vulgarities, not to mention domestic violence- ‘with one deft movement, Tom Buchanan broke her nose with his open hand’.     
One of the most significant underlying themes of both novels is the conflict between a paranoid upper class and lower-class social climbers they fear will supplant them, as well as the increasing prevalence of the middle-class in the shadow of increasing industrialisation. In the Great Gatsby, the rich men who profit off the industry shown in the Valley of Ashes worked by ‘already crumbling ash-grey men’ and their paranoia of losing their status is articulated through Tom Buchanan. Tom is quick to emphasize how he has attained the pinnacle of American luxury in his East Egg ‘white Georgian colonial mansion’, stating how ‘[he’d] be a God-damned fool to live anywhere else’. His material gains are therefore in direct conflict to a resurgent Gatsby, a man whose attempt to mimic an upper-class lifestyle (with his ‘imitation of a French hotel de ville’) is despised as fake Tom and East Eggers as a whole- ‘he must’ve strained himself to put this whole menagerie together’. This antipathy between the ‘old money’ and ‘new money’ aspects of society is made clear at Gatsby’s parties; the rich achieve through banding together in isolated groups to preserve ‘a dignified homogeneity’ assuming ‘to itself the function of representing the staid nobility of the countryside’. The ‘spectroscopic gaiety’ of the west eggers is hated by the aristocracy as it represents a changing trend in society which they fear will depose them from their thrones. Tom himself epitomises a selfish will to keep others down. He is a racist who believes in eugenic theory (‘have you read this man Goddard?’) and believes the white race is under threat- ‘it's up to us who are the dominant race to watch out or these other races will have control of things’. Although limited, Tom’s interactions with George Wilson are a fine example of his masculine dominance- the muscular Tom knows that the ‘spiritless, anaemic’ Wilson is completely dependent on him (‘if you feel that way about it, maybe I’d better sell it somewhere else after all’. His domineering ways even extend to Nick himself; Nick imagines him saying that he is ‘more of a man’ than himself- when Nick mentions that he is a bond man, Tom remarks that he has ‘never heard of them’. The only times during the novel where Tom loses his temper is when those whom he perceives as being of a lower-class get ideas above their station: this includes when Myrtle drunkenly shouts ‘Daisy! Daisy! Daisy!’ and when Tom realises that his wife has professed his love to Gatsby. Alongside social etiquette and relationships, the growing war between lower-middle class social climbers and the upper classes is a major theme in Vanity Fair. The lifelong goal of Becky Sharp is to ascend to the ranks of the upper classes, within which she believes that she belongs alongside more aristocratic company such as Lady Crawley and Lord Steyne. Like Myrtle, Becky despises and ridicules those below her talents, especially her “superiors”- ‘talking French to Miss Pinkerton was capital fun wasn’t it? She doesn’t know a word of French, and was too proud to confess it’. Becky is the poster child for social upheaval and rebellion in Vanity Fair, exemplified through her defiant tricolonic exclamation ‘Vive la France! Vive l’Empereur! Vive Bonaparte!’ at a time when England was at war with Napoleon. Her journey within the book is littered with highs and lows: her inability to remain in the good books of the rich people she meets despite everyone falling in love with her is indicative of the warring relationship which though deteriorating, still exists between classes. Becky is embraced and subsequently forsaken by Jos Sedley, Sir Pitt Crawley, Lady Crawley, Pitt Crawley Jr and Lord Steyne amongst others. Though she is emotionally manipulative and dominant, Becky is also threatened by bankruptcy (‘when she got her money she gambled; when she had gambled it, she was put to shifts to live who knows how or by what means she succeeded?’) and like Myrtle is financially dependent upon her richer companions. The other significant class-based aspect of Vanity Fair is the noble quest of the honest William Dobbin to navigate the injustices of the posh world he inhabits: according to Ed Wiltse, this is fully characterised in dobbin’s schoolyard fight with Cuff. Cuff the bully is ‘coded aristocratically, not only in his tyranny but in his possessions and vacation activities (constantly boasting about ‘s father’s carriage’), whilst Dobbin (who protects George Osbourne from harm) is called “figs” due to his greengrocer father. Wiltse reckons the fight becomes ‘an oddly liberal conflict between the old aristocratic influence and the lower middle-class commodity’ (this aligns with Thackeray’s running as a Liberal for the parliamentary seat of Oxford in 1855). Furthermore, this fight would set up Dobbin’s heroic survival of Waterloo. 
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In this illustration, Dobbin is depicted as a poorer, less well-equipped combatant whilst Cuff rides the mount of an aristocratic child. Thackeray's comparison of their playground fight to Waterloo is evident as he sports a triangular hat commonly associated with the Duke of Wellington. Meanwhile, Cuff sports the appearance of Napoleon’s Imperial Guard- therefore in both visualisations Dobbin represents the ’heroic underdog’ of the novel.   

Historical Context
John Bunyan- The Pilgrim’s Progress. Bunyan wrote about a market in the town of Vanity that sold vanities, offering a temptation to the hero, the eponymously named religious Christian, offering worldly pleasures to tempt him away on a pilgrimage to the Celestial City. This idea promotes the theme of social occasions and parties within both VF and TGG as having connotations with both excess and personal narcissism, as well as the absence of religion: religion is little mentioned in both novels and when it is it serves as a twisted parody of its original self. This includes the domineering attitude of Mrs Bute Crawley (wife of the pastor) in which she exerts her control over an outraged and sick Lady Crawley, and the eyes of T.J. Eckleburg, George’s holding Myrtle Wilson against the window.   
The glitz and glamour and ostensive joy are meant to lure people in, aren’t necessarily happy or joyous on the inside. Both authors sought to include a pretext to the social atmosphere of their novels, making it clear that the interactions depicted were neither healthy nor wholesome- point to Fitzgerlad wanting to name his introduction “Absolution”- this is defined as a formal release of guilt, obligation or punishment. Fitzgerald’s own parallel the events of the book and his connection to the hedonism of the Jazz Age lends a personal slant to this, suggesting that the release of the book was an articulation of his problems, a weight off his shoulders.
The themes of Vanity Fair, in a fashion like Fitzgerald, mirror the events and struggles of Thackeray’s own life and his desire to achieve respectability. Vanity Fair is in many ways an articulation of his attempts to bring success for his family- his later works, according to Henry James, were ‘loose baggy monsters’ as having attained a role in high society had lost his vigour for attacking it. In his concern for the state of society, Thackeray had much in common with other authors of the 1840s such as Charles Dickens and the politician Benjamin Disraeli, who published the 1845 novel Sybil, which argued for the political mobilisation of the oppressed working classes.
Thackeray shares many emotional and situational similarities with the characters of his novel, even though he doesn’t specifically attach himself as wholeheartedly as Fitzgerald does. Thackeray was born in India on the 18th July 1811 to parents Anne Becher and Richmond Thackeray who were both affiliates of the East India Company, much in the same fashion as Jos Sedley. Thackeray’s family history bears the same marks of classist marital engineering displayed in his novel. Like Amelia Sedley, Thackeray’s mother was deemed to be “one of the great beauties of the day”. The similarities between her authoritarian grandmother and John Osbourne are notable, and demonstrate the social stigma associated with marrying beneath your status. Although Anne fell in love with an ensign from the Bengal Engineers, Henry Carmichael-Smyth (a military man like George Osbourne), her grandmother told her that he had died in battle so as to prevent her marrying hm as she wanted a more desirable match for their child. Anne eventually discovered the deception and married Henry after her husband’s sudden death. Thackeray, like George Osbourne Jr, was separated from his mother due to his father’s wish for an education in England- Thackeray hated Charterhouse, possibly for its links to the upper-class. The book’s nation-hopping style was mirrored by Thackeray, who visited an imprisoned Napoleon at St. Helena in 1816. Like old John Sedley and George Osbourne, he squandered his inherited fortune on gambling and unsuccessful business ventures. Like Zelda Fitzgerald, Thackeray’s wife was consigned to a mental asylum in the 1840s after the death of their 3rd child. Though he did pursue other women such as Jane Brookfield he was barred from seeing her by her father. In his appearance and habits Thackeray mirrored Jos Sedley, being known as the ‘greatest literary glutton who ever lived’. Finally, he popularised the use of the word “snob” and was Charles Dicken’s main literary contemporary.  
John Osbourne and Jay Gatsby are paralleled in their disowning of family members in an attempt to preserve their own social status, revealing the stigma of being lower class in both societies. Both Osbourne and Gatsby have managed to get themselves into the upper-middle classes by the events of the novel- Gatsby achieves this through his illegal bootlegging which is barely disguised by Nick’s editing (‘Philadelphia is on the phone sir’) and Osbourne achieves this through his business affiliation with John Sedley. Both men are enticed and helped to the top, Gatsby by the millionaire Dan Cody, whose yacht ‘represented all the beauty and glamour in the world’. It is repeatedly made clear that both men have grown in their riches to favour their material possessions over any personal connections they might have: Gatsby views accomplices like Nick as a way to interact with Daisy, attempting to manipulate him (‘I don’t want you to get the wrong idea of me from all the stories you hear’). Osbourne meanwhile prizes his middle-class status and the reputation of his name above all else- his son George is valuable to him as a social commodity (‘His dearest vanities, ambitions, hopes, had all been there...everybody had said he was like a nobleman’s son’) but unmarried daughter Jane is forbidden from leaving the house as she is detrimental to his image. Both are petty, heartless and self-motivated in disowning their family members (Gatsby with his father and John Osbourne with his son), having deemed their family to be an insult to their own greatness. From a young age Gatsby dismissed his midwestern lower-class parents as antithetical to his juvenile new persona- ‘his imagination never really accepted them as his parents at all’. Mr Osbourne angrily disowns his son once he deviates from his aspirational destiny he has constructed for him (‘His blood boiled with honest British exultation as he saw the name of Osbourne ennobled in the person of his son’) in an emotional fit of rage. Although it is clear within Vanity Fair that characters such as Osbourne are vainly obsessed with trivial matters, this is less disturbing than characters such as Gatsby and Tom who show/incur almost no emotion from others. When Osbourne prevented George from marrying Amelia, the daughter of his recently ruined business associate, both Mr Sedley and Mr Osbourne display anger after their separation- Sedley ‘cursed Osbourne and his family for being heartless, wicked and ungrateful’ while Osbourne rues the fact that his son is ‘such a d—fool as to be still hankering after that swindling old bankrupt’s daughter?’. Furthermore, Osbourne is distraught after the death of his son; ‘sometimes a shuddering terror struck him, as if he had been the been the author of the doom which he had called down unto his son’ though this is still admittedly marred by his vanity- it is disputable whether his grief stems more from the fact ‘that his son should have gone out of the reach of his forgiveness, or that the apology which his own pride expected should’ve escaped him’. In contrast, little emotion is felt either by Gatsby or his parents- Gatsby himself is ‘dismayed at their ferocious indifference to the drums of his destiny’ while his father is coldly distant at his funeral- ‘Jimmy always liked it better down East’. Ultimately though, both are ironically successful in distancing themselves from relatives- very little mourning happens after Osbourne’s death, while only three people attend Gatsby’s funeral.  
In both Vanity Fair and The Great Gatsby, the male characters of Rawdon Crawley and George Wilson represent submissive husbands who are deemed not worthy of attention by their aspirational wives (Becky and Myrtle respectively) who have taken advantage of their increased independence to improve their social standing. Both wives originally believe these husbands to be worthy of their love- Myrtle marries Wilson because ‘[she] thought he was a gentleman’ whilst Becky marries the man with ‘brass spurs, and long curling mustachios’ in Rawdon which she hopes will deliver to her the riches of the Crawley estate. However, these give misconceptions, once realised give way either to active hatred or indifference. Myrtle immediately grows hostile to Wilson once he fails to meet the materialistic standards of the 1920s, remarking how ‘he borrowed someone’s best suit to get married in’- even her damning assertion that ‘he wasn’t fit to lick my shoe’ alludes to fashion. Becky’s opinion of Rawdon deteriorates once their secret marriage is unveiled and Lady Crawley furiously refutes her connection to the two of them- ‘how dare you? You’re in the plot- you made him marry [the poor old lady screamed in hysteric sentences]’. Rawdon becomes more of a hindrance than an aid to her machinations: ‘if only he had a better head on his shoulders’ and loses any pretension of dedication to the relationship, as seen through her neglect of her son (‘she did not offer to kiss him when he went, nor did the child propose to embrace’) who grows to revile her- ‘Aunt Jane, you are my mother, not that woman’. Both women then dominate their husbands and use them as facilitators for their own schemes- Myrtle flaunts her sexuality in the house in front of Tom (‘she carried her flesh sensuously’) and him around (‘get some chairs, why don’t you, so somebody can sit down’). In turn, Becky asserts her intellectual superiority over her husband, who obeys every command: ‘her words were like oracles to him, her smallest actions marked by infallible grace and wisdom’ and even writes his letters herself. As she ascends to progressively higher social standard, Becky increasingly views him as ‘her errand-man and humble slave’. Both men remain within their previous social class, with George attending his garage and Rawdon gambling in men’s clubs and ‘nervously drinking claret’, whilst their wives escape to higher society, profiting off their male benefactors. Becky becomes revered by numerous lords and marquis’ after demonstrating her fashionable talents and skill in flattery, whilst Myrtle indulges in fineries (‘a copy of town tattle and a moving-picture magazine... some cold cream and a small flask of perfume’) in exchange for sex with Tom. Despite these similarities, there are numerous differences between the two women which show Becky to be more adept at social climbing. On one hand, Myrtle is shown to have virtually no taste or any of the social prowess of an upper-class citizen she sees herself as- her obsession with ‘the scandal magazines on Broadway’ and her haphazard approach to decorating her small apartment (‘crowded to the doors with a set of tapestried furniture entirely too large for it’) illustrates how she has much more in common with the gossiping middle-class hedonists that the upper-class despise. Conversely, whilst Myrtle is a lower-class personality with upper-class riches, Becky is an upper-class personality who is constantly broke. Her need for material wealth to verify her ‘deserved’ social status, combined with her high intelligence make her a terrifying leech of the affluent and insecure: the Marquis of Steyne donates generously to her household, whilst poor Jos Sedley is besotted (‘convinced that she was one of the most virtuous, as well as one of the most fascinating of women’) before being sucked dry- ‘that infatuated man seemed to be entirely her slave’. In the most terse and emotional sections of each book, the years of subjugation and physical downturn manifest themselves through violent and suicidal feelings in both Rawdon and George Wilson once they reveal their wives’ deceit. In Gatsby, Wilson finds the dog collar Tom bought for Myrtle and realises her adultery, before wishing judgment upon her through the dystopian eyes of T.J. Eckleburg (‘I told her she might fool me but she couldn’t fool God’) before ironically getting his morbid wish when she is brutally run over. The destruction of Myrtle’s femininity (‘her breast hung open like a flap’) serves as a distinction between the forgiving nature of Thackeray to his female sinners and Fitzgerald’s merciless killing of his “independent” women. Wilson’s murder of Gatsby, an ‘ashen, fantastic figure gliding towards him through amorphous trees’ is poignant as an assassination of the American dream by those which have failed to achieve it. Rawdon uncovers his wife’s ulterior motives after she chooses to not to free him from a bitter hotel owner his is indebted to, instead visiting Lord Steyne. Rawdon’s physical beating of the Lord he has remained shackled under for so long (‘You lie, you coward and villain!’) serves also as a personification of the growing unrest of ordinary people stuck under an aristocratic ruling class. Though Becky is not changed for the better, she temporarily realises the idiocy of her snobbish hubris toward her partner- ‘she admired her husband, strong, brave and victorious’- and for once is possessed with a sense of remorse for driving him away: ‘All her lies and her schemes, all her selfishness and her wiles, all her wit and genius had come to this bankruptcy’. 

Nick Carraway and Captain Dobbin serve similar roles as facilitators for other people’s romances despite their unreturned affection for the object of that romance, as they believe themselves to be inherently subservient. As the honest greengrocers’ son and the disillusioned midwestern man from ‘the ragged edge of the universe’ have more in common with the surging middle classes than those they directly interact with, and therefore have to struggle to navigate the narcissism of those round them. Unlike the richer characters of the novel (such as Gatsby, the Osbournes and the Crawleys) these two, though decently well-off, are not rich enough to live entirely in fantasy; for example, Nick’s house is an ‘eyesore’ in comparison to those around him. Both are therefore professed to be the most moral of all the characters by their authors, with Thackeray of course serving as the more reliable of the two. One intertextual link which I think could be made is the parallel between William Dobbin and the idea of chivalric romance. Both characters, as if to emphasize their difficulty in keeping themselves relevant in the conceited worlds they inhabit, undergo long absences from the society they covet, lonely and obstinate toward romance. Nick in particular emphasizes his estrangement from society, confessing to the reader that he has ‘given the impression that these events were all that occupied me’, when in fact he has spent most of his time isolated by his job, feeling a ‘haunting loneliness’ and ‘wasting the most poignant moments of life’. Nick’s romances outside of the main story are infrequent and troubled, having a ‘short affair with a girl in Jersey City’ and capitulating to his prejudices towards Jordan (‘she was incurably dishonest’) when she offers him any semblance of a relationship. Dibbin meanwhile is isolated doing military service in Madras, yearning for Amelia’s company- ‘the idea that he should never see her again depressed him in his lucid hours’. Both characters are enraptured with the girlfriends of those they aid, in spite of their better judgement: Nick finds himself attracted as Gatsby is with the material prospect of “owning” a wife like Daisy who personifies wealth (‘her voice was full of money’) while Dobbin loves Amelia’s refined beauty though she is mindlessly subservient, sheltered and emotional- ‘a sweet little modest soul... fit to stare the sun itself out of its countenance’. Though they both have an irrational attachment to the leading women of the book, they still serve to help Gatsby and George Osbourne to attain these women. In Gatsby, Nick helps his simpering neighbour to speak to his dream girl, pointing out that ‘she’s nervous too’ and that he’s being ‘very rude’: Nick does this not for the benefit of Daisy (who is forced into a relationship she will have to conceal from Tom) but for Gatsby, a man he believes to be entirely possessed of ‘romantic hope’. On the other hand, Dobbin is concerned mainly with Amelia, whom he recognizes will be driven to the point of suicide without the marriage she has been conditioned to achieve from her childhood (‘if Miss Sedley was balked of her husband she would die of the disappointment’), which George may decide to abandon. Dobbin therefore finds himself as ‘the great promoter, arranger and manager of a match’ which would break his heart, but one which he is dedicated to performing to see her happy. This moral commitment establishes Dobbin as the true hero of the novel, a perception which becomes increasing untrue with Nick as Gatsby progresses- as the confrontation which Nick has helped to create comes to fruition he would rather look away than help the distraught Daisy in the middle of the conflict- ‘I did love him once, but I loved you too’. In contrast Dobbin is willing to support Amelia and her family afterwards, even though he has been selfishly rejected by her- ‘I ask for no more than your love... only let me stay near you and see you often’. This patience, in contrast to Nick’s snobbish dishonesty in his dealings with Jordan does however reward him by the end of the novel, as when Dobbin finally declares his independence from Amelia (‘you are not worthy of the love which I have devoted to you’) the significance of his love becomes clear to her, and leads her of break free of her allegiance to the dead, adulterous George Osbourne (his cheating is articulated by Becky- ‘he used to sneer about you to me, time after time; and made love to me the week after he married you’). One intertextual link which I think could be made is the parallel between William Dobbin and the idea of chivalric romance- he is made to suffer and pine for a woman “superior” to him in Amelia for over a decade, until she finally realises the value of his affection and marries him. 
There is a comparison to be made between the Daisy before 1922 (before she becomes misaligned by Tom’s cheating) and Amelia Sedley, two women who are raised to be perfect and desirable objects for rich “model” men, to which they will develop an obsessive dependence. Both women are conditioned through their childhoods in limited independence to be ideal wives. Daisy grows up as ‘by far the most popular of the young girls in Louisville’, with ‘excited young officers from Camp Taylor demanding the privilege of monopolising her every night’. Her childhood and the way that she is portrayed in her ‘white roadster... dressed in white’ leads to associations with the idea of a “Southern Belle”, whose virginity is scared to her local community. Amelia, indicative of the time, is raised in ‘Mrs Pinkerton’s academy for young ladies’, also isolated from the outside world and possessed of a similar ‘divine’ personality (‘she had such a kindly, smiling, tender, gentle, generous heart of her own, as won the love of everybody who came near her’). Both women are therefore portrayed as either ethereal or angelic in the eyes of the narrator- when Daisy is first seen by Nick, he describes her as ‘both in white, their dresses rippling and fluttering’ as well as ‘sad and lovely with bright things in it, bright eyes and a passionate mouth’. Thackeray describes her as little more than a child, ‘a spring of inexpressible happiness as she woke in the morning sunshine’. As befits “model” women, Daisy and Amelia are then matched up with the “model” men of their day. Tom Buchanan and George Osbourne are both powerful and handsome for their time (Tom possessing a ‘body of enormous leverage’ and George ) whose appetite for adventure set from the beginning in their school lives, with Tom ‘seeking a little wistfully for the turbulence of some irrecoverable football game’. As men who have considerable financial resources and bright futures, both men neglect their female partners and take them for granted, with Tom casually cheating with Myrtle (‘I want you to meet my girl’) and George leaving Amelia for days at a time to socialise with others (shown through the whimsical ‘Poor little Emmy, how fond she is of me! And gad, what a headache that mixed punch has given me!’). These inconsiderate actions cause a significant mental dissatisfaction and isolation for Daisy and Amelia, with the former remarking that she wishes her daughter to grow up ‘a beautiful little fool’ ignorant of romantic pain, and the latter crying silently by the window night after night. Both women, at their time of need are to some extent solicited by more “worthy” men (but socially inferior) in the eyes of the narrator who devote their lives to being noticed by either, with Gatsby stretching ‘his arms towards... a single green light’ and Dobbin’s unwavering service. Reflecting the differing mood of the novels, Amelia eventually breaks free from her social conditioning and marries the man who truly deserves her in Captain Dobbin, creating a healthy family, while Daisy is reintegrated into a broken home- ‘I’m going to take better care of you from now on... I think he realises that this presumptuous little flirtation is over’.    
In conclusion, both novels have many similarities and, in my opinion, represent the same social point in both Britain and America, wherein the middle classes have begun to challenge the traditional monopoly of the aristocracy. However, Vanity Fair is an epic and long story, which is much in the same vein as other novels such as Emily Bronte’s Wuthering Heights another great story which spans multiple generations, within which the mistakes of previous dead characters are corrected by their successors by the end (WH was also published in 1847). In my view, The Great Gatsby, with its short length, more hedonistic and truly emotionless (as opposed to immoral) characters representing a new, more depressing world portrayed in contemporary poetry such as T.S. Eliot’s The Wasteland, harbours a much more depressing view that social problems cannot in fact be resolved.       
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