RANSOM AND THE QUEEN DEMONSTRATE CONTRASTING
VIEWS ABOUT THE POTENTIAL FOR SOCIETIES TO CHANGE.
DISCUSS.

In David Malouf’s historical retelling of the Iliad, Ransom, and Stephen Frears’ biopic film,
The Queen, the ability for a community to embrace innovation and the new is explored. Set
in vastly different time periods, Malouf and Frears ultimately come to different conclusions.
Their ideas with regards to the role of citizens in instigating change contrasts, with Ransom
taking an old-fashioned viewpoint, linked with its historical setting, whilst The Queen uses a
more modern perspective, as the events surrounding Diana’s death are recent. However,
they do share some views, equally suggesting the change is not easy to implement. But
ultimately, the creators contrast in their texts’ interpretation of societies ability to change, as
Ransom ends with a pessimistic notion on the permanence of forsaking tradition, whilst The
Queen remains positive, believing change can last.

Malouf and Frears’ present opposing views on the influence of the majority of society
throughout the process of instigating change. In Ransom, the line between fate and chance
is unclear, but Malouf does emphasis the power that the gods have over the future. It is Iris
who plants the ‘blasphemous’ idea of chance in Priam’s mortal mind, suggesting that he can
‘force events into a different course.” However, whilst Priam is saying goodbye to Achilles,
‘the cruelty of [his words] surprise him,” leaving the reader with the impression that the gods
were speaking through him as ‘a joke of the kind... [they] delight in.” Regardless of whether
the Gods are in ultimate control or their mortal ‘toys’ can change their fate, Malouf
showcases that those in power dictate change. Frears rejects this notion entirely, placing the
power for initiating change with the people. A woman like Diana, someone embodying very
little British stereotypes of tradition, is what the people want, so much so that following her
death, there is an outcry for the Queen to ‘wear [her] heart on [her] sleeve.’ Despite her
refusal, the Queen eventually gives in out of a need for survival, as ‘1/4 wanted to get rid of
[the institution]’ as a result of her inertia. Although the drivers for change are different, both
texts show that society does change in order to sustain itself, as Priam incorporates the new
due to Achille’s lack of respect typically shown to a dead body. They further mirror one
another in the people’s desires. Somax is ‘lost in his own concerns,’ too busy to notice the
infamous Helen of Troy when Priam points her out. He, like the British people, is not
concerned with ‘gold bands’ and extravagance, preferring the real, ‘appropriate’ beauties like
Diana and Beauty the mule. Expect, unlike the British public, Somax and his fellow citizens
do not influence change. The average Troy citizen has no potential to initiate innovation, as
they are tasked with ‘simple things,” with the royals singularly guiding Troy into its future.
Despite the ‘unaccustomed’ journey Somax takes part in, ‘the flees keep biting,” and his life
returns to normal after it, unlike The Queen, where her people forced her modern
perspective. Thus, despite the minor links, Frears and Malouf differ in their comment on the
role of the people vs the role of leadership with regards to innovation. Whilst Frears’ shows
that the potential for societies to change rests with the desires of the people, Malouf
presents the notion that leaders initiate societal change, with the people not getting involved.

The texts acknowledge how hard it is to instigate change in society, agreeing that there will
always be those who want to hold onto the old. In the setting of Ransom, men are defined by
their male ancestors, resulting in a high amount of family loyalty, particularly showcased as
physical revenge to the murderer of their blood. This notion was heavily ingrained in society,
thus Priam’s plan to ‘humbly’ approach Achilles is so radically different. Malouf represents
the difficult for others to change through Hecuba. Juxtaposed with Achilles and Priam’s grief,
she feels raw emotion, wanting to ‘tear [Achilles] heart out’ in revenge for the defiling of
Hector’s body. Despite Priam’s vision being suggested by a goddess, she still believes it is
‘impossible,” ‘more tied to convention than she believes.” Whilst the grief is different,
Elizabeth mirrors Hecuba’s choice to mourn in an old-fashioned way, following protocol and

tSl(

tsfx.edu.au



what is known. Due to the burden of the crown, the Queen ‘doesn’t reciprocate’ emotions,
following ‘duty first.” Thus, she wears black on Sunday, acknowledging Diana in a way that
tradition suggestions, using actions not words. The demands of the people, like the dreams
of Priam, are not what either Hecuba or Elizabeth are accustomed to, and thus they resist
the notion. It is through this that Malouf and Frears’ equally acknowledge the resistance
people have against change, suggesting that transforming a society is very difficult.
However, unlike the Queen, in which her change is permanent and linear, the progress
made in Ransom dissolves, reverting back to the traditional ways. Therefore, both texts
agree that change is difficult to instigate, acknowledging their will always be those who resist
it.

Ultimately, Ransom and The Queen demonstrate contrasting views on societies potential to
permanently change. Malouf ends Ransom with a bittersweet, pessimistic notion, advocating
that change is temporary, and the community will eventually revert back to the known. The
stream summaries this perfectly, as a pebble causes it to temporarily ripple, but it eventually
fades, overrun by the ‘high and swift-flowing’ water already destined to go down the river.
The world is following what it knows, like the water follows that path of the river. Mortals like
Priam and Achilles can struggle against it, causing ripples and changes to the flow, but
ultimately, they fade into a ‘dim’ memory, whilst the world reverts back to the old ‘chaos and
lawlessness.’ Frears’ disagrees with Malouf entirely on this point, painting the Queen’s
change as linear — continuously moving forward without returning to the known. Two months
after Diana’s death, she understands ‘the world has changed,” upholding the practises she
initiated during that ‘terrible’ week. From Frears’ perspective, once one has ‘modernised,’
they never turn back to tradition, which Malouf’s Ransom immensely disagrees with.
Therefore, the two have entirely different perspectives on the ability for a society to change,
with one taking on an optimistic view, whilst the other is pessimistic. However, they mirror
one another in the memory of societal change. Whilst taking different approaches on the
community’s ability to innovate, Frears’ states the hate towards the Queen was only a
‘momentary hiccup,” with the public having already ‘long forgotten’ the event. This ties with
his incorporation of the media, as they are presented to dictate the modern narrative through
archival footage. Contrastingly, Somax is the only remaining part of the ripple, dismissed as
a ‘stealer of other men’s tales.” Whilst they diverge in this regard, Malouf and Frears agree
that the stories of change do not live on, and thus allude that society is hesitant to change
because they do not remember having to do it before. The notion of innovation seem
completely new, whilst in reality it is common, and a necessity for surviving the unknown.
Except, Somax’s story of the journey is dismissed by listeners from Malouf’s narrative as he
does not fit the description of ‘l[daeus’ — a man of power. This reiterates their opposing
stance on the instigators of change, as a civilian like Somax could never take part in such
grand innovation, whilst Frears’ states the media initiate the death of the old monarch, being
in control of societal change. Therefore, despite their similarities, Malouf and Frears’ hold
different ideas on the ability of societies to change, exploring the opposite spectrums and
possibilities in their respective narratives.

In Malouf’s Ransom and Frears’ The Queen, the ability for the world to evolve is a key
notion. They agree on some characteristics of societies potential to change, but ultimately
differ in their view. Whilst Frears’, following the modern event of Diana’s death, agrees
society can evolve, and the people initiate it, Malouf differs in his opinion. Based on the lliad,
he outlines that those with power control change, but change is not permanent and will
eventually ‘return to dust.’
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