Sarris believes in Auteur Theory and describes the theory with the following:
· A good director cannot be assumed to make a bad film and a good film cannot be assumed to have a bad director.
· The technical competence of a director as a criterion of value (if the director has no technical competence, he is automatically cast out of the pantheon of directors)
· The distinguishable personality of the director as a criterion of value (A signature/style)
· Interior Meaning (The “temperature” of the director on set, the elements that make up the film, especially those that create a technique or style)
Kael, unsympathetic to Sarris’ argument claims otherwise, that Auteur Theory is not to be followed:
· Kael states: “The auteur theory is an attempt by adult males to justify staying inside the small range of experience of their boyhood and adolescence, that period when masculinity looked so great and important.”
· In argument to the first premise that a director must be technically competent, Kael believes the director should be judged on the basis of the films he or she produces, not their technical competence and that a good director can make good films no matter how he or she works.
· Kael then aims a shot at the second premise that an auteur must have a distinguishable style. She says that the times we most often recognise a director for his style and most often his worst films as we know who made it because of its repetitive nature and the crutches they have overused. 
· Finally, with the third “interior meaning” premise, Kael argues that a competent and successful director works best with what he has and that often if tension between director and content, it is simply that the director is forced to work with content he simply doesn’t like.

In my belief, Kael is closer to the mark with her opinions on Auteur Theory. It is a huge discredit to the entire creative team on a movie to give all praise to the director, no matter how much influence he or she may have had in reality. 
If we take the first Auteur premise regarding technical skill and apply it to another field, such as football or business, we can see its flaws. A good football manager does not need to have been a football player to be a good manager or coach, likewise a good manager does not have to be the man who was the top salesman beforehand. They are different skills. In film, a director does not need to know how to do all the technical parts of a movie, so long as he understands the basics enough to let the experts do their job.
The second premise, again I agree with Kael. If I can tell who a director is during a movie, not only have they broken my immersion because I’m thinking about the director rather than the plot, but it means they’re repeating something I’ve seen before rather than creating something new. This is leaning on past successes rather than being innovative. The script, actors and story should shine, not the directors name.
Finally with the third premise, I believe that Kael is right in saying that it makes no sense for the director to be in conflict with his material. A director who loves and is in harmony with the creative process will make a better movie, it seems simple to me.
The Auteur theory is still important for film students to learn about as it is a huge part of film history and it is so engrained it will never disappear completely. Even if we do not agree with the theory, it’s important to understand why some people do and their reasons for this. 
Much like in science where we learn about theories we used to have and now have learned from and changed, so too should we in the study of film. Understanding different views, whether we like them or not, is fundamentally how we grow as people and as academics.
