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This dissertation will conduct and critically analyse in depth research on the topic of weather auteur theory can help with adaptation. Within this dissertation there will be three chapters exploring various elements of auteur theory and adaptation, before finally analysing an adaptation using the found research. Chapter one will explore and analyse in depth the process of adaptation through the following; what stays, goes and change within an adaptation process, to create understanding of the transferal of literature to film. Chapter two will explore auteur theory and the link between auteur theory and adaptation through the following; analysing and comparing the idea of an author or an auteur, in an attempt to understand who holds the dominant voice and critically examine auteur critics compared to ordinary reviewers. The third and final chapter will critically scrutinize the adaptation of Pretty Little Liars (Shepard, 2006) by applying the findings from chapters one and two, in an attempt to understand if auteur theory can help with adaptation. The final chapter will also be discussing the adaptation in first person to better analyse the adaptation and deduce the soundness of an auteur. Finally, this dissertation will conclude the findings of this dissertation. 
Chapter 1
Chapter one will explore the different elements of an adaptation process from the script translation to the film itself. Within an adaptation process an adapter will transfer information, add new material and change element’s. Therefore, the chapter will explore and deduce what material remains, changes and goes. What is adaptation? Adaptation can be defined as a translation, where one medium can be translated into another medium (Hutcheon and O’Flynn, 2013) 
What stays? When works of literature are adapted there will be expectations for the adaptation to stay loyal to the original literature. The success of the adaptation will rely on the adaptation transferring the original literature’s core meanings and values (Whelehan, 1999). Whelehan (1999) would be suggesting that when adapting literature, the adapter must ensure the core meanings of the story must be present, while also ensuring the adaptation stays loyal to the original.  
Yuhas (2013) endorses Whelehan (1999) views, proposing that a successful adaptation stems from the filmmaker’s ability to change elements within the story that can be, such as locations and avoiding inventing new material such as scenes and characters. Therefore Yuhas (2013) would be suggesting, to ensure an adaptations success the adapter should not alter key elements such as scenes and characters, or there is a possibility the adaptation will not be successful. 
Begley (2003) argues, that when his novel was adapted the themes within the novel were also within adaptation. Suggesting that when the adaptation was created, the adaptation was like the same melody but with a different tune. Here Begley (2003) is suggesting that transferring theme is the easiest translation, as they can be adapted from one medium to another and although the mediums may differ and change the themes still survive. 
Smith (1995) refutes, stating characters can be transferred across mediums when adapting. Also stating characters are pivotal for performing mediums and for written text, as they engage the audience’s imagination. Smith is suggesting that characters are the easiest and most important elements to consider when adapting from one medium to the next, therefore it would seem that, due to the importance of character, they would be the most likely to be transferred through the adaptation process. 
What changes? Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) observe, to appeal to a global market or a particular target audience the adapter must alter historical specifics, religion and culture of the piece being adapted. Therefore, Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) would be implying that certain elements must change within an adaptation, an example of this would be contemporary culture through the use of social groups or contemporary technology. Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) would also suggest that within an adaptation, specifically literature to film, another element must change. This being telling a story not using words but through visuals, as visuals can convey far more information than words alone. 
Portnoy (1998) rejects, responding that what must be present in an adaptation is intriguing characters to draw the audience’s emotional evolvement. Also stating that using popular social issues such as; abortion, alcoholism, drugs and domestic abuse can create a strong base that will benefit the story. Portnoy (1998) adds that within the process of adaptation a writer may choose to refocus a social issue. As there are possibly many social issues in a novel, the writer may need to narrow down the social issues to fit the time constraints of a screenplay, or the writer may choose to deal with a social issue that is more contemporary than what is in the novel. Portnoy (1998) the greatest change in the adaptation is the structure, for example the focus of the novel can change. Therefore, Portnoy (1998) would be suggesting that for an adaptation to capture the audience and compel their emotional involvement the characters must be compelling, and one method of doing so would be through using popular social uses. He also suggests one part of the adaptation process that will change would be social issues as depending on the relevance and the adapter depends what will be transferred. 
Miller (1986) underlines, when an adaptation is created from the telling to the showing mode, there may not be any indication to tell the actor what tone of voice, mannerisms, expression and gesture to deliver a convincing performance. Thus, it is the director and actor’s responsibility to interoperate and recreate the adaptation, which in its self is an adaptation. Miller (1986) is declairing that one of the biggest changes in an adaptation from novel to a performance pieces is character, as in a novel there is no clear indication exactly how the character will perform, as it is only stated and not shown. Therefore, depending on the actor and the director, depends on what performance and characterisation will be present in the adaptation.  
Neale (2002) rejects all, arguing that the adapter should tap into films that’ve done extremely well’s audience by proving the link of themes, characterisation or genre between the two films to ensure success. Therefore Neale (2002) is implying that what’s expected of the adapter, to ensure the success of the adaptation, is to change if needed the target audience or tap into a market or film that has previously done well, by supplying a relationship between the two films through the themes, characters, or genre. 
What goes? Kauffmann (1961) declares, an adapter goes through a process in adaptation of creating the story based on one’s own emotions, interests, and talent. Kaufman also (1961) propose adapters are first interpreters then creators. He also suggests that depending on the medium being adapted depends how the adapter will approach the adaptation, as different aspects that attract an adapter doing a medium in film will differ to a play. Kaufman (1961) would argue that what goes within an adaptation is the individual voice of just one writer, that the story is forever changed and adapted to reflect the adapter. Therefore, what goes within the adaptation is the voice, as there will be more than just the authors voice or personality within the finished product, and the adaptation will forever differ from the original as the author wouldn’t have created the adaptation. 
Miller (1986) writes, many novels are damage beyond repair by being adapted, as novels are written without any thought in mind about performance. He also states plays are a visible performance, therefore the translation from a play to another performance adaptation can be made, with changes and still not damage the original.  Here he is stating that there is a problem in adaptation, as the original is irrevocable damage by the adaptation, due to the fact that the written must be adapted to fit a performance piece.  He is also stating that novel to performance is a difficult adaptation, however plays can make for a smoother adaptation to another performance piece, for example film, as there can be changed made within the adaptation without destroying the original piece. 
Aragay (2005) refutes, responding that adaptations previously required that nothing could be changed or added to the adaption, other than shortening the story to fit the time constraint of film. However, now adaptations hold great difficulty in staying faithful to the original text. Adaptations are also now considered the piece as a new narrative, in itself. Aragay (2005) is proposing that once a medium such as text has begun being adapted, adapters are having difficulty staying true to the source material, thus what goes within the adaptation is the faithfulness to the original piece as much of the adaptation will be rendered new material. 
Although many of the authors viewers differ in how there are said and expressed however the common denominator is that characters and themes are pivotal and not subject to change in an adaptation for there is a possibility of creating an unsuccessful adaptation. In relation to what changes, there are many theories from culture to character. However, with Hutcheon and O’Flynn being a postmodern author, their views would be more current and apply to filmmaking and adaptations in contemporary society. However, Portnoy also agrees and has a very similar outcome as Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) which would suggest that the views of culture, social issues, social groups and religion are some of the more specific changes that will be changed in the adaptation process. What goes is said by the many authors in many different ways, as their views differ from each other in which they are said. Although the authors are saying this in different ways what all are concluding is the idea that the adaptation is never to the same as the adaptation, weather its to do with the voice of the author, the damage or the unfaithfulness to the original, one constant is the idea that there is no way to stay true to the original, thus the adaptation will never be a perfect replica of the original. 
Chapter 2
Chapter two will attempt to understand who is more dominant in the adaptation process, an author or an auteur. Also exploring whose voice remains, who claims ownership of the adaptation, author or auteur? This chapter will proceed to explore and compare the soundness of auteur theory compared the usefulness of ordinary reviewers. While attempting to understand if auteur theory is a better means for criticising film than a typical reviewer. This chapter is attempting to bridge the gap between auteur theory and adaptation, to understand if auteur theory can help with adaptation. 
What is auteur theory? Wartenberg and Curran (2005) declare, there are three assumptions to the auteur theory. The first being, the capability of a director technically as a basis of merit. The basis of merit does not apply to how the film is directed or un-directed but instead is judged on the whole production from script to costume, from the cinematography to the editing style. The second being the director’s personality as a basis of merit. Also stating when a director makes multiple films, there should be recurring features exhibited, which would perform as the director’s signature. Also, how a film is made and looks should reflect upon how the director thinks and feels.  The third and conclusive premise is interior meaning, which is deduced through the tension between the director’s identity and the director’s material. Also suggesting it can be classed as the ‘soul’ as there is a disenable difference from one personality to another while everything else is equal. 
Which is the most dominant voice, author or auteur? Following Kaufman’s thoughts from chapter 1 (what goes? p. 4) he also adds that an adapter takes ownership of an author’s story, and sifts through the content. The process of the adaptation will be created through the adapter, containing elements of the adapter and replacing what was originally the author. What Kaufman is implying is that once the adaptation has begun the finished product will have elements of the adapter within and would have taken away the authors original voice, replaced by the adapters, as so much of the adapters personality will be transferred. 
Moore (2010) write, audience will claim ownership of existing forms of media and adapt these stories, shows, films that the audience are likely to identify with. Moore (2010) is implying that the audience will adapt stories through their own means, changing elements, therefore the stories are no longer as the director presented them, but have further meaning due to the audience that have adapted them. Therefore, once other members of the audience have witness these changes to the film, show or media, the original no longer has the directors signature, but the signature of many different individuals, in turn taking away the director’s original stamp of ownership. 
Aragay (2005) responds, few films are prompted by the books they are adapting. There is a repeating of the central character, therefore the film is reproducing or representing the novels authorial voice. Also states that the author may not necessarily take human like shape within the adaptations, however the author become a theme that is supplemental to the literary narrative. The narrative component that is present in both the novel and the film adaptation is a representation of the author both in literature and on screen. Aragay (2005) would argue that the author can continue to survive and hold a dominant voice or signature in the adaptation process, while also becoming a predominant part within the film adaptation, as the voice of the author will be inevitably transferred from one narrative to the next. 
Cook (2011) refutes, offering that an audience of education will search for markers of an authorship to enable understanding of the film, alternatively than the characters story, as they are often victims rather than in control. Audience’s bond will shift from character to author and back again as the audience are sometimes given information that the characters aren’t privy to, which only strengthens the audiences bond with the author. Cook (2011) also suggests that with many elements fighting for the audience’s attention within a film and the director disappears the audience will still be left with the author. Cook (2011) would be suggesting here that there is need for an author as the audience use the author as a means to understand a film and creating the bond is what’s necessary for the audience. However, Cook (2011) mentions the need for an author, which is someone with which the audience can bond and discover information from, this can be done through not only an author but the use of an auteur, thus there is need for a story voice, but it is possible to be either author or auteur if the audience can find defining markers of a signature. Although, there is a possibility of having a strong auteur voice, Cook (2011) would also be suggesting that the authors voice never dies even when the director or auteur can be taken away from the film. 
Auteur critics vs standard reviewers? Waltenberg and Curran (2005) declare, Bazin would argues that cinema is not as individualistic as an art such as painting or literature, therefore due to the less individualistic form of art cinema falls within, the auteur theory cannot always apply. He also expresses his approval of the auteur theory when objectively evaluating films, which cannot be said of criticism, where he suggests that criticism is subjective, relating to ideas or ideals that can be perilous and can be based on personal choice. Therefore, he would be suggesting that auteur theory is a more unbiased and objective form of reviewing pieces of art, whereas following standard criticism structures such as reviewing, can be perceived as subjective and narrow minded as this method is criticised based on personal experience, whereas auteur theory is an impartial and unbiased method seeing the art by not being influenced by ones own personal feelings. 
Wartenburg and Curran (2005) rejects Bazins (Waltenberg and Curran) view, responding that auteur critics have a ‘you-see-it-or-you-don’t” attitude towards the reader. Also stating an auteur critic is are lazy and do not need to spend time with explanations or communicating the reasons for their critique, as auteur critics are less significant than the plot reviewers. They also suggest that auteur theory only has the capacity to apply to a very select few artistic, the theory can only apply to individuals who make films personal to themselves. What Kaufman is implying is that once the adaptation has begun the finished product will have elements of the adapter within and would have taken away the authors original voice, replaced by the adapters, as so much of the adapters personality will be transferred. Thus, what they are suggesting is auteur criticism is not a sound means of criticism as there isn’t enough depth or meaning to the criticism, while also being a narrow means of criticism, which narrows what auteur critics can review. 
Cook (2011) affirms with Bazin (Waltenberg and Curran, 2005) underlining that Andrew Sarris gave his full support to the idea of the auteur theory, with himself being an auteur critic. He argues that the director should analytically analysed, alternatively to the actors, screen writers or producers. He also suggests that Andrew Sarris suggested the theory was used as means to assess films and the film’s success or failures rests in the director’s hands. To deduce the auteur, there are factors to consider about the director which are the style, interior meanings that come from the director and the conditions of the production. Sarris would be suggesting that each element of the film is critiqued however the critique is focused on one soul voice. Suggesting auteur criticism is focusing on the director unlike other methods of critique. 
Should the auteur respect the authors audience? Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) respond, there is a risk and please in an adaptation for the audience. The enjoyment for them comes from the mixture of repetition and difference within the adaption. Also suggests that audience react in different ways to different medias. Stating the target audience’s response to the adaptation always to be a concern for the adapter. Thus, Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) would be suggesting that as the audience hold expectancies for elements of familiarity and some difference and the auteur or director should respect the audience and take into consideration what their expectation are, as they will be part of the audience who will experience the adaptation. Also stating that the adapter will always have the struggle of reaching the target audience, therefore the director should respect the authors audience. 
Laurel (2005) endorses Hutcheon and O’Flynn’s thoughts, while adding that girls in the 7-12-year-old age range prefer complicated narrative. Also suggesting that a lot of what is created as fan fiction is made by women suggesting that the obsession for complicated narrative they develop as a child, continues into adulthood. However, this would be opposite if the audience was boys of the same ages, as social issues and close proximity to stories like their own lives will make them uncomfortable.  She also suggests that this audience prefer pieces that overlap with their own lives and contain similar personal issues. She also suggests that the adapter should be consciously nurturing the audience as they are aware of what is required for women emotional engagement. Laurel is suggesting here that the audience must be considered not just as the audience of an adaptation but also the broader audience who will be watching the adaptation not as a fan of the original. That an adapter should always be aware of and nurture the audience. 
Portnoy (1998) rejects, stating that what makes the adaptation process difficult when trying to appeal to the global market is because short stories and novels only have to appeal and reach people in the thousands bracket, whereas a film must appeal and reach millions. Also suggesting that the audience tastes towards the film will constantly be changing, thus an adapter may have to change or update elements within the adaptation if the novel was written some time prior to the adaptation being made, to ensure the film will appeal to the contemporary audience. 

Chapter 3
This chapter will focus solely on my adaptation of Pretty Little Liars (Shepard, 2006) by applying the finalise views and findings of the previous two chapters to my adaptation, in an attempt to understanding if I followed the necessary codes for creating the most successful transferal for the adaptation. While also discussing the adaptation as if I am the auteur of the film, and to deduce how much of the authors voice remains within the adaptation, and weather I have truly become an auteur. This chapter will also follow the previous chapters structure beginning with adaptation then auteur theory. Within an adaptation, as previously stated in chapter one, there is a process of transferring material which I had to go through in the adaptation process. Within this process there was material that stayed, went, and changed to fit time constraints, contemporary society and to ensure the target audience was met. But the questions that remain unanswered are as follows; is the adaptation I created successful and am I a true auteur? 
In the process of transferring the book to script I did not invent new material, however kept the characters as they were, transferred themes of betrayal, secrets, lies and death, which are the main themes of the book. I also transferred the characters as they were, damaged and secrets too, therefore Yuhas (2013) and Begley (2003) would suggest that my adaptation of pretty little liars (Shepard, 2006) stayed true to the original text, thus ensuring the adaptation would be a successful translation for the audience as there was no new material added, the themes were transferred which is crucial in an adaptation. Therefore, all three would affirm that the translation stayed true to what is needed to remain when creating the adaptation, therefore ensuring a greater success for my adaptation. The creator of Pretty Little Liars (Shepard, 2006) script adaptation King (2017) suggested that the core meaning was the idea of unconditional friendship the girls share, where they are willing to die and lie for one another. With this in mind I focused the adaptation around this from the girl’s individual struggles to the lies they keep together to show an un breakable bond, that could survive even the toughest obstacles. Whelehan (1999) reject Begley (2003) and Yuhas (2013) arguing that my adaptations loyalty of transferring the core meanings is what will ensure its success. Smith (1995) would disagree with all, suggesting that my transferal of the characters will enable to success as the audience will need the characters to engage their imaginations. Although all have made strong arguments the most dominant element that should be transferred is themes and to avoid making new material, as these have been met, I would be confident in suggesting that my adaptation has met the requirements of what must remain. 
Once adaptation process had begun there were many elements to consider the biggest obstacle was that the book was first released in 2006, which would make the current adaptation over ten years later than the novel. Therefore, many changes had to be made to ensure the same target market could be successful reached. I began through researching comparable adaptations such as ours; 13 Reasons Why (Asher,2009), which led to the following changes; contemporary technology and memes, narrowed and adding of current social issues and struggles of teenagers in contemporary society and visual representations to ensure they are more relatable to a contemporary target audience. However, in the adaptation there was on big change which was the name of the show, which changed from Pretty Little Liars (Shepard, 2006) to See How They Lie. The reason for this change was due to a film called Love Rosie (Love Rosie, 2014) which was originally called Where Rainbows End. The film made over twenty-five million in the box office (Box Office, 2015). With this in mind I felt confident in changing the name to better attract our target audience from current titles. Portnoy (1998) would declare that my adaptation represents what’s to be expected to change within an adaptation as social issues were changed and narrowed to ensure the audiences engagement and each character does already possess struggles with popular social issue, which created a strong base. Miller (1986) affirms, adding that character is the greatest change. Also writing that no matter how true I have stayed to the characters once the characters are acted out; the characters will be forever different as a novel does not give indications of a character’s true performance in writing. While Neale (2002) rejects the previous claims, suggesting that as my adaptation has not yet related itself with other films that have previously done well or focused the audience in terms of marketing, the most successful change is not present in my adaptation, therefore could affect the success of the film when it is received. However, Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) who are post-modern authors would have a more valued view, as their views will be more current and fit with the time in which my adaptation has been created, would declare that the adaptation has already changed what can be from the contemporary culture to technology, while also using visual storytelling, that would not be possible within a novel. Therefore, Hutcheon and O’Flynn(2013) would confirm that the changes which have been made, are what is expected within the translation. 
While adapting the novel to fit a tv series format there were many changes that had to made, from the narrative to add intrigue within each episode, to the dialogue as there is less necessity for dialogue within a visual piece. One element that went was the idea of multiple main characters, we kept the idea of three main characters, however chose one to focus as the main character, to enable the audience to feel more connected, we could also allow the internal monologue element which is dominant in the book to be present here through the use of voice over. Kaufman (1961) would observe that the individual voice of the author will be forever gone from the changes I created, now the adaptation will contain Sarah Shepperd and my voice, as there will be elements predominantly her and new elements that signify myself. Affirmed by Miller (1986) while underlining that the novel, now that it has been adapted, is damaged beyond repair as the book was created without the thought of a performance, which makes the translation difficult and leaves the original damaged. Aragay (2005) refutes, that as it is almost impartible to stay faithful to the original text in an adaptation, my adaptation is now a new narrative, as much of my adaptation is new material. 
As the adapter and director of the adaptation, now known as See How They Lie, I transferred myself, my own experiences and emotions through. As the main characters I have myself suffered a popular social issue which will affect the adaptation and influence the film and the characters. Also, being the director have a distinct style choice that I use throughout all my work which is the use of flashbacks and the aesthetic choice of the flashbacks that persist throughout all my works. But does this truly make me an auteur? As stated in chapter two by Wartenburg and Curran (2005) an auteur is the director and the directors style and signature on the piece. As I have made the adaptation my own, Wartenburg and Curran (2005) would confirm that I am an auteur. 
Aragay (2005) observes that although I am the auteur of the piece, the authors voice will continue to survive through the piece in the translation, as there is a narrative present both within the literature and the adaptation which contains signature markings of the author. Thus, the will never die within my adaptation. Moore (2010) would respond that I may have begun with ownership of the piece, but the audience will adapt the pieces through any means of media in a sense tarnishing the adaptations that relate to them, therefore the directors signature is not the only presence to the piece as it is not as it once was presented by the director. Kaufman (2001) rejects, responding that I would have taken ownership of the adaptation the moment I began adapting, as there will be elements of myself and replacing what was there of the author. Therefore, he is suggesting my voice is replacing the adapters. Cook (2011) refutes all, suggesting that for my adaptation there needs to be an authorship to ensure the audience can understand the film and connect with the character. Therefore, Cook (2011) would confirm that myself or the author could have authorship of the piece and it that my voice would not need to be present, as long as there is a voice of authorship. 
As an auteur of my own work, with considerable style and influence on the piece. How will I be perceived by auteur critics? Saris was a full supporter of the auteur theory, being an auteur critic. Therefore, Sarris (Cook, 2011) would write that for me to truly be an auteur, what must be considered within my work is the style of my work, the inner meaning behind it and that my work must come from myself as the director. Once all these are assed and deduced to be present then I will then be classed as an auteur in Sarris’s eyes. Bazin (Wartenberg and Curran (2005) affirms with Saris observing that my work can be critiqued using the auteur theory, with unbiased views, and a more objective form of reviewing a piece of art. Thus, in the eyes of Bazin (Wartenberg and Curran (2005) my adaptation, could be analysed and reviewed using the auteur theory. Wartenburg and Curran (2005) who are non-auteur critics refute Sarris (Cook, 2011) Bazin’s (Wartenberg and Curran 2005) views, underlining that they would reject my work, and the idea of myself as an auteur as they believe auteur critics are lazy. Therefore, as my films are created with the possibility of seeing myself as an auteur, this theory will not be accepted or recognised in the eyes of Wartnenburg and Curran (2005)
My adaptation has a target audience of females ages 12-18. I have spent much time in the pre-production and adaptation process attempting to tap into the previous audience of the novel and reaching a new audience of film fans. Hutcheon and O’Flynn (20013) would underline that my adaptation, as it contains reputation from the novel and new material, the audience will find enjoyment while watching the adaptation. Also observing that as the adapter I should always be conscious of the audience, which is a consideration I have taken are with. Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) would also write that I have done what’s expected of an adapter which is respecting the audience of the novel. Laurel (2005) affirms with Hutcheon and O’Flynn (2013) while observing that as my adaptation has a complicated narrative, which is needed to reach the target market for girls 7-12-year olds, my adaptation should appeal to my chosen target audience. Laurel (2005) would also write that the target audience can also reach further than the age bracket above, as complicated narrative films still appeals to girls as they go into adulthood. Therefore Laurel (2005) would confirm that my adaptation has the correct premise to attract the female target market, as there are contemporary social issues, that will overlap with real life experiences, which appeal to females. Portnoy (1998) refutes both, suggest that as the adapter of my film, I am going to have one of the greatest struggles, which is applying to a global market of millions of people. However, Portnoy (1998) would confirm that as I have changed elements within the adaptation to fit contemporary society, the film is more likely to reach the target market and appeal to a contemporary audience. 
In conclusion, the various authors views better enabled myself to understand the success and possible failure of my adaptation, while also allowing myself to better understand weather I am a true auteur of my work. A positive that was discovered through this dissertation is the idea that my adaptation can be critiqued by authors of substantial understanding of adaptation and auteur theory, another is that the adaptation I created would appear successful from the translation to the core meanings of the novel which is crucial within the adaptation process, and finally that the research has allowed myself to understand how I am and have become an auteur of my work. In contrast, the auteur theory did give understanding and broaden my knowledge of what makes a successful director or auteur, however the auteur theory is not greatly proven and has lack of evidence to the existence, thus the idea of myself as an auteur could be just a theory which is never made fact. Although there is lack of evidence in terms of auteur theory, adaptation holds much more factual and tested theories, which has enabled myself to better understand where my successes and failures lie as an adapter, thus ensuring as an adapter I should grow and develop from this. However, in contrast to this, a negative from the research is the lack of time to better explore the ideas and create strong proven foundations to better analyse a piece of my work. Although the views of the authors were greatly helpful in analysing my own work, there are few authors within my research who are postmodern writers, thus the evidence could in fact become un-useful in contemporary society. However, the application of the authors views against my own work did indeed begin to answer the question of whether auteur theory can help with adaptation, however as the auteur theory does not contain substantial evidence, it cannot be possible to say for sure weather auteur theory can help with adaptation. But the application of auteur theory against my own work helped myself better understand myself as a director and as an adaptor. Therefore, if the research was made fact, tried, tested and true, auteur theory could in turn help adapters claim authorship of their work and become a true auteur. 
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