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The Importance of Adaptation within Film
Introduction
“Every representational film adapts a prior conception… …Adaptation delimits representation by insisting on the cultural status of the model, on its existence in the mode of the text or the already textualized.” (Andrew, 1984)
 In this dissertation, I shall be showing and analysing the importance of adaptations within the film industry, from the beginning of the industry to the modern day, and how this affects both the market and whether there is an oversaturation of films that could potentially not be considered original ideas. In direct comparison to this, I will also be looking at how original ideas fair against adaptations and discuss the success of both forms of creativity. I will also be looking at the impact these adaptions have on their original source, as well as the opinions of the creator of the original source, and whether adaptation into film is without contention. 
 Adaptation has played a key role in the development, growth and sustainability of the film industry, from its inception right up to the modern day. From the beginning, film makers have looked towards pre-existing material to base their films on, from as early as 1889 with Georges Méliès’ adaptation of “Cinderella” (Cinderella, 1889). From then on, adaptations from all forms of media such as novels, stage plays or video games, have consistently been a part of the film industry. From the beginning of the technicolour era with “The Wizard of Oz” (The Wizard of Oz, 1939) and “Gone with the Wind” (Gone with the Wind, 1939), into the introduction of film franchises such as the James Bond franchise, starting with “Dr. No” (Dr. No, 1962), leading into the modern day examples of adaptations, such as the Harry Potter franchise, which launched with 2001’s “Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone” (Harry Potter and the Philosopher's Stone, 2001) and is ongoing to the present day, having released nine films to date. Clearly, adaptation has played a major role in the success of the film industry. As writer Stephen King said, “Books and movies are like apples and oranges. They both are fruit, but taste completely different.” (King, N/A) While not outright being negative about adaptation, King highlights the perceived differences between novels and film, as many consider either medium to be inferior to the other. Both convey similar messages, but differ in substance and presentation. Is there a definitive answer? Is the original source consistently better than the film adaptation?
Chapter 1 – Early Adaptation
“Any adaptation is a translation, and there is such a thing as an unreadably faithful translation; and I believe a degree of reinterpretation for the new language may be not only inevitable but desirable.” (Mitchell, 2012)
 Film making in its current form has been around circa the 1880s. For as long as the medium of film has been around, so have adaptations of works of literature into film. As film makers discovered and defined the industry, they looked towards pre-existing works of fiction to create on-screen stories. Using pre-established and well-known stories allowed film makers to assume that audience members would already have a grasp on the story, and thus, due to lack of sound, minimal story telling could be told through visuals. Early examples such as “Cinderella” (Cinderella, 1889), “Sherlock Holmes Baffled” (Sherlock Holmes Baffled, 1900) show how simple stories can be conveyed through film. In the case of Sherlock Holmes Baffled, it is “impossible to identify as Sherlock Holmes if not for the title.” (Leitch, 2007) Using this film as an example, we get a sense of how and why adaptation was utilised in the early days of film making. Firstly, it allowed the film to garner an audience based on its name alone, whereas otherwise the film would have missed out on a great deal of marketability. Attaching the well-known name of Sherlock Holmes to the film drew in more audience members than it would have otherwise. Secondly, it shows how film makers were still struggling to make truly original ideas due to how under-developed the medium of film was at the time. Rather than create a new idea, film makers looked towards pre-existing stories as to not have to create new designs for characters and sets. In the case of Sherlock Holmes Baffled, Pointer suggests that the costuming of the film is based upon pre-existing Broadway portrayals of Sherlock Holmes (Pointer, 1975). All of these points serve to show how adaptation played a role in the very beginnings of cinema, even with a thirty second film from 1900. 
 However, as far as adaptations go, Sherlock Holmes Baffled can be considered a fairly tame example of adaptation, due to it only being thirty seconds long and being one very brief scene. Film making was still in its infancy, with most films being shot with minimal cuts in mind in order to save on expensive film reels, sound being an unheard-of addition to films and colour not being introduced until the late nineteen thirties. As a result, as films progressed in technicality, adaptations of literature into film progressed in quality and length. 
 "I adore book-to-film adaptations when they're done well, and I'm more lenient than many readers when it comes to what counts as 'done well.' For me, the most important thing is that the film maintains the spirit of the original book." (Stiefvater, n.d.)
 The Wizard of Oz (The Wizard of Oz, 1939) is an example of adaptation undertaken correctly, in the eyes of many. Based on L Frank Baum’s The Wonderful Wizard of Oz (Baum, 1900), the 1939 film is a near direct adaptation of Baum’s novel, while also taking some inspiration from the 1902 Broadway musical for its visual aesthetic. Michael Sragow of Orange County Register called it “The greatest American movie fantasy.” (Sragow, 2013), with Whittaker Chambers of TIME Magazine calling it “a Broadway spectacle translated into make-believe.” (Chambers, 2008) The film clearly resonates with people even by today’s standards, almost eighty years on. With the need to transition from pages on a book to screen, certain liberties were taken with the final version of the film’s script and its visuals. In terms of story, The Wizard of Oz remains largely unchanged for the most part, only making a few additions in order to appeal to the different audience that would watch the film but have not necessarily read the book. 
 The portion of the story that takes place in the fantastical world of Oz is implied, both to the audience and to Dorothy by the other characters, to have been a dream upon Dorothy’s return to Kansas at the end of the film, as she wakes up in her own bed in her room, still muttering the words “There’s no place like home”, as she was as she was leaving Oz. However, in the original story for the novel, Dorothy returns to Kansas and no implication of the Oz portion of the story being a dream is made, instead finding herself back in a field on her Aunt and Uncle’s farm. For what seems like a relatively minor and harmless change, there are many interpretations as to why this change was made, and what it represents. Firstly, it is assumed this change was made as it was more in line with the idea of cinema at the time, as audience members perceived films to be an extension of reality. While many original films, such as Georges Méliès’ A Trip to the Moon (A Trip to the Moon, 1902) were considered fantastical at the time, they were still grounded in some form of reality. At the time, the moon was still unexplored and unknown; the idea that aliens could live on the moon while implausible, was not impossible. In contrast to this, The Wizard of Oz’s fantasy land of Oz would definitely have been considered out of the realm of possibility, thus alienating a significant portion of the audience who would have found the film too childish. As such, the film was changed to have Oz be an elongated dream sequence.
 This addition of a dream sequence allowed the film’s creators to add something to the film that would allow the audience to distinguish between the two settings within the film, as well as give the film its main selling point at the time. All scenes set outside of Oz were presented with no colour in the film’s release, with just a sepia filter over the scenes. All Oz scenes were presented in full colour, further adding to the effect fantastical effect, and emphasising Oz’s intended dream-like qualities. This is an example of how adaptation can have a positive effect on a pre-existing story, breathing new life into it or re-interpreting it to better suit a different audience. The original book wouldn’t be able to convey the spectacular visuals (for the time – and arguably still today) found in the film.
 Creative liberties were also taken for the film’s visuals, with one example being how Dorothy’s now-iconic ruby slippers were originally silver in the novel. They were changed in order “to show up more vividly against the yellow-brick road” (The National Museum of American History, n.d.) according to the Smithsonian museum. Another potential reason is that silver as a colour is much too close to grey, which would have been too similar to the black and white films audiences were used to. As the boots played such a pivotal role in the story and would receive a lot of focus, they were changed to ruby red in order to wow the audience.
 The dream sequence and its technical execution is held in high regard by most, with its visuals being praised: “the dramatic shift from black and white to color in the land of Oz is the most successful of any movie attempt to make the transition from real to dream world since Sherlock Junior.” (Paul Loukides, 1991) Devoid of any connection to the original novel, the film had created its own unique take on the story and established something for itself. However, while this could be considered positive by most, there are few who would argue that the addition of a dream sequence was a negative one. Kristy Harrison of Cracked.com is one of those few, arguing that “In one two-minute scene, the studio stripped Dorothy of her entire adventure and turned her into a crazy person.” (Harrison, 2017) Dorothy’s journey never really happened, and Harrison argues that in turn, loses her heroine status. “Without the dream, Dorothy is Luke Skywalker, Harry Potter, and E.T. rolled into one”, and adding the dream sequence nullifies that. Harrison goes on to argue that this change to the story, and Dorothy “professing her undying love for her home like her house is a new god that needs her exclamations of loyalty” promotes a stay at home attitude expected of women at the time, comparing her journey and it being ripped away from her to “when their husbands and boyfriends and brothers came back from World War II, the ladies were sent home so the vets could have jobs.” Through this comparison, Harrison is showing that she believes the addition of the Oz scenes being part of a dream is a negative one, rather than a positive addition.
 These examples serve to show what can change when adapting a novel into film, and what impact these changes have both on audience and story interpretation. Adaptation isn’t a simple cut and paste job. Things can be changed to better suit the medium of film, and these changes can have both positive and negative impacts. Does The Wizard of Oz work better as a film, or as a book? Both clearly have their own merits, with each version of the story almost serving as its own interpretation. Through the example of The Wizard of Oz, it is clear to see that stories can be tailored towards certain audiences. However, what happens when a story doesn’t translate well to film?
Chapter 2 – Difficulties and Loose Adaptations
 “Writing has certain advantages; film is another way to tell a story. An experienced filmmaker will take what she needs from the book and leave out other things. With adaptations, you never get the texture of the writing: it's a different mode.” (Lahiri, n.d.)
 As Lahiri explains, adaptation isn’t a simple process of cutting and pasting a story. Not all elements of an original story can translate for film, as literature often intentionally leaves a lot of interpretation up to the reader. As a result, film makers will tend to “pick and choose” scenes from the original works in order to fulfil their vision of the story. Lahiri recognises this – you never truly get “the texture of the writing” in the adapted piece, but rather an interpretation. This is due to the fact that novels, if adapted word for word, can often be much too long for film. 
 An example of where adaptation has strayed heavily from the original piece is the film Greed (Greed, 1924), a silent film based on Frank Norris’ novel, McTeague (Norris, 1899). The adaptation was written and directed by Erich von Stroheim, himself a fan of Norris’ novel. “For von Stroheim, Greed was his masterpiece, his ultimate artistic gift to the world.” (S., 2016) Greed is an example of taking adaptation to the extreme, with news articles at the time referring to it as a “screen transcription of Frank Norris’ well-known realistic novel “McTeague”” (The Montreal Gazette, 1925), rather than simply as an adaptation or interpretation of the novel. While the film received mostly negative reviews at the time, as well as being a failure at the box office, it has since become quite an oddity in film culture. 
 Von Stroheim took a direct adaptation approach with Greed, intending to create an almost one to one interpretation of Norris’ original novel. Over eighty-five hours of footage were shot for Greed, with von Stroheim’s own version of the film being contained over a collective forty-seven film reels, estimated to be somewhere between eight and nine hours in length. However, the studio felt this was much too long to release, and requested a shorter cut of the film. Von Stroheim presented a reduced version twenty-four film reels, and another on eighteen film reels. However, this still wasn’t short enough for the studio, who passed on the film to the studio’s in-house editor June Mathis. Von Stroheim was opposed to this appointment, claiming Mathis “hadn't read either the book or the original screenplay.” (Malcolm, 1999) Despite protests from the film’s director, Mathis managed to reduce the cut to a comparatively short ten reels, which was the version released to the public in December of 1924. The running time for this final version for a mere one hundred and forty minutes long, paling in comparison to von Stroheim’s vision for the film. Years after it was released, von Stroheim was shown the “mutilated” version of Greed. He is said to have wept, before comparing the released cut to an exhumation. “This was like an exhumation for me. In a tiny coffin I found a lot of dust, a terrible smell, a little backbone and a shoulder bone." (Stroheim, 1999) Von Stroheim was quite vocal in his disdain for how Greed was released, being quoted as saying “I consider I have made only one real picture in my life and nobody ever saw that... The poor, mangled, mutilated remains were shown as Greed.” (Lucia, et al., 2015) 
 However, how does this disconnect between studio and director relate directly with adaptation? Von Stroheim was very thorough in his process of adapting McTeague and clearly had his own idea for how the story should be presented, adding several sub-plots and scenes that weren’t in the original story. One such example is how Stroheim filmed an hour-long section of the film based upon a single expository line of dialogue explain the main character’s backstory. Robert E. Sherwood described Stroheim as “a genius… badly in need of a stopwatch.” (Lucia, et al., 2015)  Von Stroheim, in a sense, didn’t stray far enough from the original source and stuck too close to the novel’s story. “Von Stroheim was often described as taking a very literalist approach to his adaptation of Greed, filming page by page, if not paragraph by paragraph, and producing this enormous amount of material that landed on the editing desk.” (Johnston, 2009) From this account, I would argue that Greed’s perceived failure is in the eye solely of its director, who did not understand the limitations of film as a medium when compared to an in-depth novel. Attempting to transcribe a novel into a film script would cause any decent sized adaptation to be several hours long, as was the case with Greed.
 Therefore, Greed can be used as an example of how and why adaptation can and does work in the film industry; when done right. It is clear that von Stroheim had his own vision of McTeague’s story, and attempted to create his vision by building upon the original story. It could also be argued that Greed being cut down as heavily as it was a disservice to the film and its director’s vision, and a prime example of studio meddling. Von Stroheim has been called “a victim of Hollywood” and “a casualty of the industry’s rigid economic model.” (Lucia, et al., 2015) Von Stroheim’s vision was throttled by Hollywood’s need to keep films short as to attract more audience members, regardless of whether the film or even the director’s integrity remains within the product. However, the various accounts above argue that von Stroheim was blinded by his own creation, and could not see how to truly adapt a pre-existing work into the medium of film.
 All these points prove to show how Greed is a perfect example of adaptation and how it works in the film industry. However, is what is left of Greed an interpretation, or something merely influenced by its source, McTeague? Is it more akin to a near direct adaptation like The Wizard of Oz, or more similar to a loose adaptation that builds upon the original, such as Bride of Frankenstein? (Bride of Frankenstein, 1935)
 Bride of Frankenstein in itself does not adapt directly from any source, instead being a sequel to 1931’s Frankenstein, (Frankenstein, 1931) which itself is based on the novel of the same title, written by Mary Shelley and published in 1818, Frankenstein. (Shelley, 1818) The first film in itself already took many creative liberties, such as giving the main character of Victor Frankenstein (renamed Henry Frankenstein for the film) an assistant who did not exist in the original novel. The Monster is also downplayed as a villain in the film. The film also failed to include the final scene from the novel, in which after running away from the Monster, Victor Frankenstein dies. Removing his death from the first film allowed a sequel to be made, based loosely on a sub-plot from Shelley’s novel. 
 So, what makes Bride of Frankenstein such an interesting example of a loose adaptation? For starters, the film received a lot of praise for its competency as a sequel. “The Bride of Frankenstein is everything that we’ve forgotten a sequel is actually supposed to be: an improvement over the original in every conceivable way.” (Morris, n.d.) Bride of Frankenstein was a rare example (at the time) of a film sequel that many considered better than the original. It set the precedent for how sequels in Hollywood should be handled moving forward, even spawning a sequel of its own with Son of Frankenstein. (Son of Frankenstein, 1939) In direct comparison to Greed, it is also an example of how adaptations into film can be done right, when certain liberties are taken to shape the story more for the medium of film. The Frankenstein trilogy, alongside Dracula, (Dracula, 1931) receive acclaim as being the films that launched the popularity of Horror as a genre, as well as the idea of a franchise.
 Loose adaptations clearly have their place within film, and when juxtaposed with Greed, Bride of Frankenstein shows that adaptation into film can be a financial and critical success. The two are quite dissimilar in terms of their adaptation process, with Greed having almost no new material, and Bride of Frankenstein being made up of almost entirely new story material. However, of the two, Bride of Frankenstein seems to have had made the longer lasting impression, with Greed being all but forgotten other than by film purists and fans. Frankenstein as a character is still revered to the present day, and Bride of Frankenstein is upheld as a prime example of a of a sequel done right, that could be considered better than the original.
 However, at what point do films deviate so much from their source material that they begin to take on their own identity? 1931’s Frankenstein and its sequels shaped the image of Frankenstein in the minds of many, with many confusing Frankenstein’s Monster to be called Frankenstein himself. “The poster … prominently features The Creature and the word “Frankenstein”.  Anyone not familiar with the story, could easily conclude that the monster in the poster is named Frankenstein.” (Tickle, 2013) Due to this, it could be argued that the films have, in a sense, overtaken the novel’s narrative and created their own. At what point do adaptations become more popular than what they are based on? How do adaptations fit into the idea of films as a franchise?
Chapter 3 – Adaptation Franchises and Overshadowing
“Before sequels became the most reliable way to make a buck, Bond set the standard for lavish serial adventures. Before Hollywood found gold in multimillion-dollar adaptations of comic-book characters - in the Superman, Batman and Spider-Man blockbusters - Bond was the movies' first big-budget franchise superhero.” (Corliss, n.d.)
 Beginning in 1962 with Dr. No, (Dr. No, 1962) the James Bond franchise of films have been a mainstay in the film industry for fifty-five years, with the latest film, Spectre being released in 2015. In that time frame, twenty-four films have been released, with a twenty-fifth slated for 2019. The character of James Bond himself has been played by seven actors, with most playing the role in more than one film. Most of the films are either adaptations of or heavily inspired by the James Bond series of fourteen novels written by Ian Fleming, as well as nine short stories, all of which were released in a thirteen year time span from 1953 to 1966.
 The film franchise has lasted over forty years longer than the book series did, spanning several decades and eras, incorporating the styles and popular themes of the current time period. The novels are all set around the time of their release, limiting each book to a the 1950s and 1960s. Similar to this, each Bond film takes place in a contemporary setting, relative to its release. However, this spans a much broader time frame than the novels did, with the films being spread out over seven decades. The Daniel Craig era of Bond films, for example, all take place within the twenty-first century, from 2006 and currently up to 2015. Contrary to this, all but one of Sean Connery’s Bond films take place in the 1960s. This gives the James Bond films a much more timeless quality to it, as each film encapsulates the style of each era. This is something that Bond, when viewed as an adaptation, has over its aging originals. However, have the Bond films had a larger impact than the novels they are based on and inspired by? Are the two related, in terms of success?
 Louis Peitzman argues that “For all its ups and downs, the James Bond film series has left a much more lasting impression than Ian Fleming's novels. Bond is a cinematic icon.” (Peitzman, 2016) James Bond as a character has moved beyond his character from the novels into more of a “cinematic icon”, as described by Peitzman. It could therefore be argued that the character of James Bond has moved on from Ian Fleming’s original interpretation. The Bond movies of the sixties prove to be silly and whimsical, owed to the movements and ideologies of the time. This contrasts Fleming’s interpretation of Bond, which arguably wasn’t touched upon until 2006’s Casino Royale. (Casino Royale, 2006) Casino Royale was the twenty-first Bond film, based on Fleming’s first novel of the same title. (Fleming, 1953) It was the first Bond film to star Daniel Craig, the current James Bond actor, as of writing. Many fans reacted with scepticism, with entire websites being set up to oppose the casting, such as “DanielCraigIsNotBond.com” (Gurrier, et al., n.d.) which opposes Craig’s casting as James Bond.
 However, after the release of Casino Royale, many praised Craig’s portrayal of Bond, likening him to Fleming’s vision for the character. Referring to Daniel Craig, Scott Meslow said “His Bond—steely, precise, intelligent, and controlled, with a bitter, seething core that sometimes tips over into outright cruelty—channels the best of Fleming's work and brings it squarely into the 21st century.” The James Bond franchise of films has clearly come into its own in terms of notoriety; but it is clear that their foundations are still very much routed in that of the novels they’re based on.
 James Bond is just one example of a franchise that’s transitioned from book to film. While James Bond is perhaps the earliest example of a long running adaptation franchise, it is not the most successful. The Harry Potter franchise of films is the highest grossing film franchise based on a series of novels. Eight films were released over the span of a decade, each based on a Harry Potter book and sharing its title, with the exception of the last book, Harry Potter and the Deathly Hallows (Rowling, 2007), being split into two films. Following the release of the main series adaptations, a five-film long spin-off series was announced, with the first of these films being released in 2016, called “Fantastic Beasts and Where to Find Them.” (Fantastic Beasts and Where to Find Them, 2016)
 Similar to Bond, the Harry Potter film franchise can be used as an example of an adaptation that has grown in popularity on its own merits, and has arguably overtaken the books in popularity. As of 2017, the Harry Potter franchise has grossed $8,532,684,345 in sixteen years with nine films, over one billion dollars more than what the twenty-four Bond films have grossed in fifty-five years. It is safe to say that the Harry Potter franchise is significantly more successful than the Bond franchise. However, what does this mean for adaptation, and how they are perceived? Have the original stories been overshadowed by their film adaptations?
  In the case of Bond, it could be argued that the films have indeed overshadowed the novels they’re based on, as well as any subsequent novels being released. However, the Harry Potter novels are on a similar level of popularity as their film counterparts. When comparing the two, there is no argument as to whether Bond or Harry Potter have found continued success in their original format. Harry Potter as a book franchise is as popular as the films are, with the two interpretations constantly being compared to each other by fans and critics alike. This could be down to the fact that the majority of the Harry Potter films are direct adaptations, sharing their name with the novel they are based on. Even the spin-off film, Fantastic Beasts and Where to Find Them, shares its title with a pre-existing short book released prior to the film. The book and the film, however, share almost nothing with each other, with the film having a completely original story taking place several decades before the time frame of the original Harry Potter series. The films in the Bond franchise, however, have largely been original creations in the last decade, or not based on novels, rather taking elements of them. Quantum of Solace (Quantum of Solace, 2008) for example, shares its title with a short story written by Fleming, and released in 1960 in a collection of short stories called “For Your Eyes Only.” (Fleming, 1960) Despite sharing a name, the two stories have almost nothing in common. This, however, is still closer to the original than either “Skyfall” (Skyfall, 2012) or “Spectre.” (Spectre, 2015) Both stories are entirely original, not sharing either titles or any plot points. A few references are included to pre-existing Bond stories, such as James Bond’s obituary in the film being pulled from the novel “You Only Live Twice.” (Fleming, 1964) Otherwise, the films stand entirely on their own. 
 Recent attempts to release more books related to James Bond as a character have also failed. “Solo” (Boyd, 2013) was a novel released marketed as “A James Bond Novel”, with those words being printed on the cover. However, according to the Independent, “the hype has failed to translate into record sales for the book franchise” (O'Brien, 2013) when referring to the book’s release back in 2013. Despite being released by the same publisher as the Fleming’s Bond novels, the book amassed a mere 8,692 copies sold in the United Kingdom in its first week, according to the Independent. (O'Brien, 2013) Meanwhile, the Harry Potter franchise continues to find success in books, with the 2016 release Harry Potter and the Cursed Child (Thorne, 2016) selling an astounding 680,000 copies in the United Kingdom in its first three days on sale alone. There is a clear disconnect between the two, and I would argue that this is due to the way their film adaptation counterparts have been treated. The Harry Potter films all go hand in hand with their book counterparts, with many comparing the two interpretations due to the fanbase mostly being comprised of people who are fans of both the books and the films. However, the Bond film stand mostly on their own, and as opposed to the Harry Potter franchise, many Bond fans are fans of the films alone. This has led to the Bond films becoming popular in their own right, devoid of any connections to the books they’re inspired by, at least by most of the films’ fans.
 Using these two examples; do film adaptations overshadow the originals they are based on? I would argue that they don’t, necessarily, but do help in shaping audiences’ understanding and perspectives on these franchises as a whole. James Bond as a book franchise ended in 1966, shortly after Ian Fleming’s death. The films, however, continue to be released up until the time of writing. This limits the audience of the books, while new film releases mean that new audience members are introduced to Bond every few years. Harry Potter, however, will always be linked directly with the books they are based on, and as a result the books have remained as popular as their adaptations. From these examples, it can be seen how films can affect the way the originals are perceived, and at times overshadow them, depending on how their adaptations are handled.



Conclusion
 When bringing all of these examples together, one thing is certainly clear; adaptation has been vital to the growth and success of the film industry, and clearly still has a role to play in its future. Adaptations allowed the first filmmakers to create films with relative ease, such as with Sherlock Holmes Baffled. Early adaptations such as Frankenstein and Dracula enticed audiences into watching films, which at the time were not cheap and a relatively unproven art form. However, examples such as Greed show how adaptation is not a simple cut and paste process. In order to be adapted into film, certain stories must be changed accordingly. The Wizard of Oz serves as an example of how a story was changed to better suit the medium of film at the time. From adaptation came the ideas of sequels with Bride of Frankenstein, as well as the idea of a franchise of films based on pre-existing works with the James Bond franchise.
 Film adaptations have become a multi-billion dollar industry, as shown by the given example of the Harry Potter franchise. Adaptations have become even more prevalent in the last decade with the introduction of the Marvel Cinematic Universe, which as of writing stands at a total of seventeen films, each directly or loosely adapted from pre-existing comic book material. Adaptation clearly still has a place within the film industry and continues to help it grow, with ten of the top fifteen grossing franchises of all time being adaptations of pre-existing works (The Numbers, 2017), specifically either novels or comic books. Adaptations are clearly a healthy part of the film industry.
 Overall, it is clear that adaptation has had a place in film since the industry’s inception, shaping the industry into what it is today. Adaptation has remained prevalent throughout, and is arguably more important than ever. Upcoming films such as Ready Player One, (Ready Player One, 2018) and Black Panther (Black Panther, 2018) are both based on pre-existing works and are just two examples of film adaptations coming in early 2018. 
 Whether the original is better or the film is better, adaptation clearly has its place. There is no definitive answer as to whether film adaptations are consistently better than the originals they are based on, but the clearly resonate with audiences and continue to play a big part in film today. Maggie Stiefvater said “I adore book-to-film adaptations when they're done well, and I'm more lenient than many readers when it comes to what counts as 'done well.' For me, the most important thing is that the film maintains the spirit of the original book.” (Stiefvater, n.d.) Even when films don’t maintain the “spirit of the original”, they add something new to it. 
 With no shortage of works to be adapted, adaptation into film may well be around forever. 
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