While Stephen King’s novels and short stories are very successful, for the same to be true of an adaptation of Stephen King’s works into film or television, does the author have to die? 
Within this dissertation I aim to answer the question that has plagued the film industry for decades, with specific reference to one of the most successful writers of our time, as well as the cinematic adaptations that have now become part of our everyday society. It will come as no surprise to the reader that the author in question, Stephen King, has sold over 350 million copies of his works with over 54 novels to date, 7 under an alias, and 6 non fiction novels. 67 films have been adaptations of his work; with over ten in pre production as I write; over 48 adaptations (including comic books) have been made for television; with nine separate stage plays of his work. Stephen King has been dubbed the undisputed ‘King of Horror’. 
Therefor, in answering the question above, I will look to ask and answer - what makes a successful adaptation and what makes Stephen King’s adaptations fall under that category too? My overarching focus being the answer to the question - for the adaptation to survive, does the ‘King of Horror’ have to die? 
My first chapter looks to examine the different views on authorship and the debate on the death of the author, using Roland Barthes as the starting point to uncover whether this theory is necessary and how it informs modern society in the film and television adaptation process. I ask what is the meaning of success in film and television, with specific reference to comic book adaptation and the adaptations of Stephen King’s work - does this apply to and how has it affected the adaptations themselves? My second chapter revolves around the auteur theory and the on going relationship between the author and auteur when it comes to the working relationships of the adaptation. Here, I ask what makes an auteur and how does it affect the adaptation? Is the auteur theory plausible or realistic in the process of the adaptation? I then look at the Director as a ‘Brand’ in the context of auteurship and authorship. Finally, with my final chapter, bringing myself into the the equation, I ask where do I see myself along this journey? Do these theories affect me? Finally, how do I go about making my adaptation of Stephen King’s short story ‘Stationary Bike’? How do I bring the works of one of my idols to life? Is the ultimate film product successful, am I also successful as an artist, developing my own brand? Have I, as an auteur, killed Stephen King, the author. 
Roland Barthes claimed within his essay ‘The death of the author’ that, for an adaptation to first succeed, the original author has to first die. In Barthes’ words, “The birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the author” (Bennett, 2005, p. 18). This is further explored within the article ‘Death of the Author’ by Andrew Gallix - as he explains, within adaptation, it is only “language which speaks, not the author” (Gallix, 2010). Critics Deborah Cartmell and Imelda Whelehan reflected upon this question of authorship when they cited William Burroughs’s work and his comments on his own work being adapted: “the film didn’t do justice to the book or vice versa they’re talking about things which aren’t the same medium” (Whelehan, 1999, p. 101).  
Arguably one of the most successful adaptations of Stephen King’s work is Stanley Kubrick’s film ‘The Shining’ (Kubrick, 1980). ‘The Shining’ is now viewed as one of the greatest horror movies ever made amongst film goers and critics, although at the time, the contemporary response from critics was mixed and even the author himself said that it was the one adaptation of his work that he remembered ‘Hating’ as a ‘Poor’ adaptation of his work. The critic Powdermaker claims in the process of adaptation “the writer is employed to do an adaptation. He makes the necessary changes for dramatic effect in another medium…. Sometimes only the title is left of the original source” (Powdermaker, 1951, p. 153). If Powdermaker is correct, this further reinforces the idea that is necessary for first the author to die as the adaptation cannot survive without him. 
When Stephen King himself remade ‘The Shining’ in response to the cinematic adaptation by Kubrick, his own attempt was critically panned – in the context of this essay’s discussion, was this surprising? It certainly raises the spectre of a different perspective on the death of the author theory, that is, that the death of the author is, in fact, not an integral part of the adaptation process, given it was the actual author who adapted his own work. 
Robert Stam believes “The ultimate test of an adaptation of a literary work lies not in a scrupulous adherence to the ‘Letter’ of the original, but more its ‘Spirit’” (Raengo, 2004, p. 177). In reference again to Barthes as presented in Stam’s essay, death is therefore necessary as the "modern writer" can only replicate "a gesture forever anterior, never original" (Gallix, 2010), only ever copying what has already been said. Siobhan Flynn argues on Barthes’ philosophy that ‘Adaptation is repetition, but repetition without replication’ (O'Flynn, 2006). 
So is my essay question above both pointless and rhetorical as it is inevitable that the author will die for an adaptation to work? Michel Foucault, another leading theorist who is referred to alongside Barthes states “Using all the contrivances that he sets up between himself and what he writes, the writing subject cancels out the signs of his particular individuality” (Epstein, 1991, p. 122). Foucault believes that in the process of adaptation the writer can fight for his/her existence and being as long as they want albeit in time the course of adaptation will take its toll and in his own words “As a result, the mark of the writer is reduced to nothing more than the singularity of his absence; he must assume the role of the dead man in the game of writing” (Epstein, 1991, p. 122).
From the death of the author to successful adaptation, how then do we define success? Success is a broad term with different interpretations. As A. O. Scott points out in his articles regarding adaptation of ‘Anna Karenina’ and further supported by Claudia Mills in her book she edited ‘Ethics and Children’s Literature’, “Bad literary adaptations are all alike, but every successful literary adaptation succeeds in its own way” (Scott, 2012). One definition of success could be those adaptations that receive the most critical acclaim, whether that be contemporary or some time later. Another could look to commercial revenue returns or investment. 
In the modern day society of television and film, we are now in the ‘golden age’ of big budget franchises, most notably comic book movies. Specifically, the superhero genre. There is likely to be few of us who have never seen an adaptation of such, whether that be in our living room or on the big screen. You can’t escape this craze. The ongoing rivalry between Marvel and DC Comics and their success in adaptations to television and cinema has caused much debate. By way of example, Marvel has had far more success in terms of revenue return on its investment in film, the recent ‘Captain America: Civil War’ (Russo, 2016) being one of the most celebrated storylines and adapted to the big screen. This was notably the biggest superhero movie to date. The film itself ended up receiving 90% on rotten tomatoes and over a billion dollars at the box office. That said, however, the source material for ‘Captain America: Civil War’ was not even close to the original comic book story, the only resemblance in fact being to its title. This was reciprocated by the fans however the critics did not which, compared against ‘Batman V Superman: Dawn of Justice’ (Synder, 2016) which received 28% on rotten tomatoes and over 800 million dollars at the box office, the strong resemblance of the film to the original comic book source material was lauded by fans but scolded by critics.  The question to ask, therefore, in terms of adaptation, is which of the two films was more successful? Further, does our answer to the question also depend on which adaptation will be more well received and respected in years to come? 
Linda Hutcheon states that “we experience adaptations as palimpsests through our memory of other works that resonate through repetition and variation” (O'Flynn, 2006, pp. 8-9). In simpler terms, and over time, we view a successful adaptation as being true even if they depart from the original source. The actual Oxford English Dictionary definition of adaptation is stated as  “A film, television drama, or stage play that has been adapted from a written work” (English Oxford Dictionary , 2017) which is a somewhat vague and ultimately loose definition and in stark comparison to Linda Hutcheon’s. Using the comic book world as an example, Stephen King’s ‘Dark Tower’ (Arcel, 2017) recently brought to the big screen, was unsuccessful commercially in terms of revenue return and critically panned for its lack of substance and ultimate lack of authenticity to the source material. While ultimately still an adaptation from a written work in the Oxford English Dictionary sense, and an adaptation that could be said to fulfill the sense that Hutcheon’s definition was trying to evoke, there was so little of the original novel that critic Andrew Dudley was able to challenge those who did not believe in his view that “Adaptation is the appropriation of a meaning from a prior text” (Andrew, 2000, p. 29). Film magazine ‘Empire’ pointed out “it needed more time and blood to resemble the story we know” (O'hara, 2017) but it still went on to make 111 million dollars from a 60 million budget and a mere 15% on rotten tomatoes. All of which shows the clear divide of opinion on the success of an adaptation for its strong adherence to the originality of the text versus its commercial revenue making success versus (whether heavily reliant on the original source material or not). Separately, both time and our own nostalgia perhaps, taking Hutcheon’s view a step further, can both revive the ultimate revenue success and critical acclaim for a film – reference again  ‘The Shining’ (Kubrick, 1980). 
Progressing from what we have talked about we switch our attention back to the death of the author and above all else, is the death of the author still relevant? And, if relevant, what does this mean for the auteur? Robert Scholes, along with many other critics has gone on to state that ‘Narrative is not specific to one medium’ (Scholes, 1982) so the theory that the death of the author is necessary is not true. Robert Scholes brings a different perspective when he states that narrative itself is not tied to one medium, but rather can co-exist in different mediums. Similarly, is there really death if the language of the author lives on, “The singular adventure of a narrator who never stops searching, touchingly discovering the world by groping in and through writing” (Simon, 1981, p. 5)? According to Claude Simon’s thesis, with every adaptation, the author and auteur battle with one another to find their own individual voice in the work so that adaptation can be produced. This being said, is death the only answer, given the form of writing can only be from the specific perspective of the writer? With differing approaches to adaptation like ‘The Shining’ (Kubrick, 1980) and ‘Dark Tower’ (Arcel, 2017), is it true to say the very fact of finding their own voice means the adaptation can only live if the author dies? Until we know more about the process and battle between Author and Auteur in adaptation, I leave my answers until the next chapter of my essay.
The auteur theory was originally first discussed in the film magazine ‘Cahiers du Cinema’ in 1951. However, it was later developed further by American film theorist Andrew Sarris with his 1962 essay ‘Notes on the Auteur theory’ which made this theory more accessible to the American audience, specifically within the American film industry. In his words, the auteur theory was “…a means of evaluating films a posteriori according to the director’s technical competence” (Cook, 2007, p. 410), the idea being pure and simply, that film directors could exert the same amount of creative control as the writer of the original piece and bear the same weight of responsibility so in that in those terms they could be equally credited as an author and auteur. Alexandre Astruc in 1948 stated that (Astruc, 1968 ) “cinema is quite simply becoming a means of expression, just as all the arts before it”. This is further examined by Sarris in relation to personal vision, “Directors who fall short of the pantheon… because of fragmentation of personal vision” (Sarris, 1986, p. 83) fail also to gain equal credit as author and auteur, that is, the fear of failing the author will ultimately mean the vision of the auteur has failed. 
What then makes a director an auteur? In answer to that question, and for the auteur theory to be fully understood, do the directors in question have to have a catalogue of work in which they can be judged against as opposed to standalone pieces? Sarris states that such portfolios indicate the “personality of the director as a criterion of value. Over a group of films, a director must exhibit certain recurrent characteristics for the style which will serve as his signature” (Sarris, Film Theory and Criticism , 2004, p. 562). Sarris also explains that the premise of the auteur theory can be broken down into “three concentric circles: The outer circle as technique; the middle circle, personal style; and the inner circle, interior meaning” (Sarris, Film Theory and Criticism , 2004, p. 563). With such a definition in mind, the auteur theory can be related not just to film, but to art, music, stage or any other art form. As Astruc alluded to and as Edward Bulwer- Lytton supported “To my mind a writer should sit down to compose a fiction as a painter prepares to compose a picture” (Stang, 1959, p. 12).

As with any theory, the auteur theory has its opposing views, critics and counter theories. Pauline Kael’s opinion of Andrew Sarris’ thesis was that the auteur theory had plenty of logistical issues and had “incongruous premises and incorrect assumptions” (Grant, 2008, p. 54). One of the prime film examples used by auteur and counter auteur theorists is director Orson Welles’ ‘Citizen Kane’ (Welles, 1941). Most critics agree Welles was an auteur director, however, ‘Citizen Kane’ was his first film and a singular product rather than a body of work as propounded by Sarris. In contrast, too, to Saris, Graham Petrie stated, on the premise of the auteur theory, that “details of power conflicts and financial interests ….are an integral part of any major movie project” (Grant, 2008, p. 110), that is, that a movie is a production that involves several moving parts to fully fit together, including the commercial realities of film making. As American writer Allan W. Eckert concludes, there is ‘so much oversimplification, obtuseness, and downright unfairness running through the whole debate” (Grant, 2008, p. 103).

Taking as my backdrop the basics of the auteur theory with its supporters and opponents, I now delve deeper into the adaptations of Stephen King’s work and look at the directors of some of the most successful film adaptations of Stephen King’s works. Using, again, the definitions of success as discussed towards the beginning of my essay (critical acclaim, audience reaction and commercial response to the work), I start with Frank Darabont, director of three adaptations of Stephen King’s short stories, ‘The Shawshank Redemption’ (Darabont, The Shawshank Redemption , 1994), ‘The Green Mile’ (Darabont, The Green Mile , 1999) and ‘The Mist’ (Darabont, The Mist , 2007). All three adaptations are critically acclaimed, being rated in the top ten of the most successful adaptations of Stephen King’s work: ‘The Shawshank Redemption’ holds a 91% rotten tomatoes score, the highest of any adaptation; ‘The Mist’ has gone onto spawn a television series this year due to audience reactions; but all have failed to gain significant commercial success.

In examining Frank Darabont’s work, I ask whether he has an advantage over other directors in selecting three short stories which can offer him, the director, the ability to stamp his individual vision on the film production per Sarris’ three concentric circles auteur theory? In contrast, is Stanley Kubrick’s ‘The Shining’ hampered by the fact that it was an adaptation of a novel? ‘The Shining’ itself is a perfect illustration of how the adaptation can reinterpret the foundations on which the novel is built, as while the film is critically acclaimed with 87% on rotten tomatoes, it is not true to the source material. Mark Browning on analysing the adaptations of Stephen King’s works to the big screen said about ‘The Shining’ that “when his work has been adapted, especially by directors who have the popular reputation as auteurs, such as Stanley Kubrick, the resulting film is seen to have a higher cultural status than the written work” (Browning, Stephen King on the Big Screen , 2009 , p. 8). This is something clearly affected King who had his own personal vendetta against Kubrick. The killing of a central character in the film was almost seen as an insult to Stephen King’s fan base, but in doing so, Kubrick was being true to the auteur theory. ‘The Shining’ was Kubrick’s least successful film commercially but was by far his most artistically satisfying film to critics. Kubrick’s ‘A clockwork orange’ (Kubrick, A Clockwork Orange , 1972 ), ‘Eyes wide shut’ (Kubrick, Eyes Wide Shut, 1999) and ‘2001: A Space Odyssey’ (Kubrick, 2001: A Space Odyssey, 1968) stayed true again to the auteur theory given  the adaptations bore no resemblance to their respective novels, again causing a heated literary versus film debate. Kubrick clearly followed his own personal vision and as Thomas Allen Nelson states “Kubrick had a surrealist fascination for the dark archetypes of an unruly unconscious” (Nelson, 2000, p. 196).

Looking now at other directors of Stephen King’s works, I examine  Rob Reiner’s ‘Stand by Me’ (Reiner, Stand By Me , 1986) and ‘Misery’ (Reiner, Misery , 1990) the first film being a short story adaptation that Stephen King called his ‘Favourite’ adaptation of his work, the second being Reiner’s adaptation of Stephen King’s novel ‘Misery (Reiner, Misery , 1990)’. Rob Reiner stated that finding his own voice within the work was integral for the films success. In the behind the scenes making of the motion picture ‘Stand by Me’ (Reiner, Stand By Me , 1986), Rob Reiner was able to reflect his own memories and experiences of growing up as a boy during the same time period as the boys in the film. He changed the narrative from one central character to another which, as Francois Truffant stated in his entitled article ‘Une certaine tendance du cinema Français’, “A true film auteur is one who brings something genuinely personal to his subject instead of merely producing a tasteful, accurate but lifeless rendering of the original material” (Truffaut, 1954). Stephen King himself within the documentary ‘Walking the tracks: The summer of stand by me’ states that film adaptations of ‘Stand by Me’ and ‘Misery’ are ‘Apples’ and ‘Oranges’ (Gillis, 2000) and while they will never be the same, he has found peace with that. Nevertheless, Stephen still speaks out against adaptations of his works that he does not believe fit with his authorship. 

In considering then whether all directors are auteurs, the next part of my essay asks whether Directors, rather than becoming auteurs become “Brands”. Such a possibility links to Peter Wollen’s viewpoint on the theory of the auteur that the “only limitation of an artist is the refusal to think of himself as such and his commitment to film as commercial entertainment” (Wollen, 1972, p. 168). So is the debate not whether a film can live up to its source material and be seen as a “true” adaptation but rather whether it can be seen as a modern day success including the Director as its “Brand”? 

Barry Boys, Fereydoun Hoveyda and V.F. Perkins believe “It is the Mise en scene that the auteur transforms the material” (Caughie, 1990, pp. 12-13). The theories of authorship edited by John Caughie cite also that the Mise-en-scene is the “Disposition of a scene…camera movement…movement from shot to shot” and “that the auteur writes his individuality into the film” (Caughie, 1990, p. 13). Theorist Keith Cohen believes, literary adaptation has gained ‘cinematic tendencies’ to specifically “strengthen the specific effects of single arts” (Cohen, 1979, p. 1). So at its very core, can we argue that for the auteur theory to succeed, it is not only necessary for the auteur to kill the author, it is this very action that allows the auteur to find their artistic style and which makes his/her brand the very same? Stanley Kubrick is, again, a name which continues to pop up as a brand with his own auteur style. Certainly, in relation to any film discussion about Kubrick, it is clear to see his vision and style. 

When it comes to my own adaptation of a Stephen King story do I myself fall into the trap of becoming a victim of the auteur theory and furthermore do I myself have to accept the death of the author and/or do I, as Director, become my own “Brand”?
Within this final chapter, I intend to use both the death of the author theory and the auteur theory and apply to it myself the filmmaker. I start with a quote from Francois Truffant. “A true film auteur as one who brings something genuinely personal to his subject instead of merely producing a tasteful, accurate but lifeless rendering of the original material” (Truffaut, 1954). For me this is what I believe any filmmaker must do and is what has stood out to me during my filmmaking journey so far. 
Firstly, however, we start again with the death of the author. As we have discussed Roland Barthes states “The birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the author” (Bennett, 2005, p. 18). For Barthes theory to apply to myself and my production, it will be my progression into an auteur that will be important. For myself to truly work as a filmmaker and find my own voice do I have to kill Stephen King? As Andrew Gallix has stated discussing the death of the author, it is the “language which speaks, not the author” (Gallix, 2010) so in that sense Stephen King will always live on, however, his ownership of his work does not. I agree with Gallix. Full creative control of the project is not in King’s hands; it is in mine. In my view, whether the author has to die for a film adaptation to be successful, is only necessary if the auteur is to find their own voice within the work. For the adaptation to truly succeed, I do believe that some directors have to add their own stamp on the material even if that means removing the backbone of the source material. As Andre Bazin, founder of Cahiers Du Cinema, analysed in one of his articles with fellow critic Jacques Rivette “An auteur is someone who speaks from the first person” (Bazin, 1957).
That being said, can the author and auteur co-exist? Raengo states when it comes to adaptation the film is not a ‘Letter’ of the original, but more its ‘Spirit’” (Raengo, 2004, p. 117). Stephen King throughout his career has expanded his reach into the other art forms, most notably, he created a connection with the talent of film students through the one-dollar baby program. In doing so, King himself (as an author) was trying to breach the gap between auteurs and authors through this idea of collaboration, being mindful that ‘Narrative is not specific to one medium’ (Scholes, 1982).  
Taking advantage of this collaboration, I successfully made a pitch to the one-dollar program to adapt Stephen King’s ‘Stationary Bike’ as my production. My pitch was accepted within 36 hours.  The story revolves around Richard Sifkitz a recent widow. Richard is told by his doctor that he needs to start exercising or run the risk of serious health issues. So he sets up an exercise bike in the basement of his apartment block where he lives, but while he exercises, he is haunted by mysterious figures. When it comes to my own adaptation of a Stephen King story do I myself fall into the trap of becoming a victim of the auteur theory and furthermore do I myself have to accept the death of the author and/or do I, as director, become my own ‘Brand’? 
Throughout Stephen King’s work there are several recurring key themes that make clear to the audience what sort of world they’re entering. If we were to break down Stephen King’s works into their most common attributes they would start quite simply with ordinary people achieving the impossible, joining forces against an unspeakable evil, such as a man in black from ‘The Dark Tower’ (King, The Dark Tower: The Gunslinger, 1982), a killer clown hunting children in ‘IT’ (King, IT , 1986), an over enthusiastic fan in ‘Misery’ (King, Misery , 1987), bullies in ‘Stand by Me’ (King, The Body , 1982), a ravenous dog in ‘Cujo’ (King, Cujo , 1981) or a warden in ‘Shawshank Redemption’ (King, Rita Hayworth and Shawshank Redemption , 1982). The act of making a stand for what they believe in and believing that it is the right cause to fight for is paramount for Stephen King’s characters, even if we, as reader, do not believe in the same cause. To fight against evil itself does not always lie within the external but often through the internal, more often than not the “villains” either victimise the weak or are weak themselves. Struggling with addiction is also a prominent theme, Stephen King admitting himself, for example, that ‘The Shining’ was his confession to alcohol addiction. Finally, the progression from childhood to adulthood is vital to a Stephen King novel. My progression is from the age of ten when I first made my own film to my age now at twenty-one producing my first adaptation of an author’s work. 
Taking all these themes into account, as a film director, what sort of filmmaker am I? How I approach my films is as visual director Edward Bulwer- Lytton stated “To my mind a writer should sit down to compose a fiction as a painter prepares to compose a picture” (Stang, 1959, p. 12). So what makes a Stephen King story his own and where do I find my personal connection, my own voice?  As Francois Truffant points out “A true film auteur as one who brings something genuinely personal to his subject instead of merely producing a tasteful, accurate but lifeless rendering of the original material” (Truffaut, 1954). As O’Flynn also says “we experience adaptations as palimpsests through our memory of other works that resonate through repetition and variation” (O'Flynn, 2006, pp. 8-9).  In my opinion, these views take further my connection and personal contribution that is simply to remember film as an art form which people will either love or hate as that is a sign of a film working. I do not have to honor Stephen King’s voice, but I do his language to use as I wish. For ‘Stationary Bike’ that language is the story of addiction to exercising and the longing for the main character’s deceased wife, the powerful theme of love and longing driving the film as universal themes. My connection is my longing is to see my name on the big screen and more importantly to see my name next to Stephen King’s. My production is my progression from being a child to being a fully fledged adult. 
However, it is also true to say that, for myself, I have always seen the process of creating a film a collaborative journey and not just the journey of the film director auteur. No one person can truly stand out and say that they own all of the ultimate product. This is where I believe that the filming process is more of a shared ownership, I as a director and writer have a firm stake in the film, however, I do not own it all. The team with whom I work each have their own percentage “stake” that contribute to the film in hand. For example, my cinematographer and I when developing a scene (for example) the scene where Richard is in a trance on the bike, each contribute to the end result. I intend for the audience to sense an unease with the central character with the slow build of tension indicating that Richard is longing for his wife whilst being addicted to exercising. The cinematographer’s vision was opposite to mine as he was trying to capture Richard’s isolation within the setting of the basement. My cinematographer was trying to Emulate, through his own vision, the previous works of Stephen King whilst not being a fan like I am. As a director I deliberately did not ask him to read the short story of ‘Stationary Bike’ as I wanted him to come to the filmmaking with his own interpretation in opposition potentially to my own view.  
This is my final project of my university career, my progression as a filmmaker in this production will be a calling card into the film industry and to show what I am made of. I am not a published author and barely a published filmmaker but this is just the start of my journey, but I have tackled and approached various genres and conventions from comedy ‘The Art of Teaching (Jones, The Art of Teaching, 2017)’ to Nordic noirs ‘Paradise’ (Jones, Nordic Noir Teaser 'Paradise' - University Short Film, 2016) to dramas such as ‘Fleur De Lis (Jones, Fleur De Lis, 2017)’. I have built up a body of work to show my talent, however, if I am to use Sarris theory of auteur to analyse myself, I have not got the body of work (as yet) to truly establish myself as an auteur. As Sarris says the “personality of the director” is “a criterion of value”. Over a group of films, a director must exhibit certain recurrent characteristics for the style which will serve as his signature” (Sarris, Film Theory and Criticism , 2004, p. 562). My collection of work is so varied there are only small parts of my character that survive through my work, so I have not yet exhibited a style that is recurrent, albeit my style is taking shape - for example, my own language and voice tries to relate to the characters themselves, providing the viewer with a “safe haven” from which to watch, emulating others in a post modern way. However, I am too early in my career to demonstrate a technical competence that stands with the likes of directors such as Stanly Kubrick, Frank Darabont and Rob Reiner and in line with Sarris’ evaluation of the auteur theory as “a means of evaluating films a posteriori according to the director’s technical competence” (Cook, 2007, p. 410). If I am to apply Sarris theory of the auteur to myself I have to have a signature. Stationary Bike’ is my first production. Even if I can overcome the “incongruous premises and incorrect assumptions” of the auteur theory (Grant, 2008, p. 54), how could I possibly become an auteur with my first film when even Orson Welles could not?. 

While it could be said that I have run the risk of becoming a brand of Stephen King rather than my own in my adaptation, I do believe that in the journey of becoming an auteur, I have also subconsciously started to create my own brand as I have the overarching control of not just this project but any project where I am director and writer. 
In conclusion, I believe that the journey with my adaptation is best explained by Claude Simon when he states that writing and finding your own voice is “The singular adventure of a narrator who never stops searching, touchingly discovering the world by groping in and through writing” (Simon, 1981, p. 5). I agree with Truffant when he says that an auteur is someone that brings something unique to the project and something personal. I also agree with Michael. K. Schoenecke when discussing adaptation for the big screen. 
“Modern Novel is unfilmable, have sought to carve a new word and image territories for novels and films. The novel’s retreat from its own pictorial aspirations is followed by a taunt that film cannot follow” (Schoenecke, 1988, p. 136).
As critic George Bluestone points out “the novel has tended to retreat more and more from external action to internal thought, from plot to character, from social to psychological realities” (Bluestone, 1968, p. 46) so as film has progressed, the approach to storytelling has evolved to become its own entity. As Leo Tolstoy stated (on his eighteenth birthday) “we shall have to adapt ourselves to the shadowy screen and to the cold machine. A new form of writing will be necessary” (Starr, 1972, p. 32). Film cannot follow the written word and if I continue to try and live up to the source material, I will always fail and, in that sense, I will continue to battle with the idea of the author vs the auteur and may never achieve critical and commercial success. The question itself might be redundant. As the author and the auteur battle, it may become apparent that the question will fold in on itself as there are clear gaps and inconsistences these two theories don’t apply as there are clear holes in the respective arguments and they are not fully formed as one may think.  Nevertheless, I do believe that my adaptation of ‘Stationary Bike’ is one where I am different to the other directors and auteurs of Stephen King’s works, because my love of the author and respect for Stephen King’s language, means that I believe I have struck that rare balance where both the author and auteur have survived side by side and, in answer to the question above, the author has not had to die in order for my adaptation to be successful – but the proof is in the watching… 
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