
Henri Michaux, the Mont Pelerin Society, situationism, the cosmogonal philosophy of the Huichol 
Indians of Mexico, a radio show: the very different sources of inspiration for your latest creation all have 
something to do with systems of thought.
Raoul Collectif: At first, we wanted to question the dominant system of thought and its mechanisms. The Mont 
Pelerin Society seemed like the perfect example. It was a group of intellectuals who got together in a specific 
historic context, in 1947, right after World War II, and who progressively managed to influence the way the world 
works, without anyone noticing. If we live today in a neoliberal society, it is because those people got together 
to act against a world order they disapproved of. They wanted to oppose the collective that then took the form 
of Soviet socialism, which itself reminded us of the revolutionary and artistic ideal of situationism. What seemed 
interesting is that the members of that society had to create a group to extol the virtues of individualism, working 
in the field of thought. They knew that by changing the way people think, by creating new thoughts, they could 
recreate History. We also thought of radio shows, like Table d’écoute in Belgium or Le Masque et la Plume in 
France, during which erudite commentators dialogue. We sat down to comment an aphorism by Henri Michaux, 
from Tent Posts: “For want of sun, learn how to ripen in the snow.” We were trying to see what our reflections 
could generate, simply through our mental perceptions.

Isn’t there also a criticism of this contemporary phenomenon of loss, of the attrition of language which 
paralyses thought for want of tools to express it?
If something unites us, it is indeed a sort of disappointment when it comes to the state of language. We’re 
obsessed with shows like Table d’écoute or Le Masque et la Plume, or with the speeches of politicians from the 
’50s and ’60s, yet we consider that a beautiful language shouldn’t be something of the past, but must belong 
to the present. The show was also based on an episode from our trip to Mexico, where we met Huichol Indians 
who live in an entirely different system of thought. For them, the sun doesn’t rise in the same place it does for 
us. To try to get in touch with that thought is one of the strengths of the show, for which we asked ourselves how 
deciding to meet the unknown allows us to move. We think that there would be many possible alternatives to 
the world in which we live if we weren’t so afraid to venture towards the unknown, speaking not only in terms of 
economics, but also of philosophy. We tend to forget that, we all do. The strengthening of the kind of conformist 
thinking expressed and spread by the members of the Mont Pelerin Society is one of the consequences of that 
collective act of forgetting. 

In the play, the commentators are the victims of an institutional attack, their show is doing badly and is 
about to be cancelled. They fight back with poems.
We asked ourselves how to put conformist thinking into perspective, how to weaken it. Poetry opened a space we 
could oppose to the rationality of the language of technocrats, but also to the rationality of the social phenomena 
we question in the play. Simply by small shifts in perspective, the same ones that allowed Henri Michaux to go 
back to another conception of the world. We’re not leaving the field of thought, because this is also what theatre 
is: to create forms that call on people’s imaginations, that conceive and infiltrate thought. If today neoliberal 
thought can say that there is no alternative to a whole series of social phenomena, such as economic austerity 
in politics, it’s because that idea has been skillfully expressed and shared. It’s the result of some serious work on 
ideology and on the way we talk.
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Hence this incarnation of TINA, “There is no alternative,” a political and economic slogan?
TINA is the ideological weapon invented by a minority to impose its choices. A weapon that Margaret Thatcher 
and Ronald Reagan used, which was the cause of the economic crisis of 2008. We wanted to have it sit there 
next to us, to have it speak for itself, because usually, it speaks through other people. We wanted to be able to 
fiddle with it, manipulate it, approach its limits, test things with it. Can we kill it? Can we change its mind? Can 
it express clearly what it is? How can we understand it in order to overcome it, to see how we can maybe avoid 
it in the future? It’s important not to forget that TINA is an argument from terror that prevents our conception 
of the world from evolving and legitimises a certain form of violence through language. It’s a terrorist idea that 
stops any other from even existing. The violence of conformist thought is the worst kind of violence imaginable: 
unilateral, it rejects any other kind of thought. A violence that exists in the West, but whose borders also separate 
the North and the South, allowing for the exploitation of the Third World. It’s an idea that defends clear causes 
and objectives: to maintain the gap between the rich and the poor in order to preserve the hegemony of a 
specific intellectual and economic class. TINA supported General Pinochet in Chile in the name of freedom, thus 
eliminating a number of alternatives to the regime that could have led to other political models. The violence of 
TINA is very real. Ask the Greeks, whose democracy was denied by Europe, or the actors of cultural life who, like 
the commentators of our show, disappear as a result of budget cuts…

In five years, you’ve only created two shows, which is unusual. Is the form of your company, a collective, 
a way to invade this field of thought while creating new temporalities, new languages, new modalities of 
being together?
Our working method encourages all that take part in whatever way to the show to become creators. What we’re 
challenging isn’t the position of the director or of the actors, but the separation of functions and methodologies 
that are traditionally associated with the director, the scenographer, the costume designer, etc. Every one of us 
is author of the show. That’s why we don’t start with the text. It allows us to escape a certain fixity that would 
threaten our conception of creation, would compartmentalise our attitude. Moreover, we are lucky in that Belgium 
doesn’t have as strong a dramatic tradition as France. We come up with a text without thinking about the text. 
We think first in terms of projections onto the stage, of games, of images, of feelings, and from all that we build a 
text, dialogues, a play in the literary sense of the word. The question of the text is never a preoccupation!  What 
matters to us is to tell stories. Rumous and Daybreaks also started with this sentence: “Most people don’t think, 
we need to think for them.” We start from the opposite point of view, from the idea that we are all thinkers, all 
philosophers. If we talk about society, there are very few spaces left where we can take the time to listen to each 
other, to take into accounts everyone’s arguments and ideas to build something else, to go beyond the limits of 
one’s own talent. The moments we spend together on the stage allow us to escape that model. It’s true that it 
takes time. But this time allows a feeling of necessity to spread to every single member of the group. It’s a time 
for thinking, a time of dreams, which leads to the creation of literature and ideas. It took us two years to create our 
first show, The Sign of the Walker. And it seemed entirely normal for it to take just as long to create the second. 
The way we work is, we spend time together, a time which may not serve an immediate purpose. It’s important 
for us to meet scientists, to walk through the Mexican desert, to meet an indigenous people. It’s a time we would 
argue is necessary for the creation of shared territories.
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