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based on their play directed by BERNARD MURAT a THéâTRE éDOUARD VII production



With the special participation of

françoise fabian

BASED ON THEIR PLAY DIRECTED BY BERNARD MURAT A THÉÂTRE ÉDOUARD VII PRODUCTION

A COPRODUCTION BY
CHAPTER 2 – PATHÉ – TF1 FILMS PRODUCTION – M6 FILMS – FARGO FILMS – NEXUS FACTORY

WITH THE PARTICIPATION OF CANAL+ – CINE+ – TF1 – M6
IN COPRODUCTION WITH UFILM
IN ASSOCIATION WITH UFUND

ORIGINAL MUSIC
JÉRÔME REBOTIER

PARIS OFFICE
2, rue Lamennais
75008 Paris 
France
Tel : +33 1 71 72 33 05
Fax : +33 1 71 72 33 10

www.patheinternational.com
sales@patheinternational.com

LONDON OFFICE
6 Ramillies Street
London W1F 7TY

UK
Tel : +44 207 462 4429

Fax : +44 207 631 3568

RUNTIME : 109 MINUTES

international sales :

patrick
bruel

charles
berling

guillaume
de tonquédec

valérie
benguigui

judith
el zein

dimitri rassam and jérôme seydoux
present

a film by 

matthieu delaporte & alexandre de la patellière



3

Vincent, a successful man in his forties, is about to become a father for the first time. 
He is invited to dinner with his sister Élisabeth and her husband Pierre, where he 
meets Claude, a childhood friend. as they wait for Vincent’s young and permanently 
late wife anna to arrive, the others ply him good-naturedly with questions about his 
future fatherhood. But when Vincent is asked if he’s already chosen a name for the 
baby, his answer sows uproar among the assembled company.

SYNOPSIS
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IntervIew wIth

MATTHIEU DeLAPOrte & 

ALEXANDRE De LA PAteLLIÈre

You co-wrote WHat’s in a naMe?, which, before 
becoming a film, was a huge stage success.

alexandre : It’s true, it’s been an incredible experience 
from start to finish. Getting Bernard Murat on board as direc-
tor and working with him, the first readings, rehearsals in 
that legendary Édouard VII theatre. 

Matthieu : Once we’d got past the terrible anxiety of 
the first night, when you’re wondering which bridge you’re 
going to jump off if no one laughs, we had an extraordinary 
year. Full houses every night, living life in the wings. And 
then knowing that the play will be staged all around the 
world.

a : In the first week, we were contacted by German and 
Israeli theatres, who were first to react. That’s when we 
realized we were really onto something.

at what point did you decide to adapt the play for the 
big screen, and then to direct the film yourselves?

M : We come from a cinema background, but we wanted 
to change tack. We started writing this play without any idea 
what was going to become of it. We wanted to write about 
people like us, to take a slightly different look at family 
ties, and do all that without the constraints of the movies, 
without having to justify anything. That said, the desire to 
adapt it for cinema came about as soon as the play was 
finished.

a : Writing the play came out of a desire for inde-
pendence, and it’s that same desire which convinced us to 
direct the film adaptation. That desire and, to be honest, our 
producer Dimitri Rassam. 

it’s well known that a good play doesn’t necessarily 
make a good film: was this a concern for you?

a : The exciting thing in this adventure was taking on 
a very specific genre: the stage-to-screen transformation. 
So we did our homework, re-watching plays as different as 
MÉLO by Alain Resnais, SLEUTH by Joseph Mankiewicz, LE 
DINER DE CON, LE PÈRE NOËL EST UNE ORDURE, those of 
Jean-Pierre Bacri and Agnès Jaoui, but also lots of others that 
were less successful. We realized that the adaptations we 

liked most, the ones which seemed the most accomplished, 
were those that embraced the “huis-clos” structure with all 
the action taking place in a single space, set in real time, 
and which remained faithful to the dynamic of their original 
concept.

M : You are sometimes tempted to dilute the story by 
adding flashbacks or adding additional plot lines, seizing any 
excuse to escape from the set. Our decision was to conserve 
the core of the narrative and the rhythm of the text, but 
with great emphasis on the tempo and the naturalness 
of the actors’ performances. We had to try to make this 
very polished dialogue seem as if it fell straight out of their 
mouths. Comedy is all about rhythm – a mix of freedom 
and precision. You have to let it live to avoid it becoming 
mechanical or theatrical, but at the same time, you mus-
tn’t slip into naturalism or chattiness. We had to find an 
appropriate cinematographic writing style. It became an 
obsession, shared with our director of photography, David 
Ungaro, and it went through the use of the whole grammar 
of cinema: the tracking shot, the hand-held camera, the 
wide shot, the close-up, the sequence shot, etc. We also 
worked a great deal on the rhythm with our editor, Célia 
Lafitedupont.

With one key asset: your base text, which is built 
around a comedy plot evoking friendship and family, 
and which is a fairly faithful reflection of contemporary 
France. What was your initial idea?

a : Both being good liberal middle-class types, we both 
gave our children – three boys for Matthieu and two girls for 
me – fairly original names. During shared family holidays, 
we noticed how that provoked violent reactions, even in a 
relatively cultivated milieu like ours. People seem to grant 
themselves license to come into your private sphere and give 
their opinion on the matter. Two things amused us: that the 
choice of a name is such a sensitive subject, because it says 
a lot about you and what you project of yourself; and how 
the choice of bizarre names makes others react. 

M : We wanted to write about the family and this issue of 
names opens a real window on society. Whether it’s a clas-
sical name or an unusual one, it’s a choice vis-à-vis others. A 
name is loaded with meaning, as much for those who give 
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it as for those who receive it. It includes a family, religious 
and social dimension which, by its very nature, condemns 
your child for life, even though at the outset it was an act 
of love. It also allowed us to laugh at ourselves and I have 
to admit that we took a malicious pleasure in mocking our 
own choices. We were practicing a sort of sado-masochistic 
humor. 

among your other targets, through the characters 
played by Charles Berling, Patrick Bruel and Valérie 
Benguigui, you take a swipe at trendy lefties, the “bling-
bling” culture, the place of women in today’s society, 
and more.

M : In real life, we don’t know who Charles and Patrick 
would vote for, but in the case of their characters, you get 
a very clear idea. We are children of the 1970s, both from 
very politicized families. That means as youths we fre-
quently witnessed lively debates and family squabbles, so 
we wanted to tackle that. And at base it’s quite a Latin 
subject. When we worked with the person adapting the play 
into German, he told us from the start: “The family in the 
play could only be French.” It was nothing to do with the 
plot, but for him, it was definitely a Latin clan. It’s true this 
text recalls Italian comedies where everyone is babbling on, 
where things quickly become heated then cool down just as 
rapidly. That’s a real reference for us, because it’s a style of 
cinema which managed to capture the essence of its period, 
which succeeded in satirizing the morals of daily life with a 
blend of cruelty and affection.

a : It’s also a question of the masks that one sees attri-
buted in a family and that you wear when you get together: 
the favorite son or daughter, the one who is expected to 
make good, the one with the moral conscience, and so 
on. It always fascinated me to see how the roles were dis-
tributed, how each one adopts his or her own caricature. 
And in the confrontation between Vincent and Pierre – on 
first appearances a right-wing materialist and a lefty intel-
lectual – there are also two childhood friends who like to 
tear into each other, without measuring the consequences 
for others. Beyond their political differences, they share a 
taste for verbal sparring. Whatever their faults, we like these 

characters and we wanted to avoid the audience looking at 
them from an entomologist’s point of view. On the contrary, 
we wanted the audience to identify with them, to have the 
feeling they’re experiencing this dinner from the inside, 
being able to relate to each of the protagonists in turn.

one of the film’s strengths, without anything forced 
about it, is giving each of the characters their moment 
to tell their story.

a : In a family, you usually think you know who are the 
leaders and who are the dominated ones, but when the 
latter also bring out the knives and clubs, they sometimes 
do more damage than the former. We wanted to examine 
all the members of this group, without forgetting anyone, 
because that’s also the subject of the film.

M : And that’s why we don’t want to talk in advance 
about the name in question which is at the heart of the play 
and the film. The announcement of the name acts like a 
stun grenade, which distracts the attention and allows us to 
discreetly slip little mines under each of the characters, but 
which don’t explode until much later. We always thought 
about this as an ensemble film. What’s more, from the point 
of view of directing, the shooting script and the editing, the 
dialogue was given as much importance as the moments of 
listening, because both are key to what is said and revea-
led. All the more since the alliances between the characters 
never stop shifting during the evening.

sticking with the characters, what was guiding you 
when you were choosing the actors to play them?

M : The main wish was to create a family; a homogenous, 
coherent group. We needed actors of roughly the same age 
so you could believe they grew up together, because they 
were childhood friends. We also had to break up the rhythm 
of the play, and Charles Berling acted as a battering ram. 
His arrival allowed us to shuffle the cards and allowed each 
actor to rethink their part; to change the music.

a : Cinema should help us bring a degree of realism to this 
family compared to the play. We had to depend on two men 
who are very different, both in real life and on stage, but 

who, at the same time, are quite similar. And both Charles 
Berling and Patrick Bruel have inexhaustible appetites and 
an unbelievable lust for life. We were certain that bringing 
them together would create some sparks and that gave us 
all renewed energy. During his brilliant acting career, Charles 
has often been used for his somber and cerebral side. But he 
also has a madness, an animal quality, an extreme energy 
that we absolutely wanted to see on screen. He gave Pierre 
– an excessive character – a sort of radical zealotry, a won-
derful dimension that’s at once funny and moving. His per-
sonal and professional rapport with Patrick was far beyond 
what we had hoped for.

and Valérie Benguigui?

a : Do you mean Valérie “Rolls Royce” Benguigui? From 
the start, she gave her character incredible strength, drawing 
from her own inner strength and her humanity. What’s more, 
she’s not afraid of anything so we could go a long way with 
her, totally in the service of the role of Babou.

M : Babou is the central character of this group. She 
invited all the others. She’s the one who strives to see that 

everything goes alright, because she plays the role of guar-
dian of family cohesion. Valérie’s power is comparable to a 
volcano that splutters a few times before erupting. And at 
the same time, she also manages to exist in the scenes in 
which she has very little dialogue or just a glance. She has 
immense comedic power whilst giving flesh and blood and 
great realism to her character.

What about Guillaume de tonquédec and 
Judith el Zein?

a : Claude, the character played by Guillaume, is quite 
enigmatic. He has a hard time holding his own against the 
two alpha-males at this dinner. Ever since the stage produc-
tion, we knew Guillaume had other things to bring to the 
character on film, because he, too, has a fantastic comic 
sensibility and a real crazy side.

M : Patrick’s character says of Claude, criticizing his appa-
rent passivity: “You’re like a clerk.” Which is quite unfair, 
because the others, busy with their verbal jousting, never 
pay him any attention. Yet he’s there alright. Guillaume acts 
with a smooth appearance on which you can project a lot 
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of things, and yet when he picks up the pace, he takes 
you wherever he wants. The same goes for Judith and her 
character, Anna. The appearances are deceptive. At the start, 
you might only see the beautiful, elegant blond woman, the 
trophy wife, but very soon the veneer cracks and Anna’s 
volcanic side takes over. Anna is the newcomer to the group, 
she’s trying to integrate, but she’s not prepared to compro-
mise at every turn. When Pierre provokes her, she doesn’t 
hesitate to get in the ring and hit back. She’s not looking for 
confrontation, but she never backs down. Judith managed 
to bring humor and character to the role with a great deal 
of talent.

a : The pleasure of working each day with the actors is 
also about rediscovering them, using their potential in a 
different way. Blowing away their usual performance and 
showing another, previously unimagined face.

let’s end with Patrick Bruel, a separate case given his 
fame and his many activities.

a : Beyond his fame and his many successes, and the 
image of the eternal winner that he projects, Patrick is a 
very sensitive artist who really opens himself up in his work. 
He wants to make progress, to grow, and he’s never afraid 
to go for it. We told him we’d put him through hell, since 
having seen him play the role so many times on stage, 
we knew he could deliver an outstanding performance. So 
Patrick came along with his flaws, his enthusiasm, his taste 
for combat and collective adventure, never hesitating to call 
his own performance into question. Right up to the last hour 
of the shoot – a Friday at one o’clock in the morning – 
there he was, quite happy to do a fifteenth take. Working 
with him was an immense pleasure.

M : There’s a certain injustice towards Patrick. It’s true he 
does a lot of things differently, but you don’t do this kind of 
career without a good reason. He has an unfailing enthu-
siasm and he’s a perfectionist. He likes to make suggestions, 
but he’s always prepared to do it over again and again. He 
enjoys the pleasure of the search. It’s very enjoyable and 

stimulating. Now, if you don’t know him, he can seem a little 
annoying. He sings? He sells millions of records! He does a 
concert? It’s a sell-out! He plays poker? He’s world cham-
pion! If he did magic, he’d be David Blaine. He makes me 
think of the singer in Balavoine’s song “Le Chanteur”, except 
that he could sing: “Let me introduce myself, my name’s 
Patrick, I’m hugely successful. I am adored. I’m handsome, 
I earn good money and what’s more, I’m intelligent...” It 
gets to a point where all that success becomes annoying, 
it provokes jealousy in us normal people. So rather than 
fighting against this, we thought it would be interesting to 
play around with it. And since Patrick is very smart and very 
lucid about his image, he thought it was amusing to push it 
all the way. He never tried to be more intelligent or stronger 
than his character. 

a word about another key character in WHat’s in a 
naMe?: the amazing set, that apartment that seems to 
have been built two centuries ago.

a : It was a totally obsessive subject from the beginning 
of the project. Matthieu and I are Parisian and we grew up 
in this type of environment, so we had some very clear ideas 
about the apartment. We absolutely wanted to work with 
Marie Cheminal, a wonderful production designer whose 
work with Cédric Klapisch we loved, notably for his film 
PARIS. Her availability didn’t leave much room for maneu-
ver, but we would have camped outside her house to get 
her on board.

M : She ended up with no choice, because each time 
she posed a condition, we told her: “Alright.” The result is 
stunning, to the point that during the post-synchronization 
of the film, the technicians thought we’d filmed in a real 
apartment. That’s the best compliment for us, because all 
our directing flowed from that set. To tell the truth, during 
the design of the place, Marie asked if she could work alone 
and not show us anything until it was finished. We said OK, 
as long as she accepted the possibility that we might want 
to scrap it all and start over. On the given day at the Bry-sur-
Marne studios, her crew blindfolded us and then revealed 
the set to us. Once the goose flesh had passed, we knew 
that half the work was done.

a : It was extraordinary how every day on set, we 

discovered new details. In fact, a lot of the set design crew 
had brought in personal items: Marie Cheminal brought her 
cushions, others had added childhood toys, drawings and so 
on. Everyone fell in love with the apartment, which in the 
end became a real living space.

M : Actually, although the street in which it is located 
doesn’t exist, it corresponds exactly to a location that does 
exist in the 9th arrondisement in Paris. The building in the 
film is typical of those in the 9th and the view from the 
lounge in the film is what you’d see if it really existed.

a : We even went to record some sounds in the 9th so 
that the ambient noise of the exterior would fit.

What about the music? 

M : We turned to Jérôme Rebotier and Richard Wagner, 
two very talented guys. 

as a partnership, what’s next? Do you want to return 
to the stage, movies, something else?

M : Our first wish is to return to theatre because on-
stage comedy is a fabulous laboratory from which a text 
can evolve. We experienced that during the performances 
of “What’s In A Name?”: for the first month, each day we 
made little modifications and optimized things, and that 
helped the construction of the film. So we’ve started to write 
a new play. But since we like to try and alternate between 
comedy and drama, we’ve written a thriller together, a film 
noir that I should be directing soon.
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IntervIew wIth

DIMITRI rASSAM

You are a young producer, in all senses of the 
word. What made you decide to choose this particular 
adventure?

I didn’t have to look very far: for more than six years now 
my office is barely a dozen yards from that of Matthieu and 
Alexandre. I’d say that the human adventure had started 
a long time before the film. When they invited me to see 
their play, it seemed the obvious thing to do, and two-and-
a-half months later, we began preparing for the shoot. Our 
shared idea was to make a genuinely cinematic film, hence 
the wish to put together a talented and recognized crew 
with Benoît Pilot as production director, Marie Cheminal 
as production designer, David Ungaro for the photography 
and Célia Lafitedupont as editor. We also had to preserve 
the balance of the play, so we made very few changes to 
its DNA despite taking everything back zero with regard 
to Bernard Murat’s excellent stage direction. Honestly, my 
main task was to give Matthieu and Alexandre the time and 
the means to do it well, because they were the driving force 
of this project.

in practical terms, what sort of means are involved in 
a film like WHat’s in a naMe?

Once we had gained the confidence of our partners 
(Pathé, TF1, M6 and Canal+), we decided in advance to 
give ourselves the time and the means to shoot. So we 
employed two cameras throughout 11 weeks of filming. A 
lot of my producer friends said to me: “You’re completely 
insane!”, because we could have done it in seven weeks. 
But this is what we needed to capture what had been a 
source of pleasure at the theatre – the complicity amongst 
this group. We had to be precise. Matthieu and Alexandre 
are also producers on the film, and between us, we wanted 
to grant ourselves this luxury.

Vous venez d’une famille de producteurs : Jean-Pierre 
rassam votre père l’était, Claude Berri son beau-frère 
aussi, tout comme thomas langman votre cousin… Ce 
mot «producteur», qu’évoque-t-il pour vous ?

I’m still an upstart in this job so I’ve got no lessons to 
give to anyone, but I’d say above all, you have to have 
conviction. In the case of WHAT’S IN A NAME?, it was easy 
because I was far from being the only person to believe in it. 
That said, being involved with more of a certainty also adds 
to the pressure on a project like this one, because you have 
to live up to expectations. In our case, to make people laugh 
as much as the play. I certainly benefited from a little help 
at the start, but my career has always been built on working 
as a team, in particular with my associate Aton Soumache, 
as well as with Matthieu and Alexandre.
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IntervIew wIth

PATRICK BrUeL

the play “What’s in a name?” marked your return to 
the stage. then you went straight on to shoot the film 
version.

The first time I read the stage play, I immediately knew 
we would make a film of it. Often, when I was acting on 
stage, I would think about how one might adapt it for the 
cinema and the different options that filming could provide. 
Obviously, the film remains quite close to the play, but thanks 
to the freedom that the camera gives you, cinema creates 
a different sort of intimacy. The point of view changes; that 
forces you to reinvent yourself, to find a different rhythm, 
even though the emotions you’re trying to convey remain 
the same.

Why were you so interested in this story?

At the start, it was impossible for us to finish our lines, 
we were so creased up with laughter. The day of the first 
reading with my co-stars, in front of the writers and our 
agents, it was almost getting worrying: I couldn’t manage 
to complete a sentence.

The strength of this story is its universality: this has happe-
ned to all of us. An anecdote, a sentence, something stupid 
during dinner one evening, between friends or family, and 
all of a sudden, a storm erupts. In this group, there was too 
much unsaid. With family or friends, you trundle along side 
by side, without really seeing each other or talking to each 
other. On this night, when he goes for dinner at his sister’s, 
Vincent is in an upbeat mood, which is his manner. He wants 
to have a laugh, except this time, he goes a bit too far. And 
that triggers a disproportionate conflict. The construction, 
the evolution of WHAT’S IN A NAME? integrates a lot of 
underlying elements, reflections of our society. It’s very well 
observed, it’s funny, intelligent, cruel, sometimes violent.

on stage, there was obviously the notion of the thea-
tre troupe. seeing the film, even though Charles Berling 
joined the project later, this notion of a tight group 
jumps out on screen.

It was very pleasant to experience this collective adven-
ture. We really operated like a troupe; it was essential, in 
fact. In the narrative, we play friends who’ve known each 
other 30 years, a real family. That had to come over on 
screen, far more than a simple rapport between actors. And 
it’s true, we did all click well. In the theatre, we put on 250 
performances without a hitch, always with the idea of doing 
better, of taking it forward and helping each other, and the 
film shoot built on that dynamic. Charles joined us along 
the way, bringing a fresh perspective, and he was one of 
the gang right away. We got on very well. It was wonderful 
acting with him.

Vincent, your character in WHat’s in a naMe?, is a 
guy who’s made a success of life, he has money, power 
and charm. strangely, those are clichés often applied to 
you in life as Patrick Bruel.

Is that so? (laughs) We all have labels applied to us, 
whether we like it or not. You might as well laugh about 
it, and that’s what I tried to do together with the directors. 
We played around with those clichés, especially in the way 
the character is introduced at the start of the film. Vincent 
appears very sure of himself, bordering on arrogant, but I 
can assure you it doesn’t last. Later, it comes back and bites 
him big time! That’s what’s interesting in this story: eve-
ryone is by turns executioner, then victim.

in your method of constructing the character, does 
this man correspond to people that you know, people 
you’ve run into? is he like you?

I was sure he wasn’t, but since two or three friends have 
told me he is, either I have to change my mind, or I have 
to change friends. (laughs) In fact, the character of Vincent 
is written so precisely that I let myself be carried along by 
what the writers had imagined. I just said to myself he has 
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to remain touching and sympathetic, otherwise he could be 
unbearable. Fortunately, he has enough charm to make up 
for all that. He was probably a kid who was always seeking 
authority and who was the apple of his parents’ eye. Anna, 
the wife he chose, has that authority. She’s not like the 
others; she has fortitude and knows how to bring him into 
line.

the role of Vincent suits you well. Would you say it 
came along at the right moment in your life and your 
career?

A role like this would be at the right time anywhere in 
anyone’s career. It’s a genuine gift. My only virtue is not 
having let it slip by. I’m delighted that the film worked so 
well, as well as the play; Matthieu and Alexandre, the direc-
tors, are so smart that they adapted perfectly to the situa-
tion. It’s their first film together and down to the smallest 
detail, the tiniest reference, they had everything prepared. 
We actors accompanied this project. I was there when they 
needed me, I gave my point of view, some ideas, good 
or bad. They managed to generate the enthusiasm of the 
whole team, their crew, their producers, the distributors. In 
the end, you don’t have the feeling you’re seeing a debut 
film. It’s very accomplished. I was very impressed.

Given your experience, your career and your place in 
the show business industry, this team also was impressed 
by your capacity to take ideas on board.

You have to be in the service of the film. On a film set, I’m 
not only interested in me and what I’ve got to do. Putting 
yourself at the disposal of a director, of his dreams, of his 
fantasies, is an extraordinary privilege. When I’m a singer, 
I’m totally doing it for myself. I make the decisions about 
staging, I choose the order of the songs, the concert hall. 
It’s all me, me, me! So if I don’t have at least one activity 
in which I’m at the service of others, where’s my therapy? 
(laughs) I really like being on set, I’m always learning, I like 
to enrich myself through meeting others, understanding. I’m 
very interested in the technical aspects, for example: the 
lenses, the angles, the directions for actors. And maybe one 
day...

You’ll try your hand at directing?

Yes, but it’ll have to be in response to something pres-
sing. There’s no point making a film for the sake of making 
a film. It has to respond to a need to say something, to tell 
a story; it must keep you up at night. A vague idea is not 
enough. I edited a lot of my music videos, I even filmed 
some of them, but that doesn’t yet make me a director.

a book of interviews, “Conversation” with Claude 
askolovitch, WHat’s in a naMe?, then a new album and 
a tour: is 2012 an exceptional year for you?

Yes, I’m always doing a lot of things – perhaps too many 
– but nonetheless I don’t grow weary of any of it. I’ve still 
got an appetite, curiosity and enthusiasm. I have an intense 
professional life and I spend a lot of time with my kids. I just 
have to learn to give myself time to do nothing, but that’s 
the subject of the book. (laughs) You know, even if you go 
back to when I was 15, I was never a slacker. It’s a shame, 
because it’s a great quality: getting up late, watching a film, 
meeting a friend for lunch, having a drink, reading...

to conclude, and since you mention your children, 
what do you remember about choosing their names?

There was no debate! I quickly understood that it was 
best to say nothing. Once it’s done, the worst thing you 
can hear is: “That’s not bad.” That comes from people who 
detest it. For both my children, it happened in exactly the 
same way; leafing through the book of baby’s names. We 
came to Oscar; we looked at each other: it had to be. Two 
years later, it was the same thing for Léon. Our only criteria 
was that their names didn’t have any diminutives, because 
I hate that. Our name is our first burden, which can be more 
or less heavy to carry; it says things about us. Recently, I 
was doing a singing session for my book in Lyon. A lady 
showed up and asked me to sign for her five children. You 
should have heard the names. The first, and it was the most 
simple, was Enguerran! I advised her to go and see the film 
with them.
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VALÉRIE BenGUIGUI

Babou is a particularly interesting character precisely 
because, out of the whole group, she’s the only one who 
isn’t called by her real name but by a diminutive. it’s as 
if this woman had allowed herself to be diminished by 
those close to her...

Yes, no doubt, but she accepted that. At the start, she 
tagged on to the friendship between the two guys, as 
Vincent’s sister, then as Pierre’s wife. Over time, she has 
put more and more of herself to one side. We all have our 
secrets as actors of how to bring our characters to life. I 
made up a story about Babou; I imagined her always in the 
background, wanting to be part of the group whose main 
figures were her brother and her future husband. In paral-
lel, she’s formed a more intimate bond with Claude, who is 
more gentle, almost feminine. So she’s allowed herself to 
be dominated, she’s had kids, she put her career on hold, 
accepting these compromises for the sake of love and for a 
quiet life.

Until it all boils over in an explosion.

Yes, because she’s a sensitive, generous, naive woman, 
but also intelligent. She no doubt had a lot of possibilities for 
her future, real potential, lots of dreams. And on the night 
of that dinner, she’s ready; she feels the time is ripe to lance 
the boil. You cannot eternally put your life on hold without 
getting something back in return. The ingratitude becomes 
unbearable for her, because she also has her own opinion.

What does Babou have in common with you or the 
people you know?

A lot, but in the end, not that much! At a time in my life, I 
tended to forget my own objectives, but I’ve never been into 
sacrifice. That’s where I identify with her. The success of the 
play is a lot to do with the casting done by Bernard Murat.

 

in your personal life, did the choice of César and 
abraham as names for your sons pose any problems?

For my parents, it provided the opportunity for a forth-
right discussion! They thought César was a bit old and didn’t 
really understand, but for Abraham, it got more complicated. 
My mother said to me: “Do you realize what you’re pinning 
on him? It’s a big deal.” They were very scared; scared it 
would be a heavy burden, scared of anti-Semitism, scared 
he would be mocked. To the point where everyone said to 
us: “You’re crazy.” When my son was born, my husband 
and I called him Eli for a morning at the clinic. And then, 
after a bit of rest, we looked at each other and agreed he 
didn’t look like an “Eli”, so we crossed the name out on the 
file and gave him back his own. Today, everything’s fine for 
everyone; César and Abraham are terrific names.

WHat’s in a naMe? also poses some questions about 
society, notably the place of women.

Personally, I don’t live in a backward or macho environ-
ment, but I am often confronted with little actions or com-
ments, which I soon put straight, gently and with humor. 
At the same time, I think that when it comes to equality, 
we’ve got a long way to go. In the film Babou, the wife and 
mother of the family, is relegated to the kitchen, but she’s 
accepted that role, so it’s her responsibility, at least up until 
that decisive evening.

What did you find interesting about following this 
character from stage to screen?

I was very curious about the transition, and at the same 
time, I wondered what the result would be. How could 
we undo what we’d done? Having never participated in 
an adaptation of one of my plays for the cinema, I was 
convinced that theatre and movies were based on the same 
process. What I know now is that you don’t approach them 
in the same way. Quite simply because on stage, you have 
to put on a show for 800 people every night, thinking about 
the spectator at the back of the room, whilst in movies, 
the camera can come right up close to capture the slightest 
flicker of an eyelash. So you have to pick it all apart, speak 
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differently, and invent another technique. It was a fascina-
ting job, amplified by the fact that I changed husband, with 
Charles Berling replacing Jean-Michel Dupuis.

indeed, the spirit of the troupe seems to have been 
very important on this project, both for the play and 
the film.

And it came about quite naturally. In the theatre, you 
don’t have much choice: without a tight-knit group, it’s very 
difficult to act. Everything has to happen together; we have 
to listen to each other, and talk to each other. In the event 
it all went very well between us, so everyone was delighted 
to get back together for the film, with the other actors and 
the writers. To tell the truth, our dressing rooms were very 
comfortable, but we preferred to stay in a sort of little salon 
next to the set to hear what was going on and to chat with 
Alexandre and Matthieu.

You have had some wonderful experiences in comedy 
films from WoUlD i lie to YoU? to saFari through les 
tUCHe, HeY, GooD looKinG! and PUr WeeK- enD. 
WHat’s in a naMe? seems to combine several comedy 
styles.

It’s everything I love! There’s no doubt I adore making 
people laugh, but I also need some authenticity, and some 
depth. I couldn’t tackle a role solely from the angle of 
comedy, especially knowing that when tragedy comes into 
it, it’s even funnier. Then, I’m in my element. That said, I 
see myself much more as a tragic actor than as a comic, 
but apparently when I cry, I make people laugh, so there 
you go. With WHAT’S IN A NAME?, thanks to Matthieu and 
Alexandre, I am fulfilled.

Your career is already rich with exciting encounters 
and outstanding characters, but the role of Babou seems 
to have a special importance.

Oh, she’s definitely not like the others. I’ve rarely had 
a character as rounded and wonderful. As an actor, it was 
a gift, as was my character in HEY, GOOD LOOKING! I’d 
already been offered the role of Babou on stage, and then 
I was lucky enough to bring her to life on film. I know a lot 
of actors would have fought to get that role. Personally, I 
like to play extreme characters because experiencing intense 
emotions is what interests and drives me. They might be a 
long way from who I am, but if they’ve been through things 
I don’t know, I’d like to play that sort of woman: Françoise 
Meyers-Bettencourt, for example. I love the fascinating rela-
tionship between the daughter and the mother. I’d also like 
to play a hooker, a nun, a drug addict, a psychotic, and a 
madwoman. I’d love all that! 
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CHARLES BerLInG

You’re the newcomer in this adventure since you 
weren’t part of the cast for the stage play, which blends 
a typical theatre farce plot with some more profound 
reflections.

I saw the play and I was struck by its rhythm, that sense 
the characters are permanently bouncing off each other. 
What I like about that kind of writing is that it corresponds 
to a tableau of contemporary France. It was true on stage 
and it’s the same on screen. As if certain typically French 
anxieties were translated by a totally unbridled game, and 
one that is quite violent, which results in something that is 
genuinely funny because that violence is absolutely accep-
ted. Pierre, my character, represents a cultivated kind of 
Frenchman – one who is in work, but who is losing status 
and losing his reference points. He is the opposite of Vincent, 
Patrick Bruel’s character, who is quite comfortable with the 
idea of earning money, who is not encumbered by principles 
and who thrives in our current society. Their confrontation is 
terrific, and what’s more, the energy of the shoot fed into 
this: it corresponds to what the writers came up with and 
the reality they are describing. French farce always tries to 
avoid contentious subjects: here, although the structure is in 
fact quite classic, Matthieu and Alexandre have added some 
crueler, almost trashy ingredients. And I was really drawn to 
this excessive side.

How do you find your place in a group of actors who 
already have done 250 performances together and the-
refore have a lot in common?

We talked about that with the writers and it was the occa-
sion to destabilize certain habits, to stir things up a bit. For 
me, it was a film and I didn’t have to “reinvent” myself in 
relation to the original play. Jean-Michel Dupuis, who played 
Pierre in the theatre, was great, but from the start, it was 
very clear that I would offer something else. There was no 
question of copying him. The fact they chose me automa-
tically resulted in something different, and the need to find 
a different balance within this quintet. It was also my good 
fortune to have partners who had complete mastery over 
their roles, and to act on a sensational set with directors 
who knew their text inside out and who were even ready to 

modify it when necessary. But it was all done with sensitivity 
and a lot of precision, because with scripts as good as this 
one, there aren’t so many different ways to act them.

let’s come to Pierre, your character in WHat’s in a 
naMe?. What strikes one first is his “bourgeois-bohe-
mian” egocentric side. then as the narrative progresses, 
one gradually realizes what a terrible coward he is in his 
approach to life.

Yes, he’s one of those people who retains a fabulous 
appetite for life, genuine energy, but who, with the pas-
sage of time, have allowed themselves to be trapped by 
appearances, the banalities of existence – hence his “bobo” 
side. He’s no longer really in touch with the reality of what’s 
going on around him. For example, when he is attacked by 
Babou, his wife, who all of a sudden reveals her quirks, her 
mistakes and her failings, he’s the most surprised. Pierre is 
one of those cultivated, left-leaning men, in favor of all those 
things like equality, and yet at the same time who behave 
exactly like Vincent, who’s apparently poles apart in terms 
of values. He judges others on the faults he’s developing 
himself. The fact that he’s invented a life for himself that he 
believes in leads to his cowardice.

You know that world well: as an artist, obviously, 
but also through your own family because one of your 
uncles was the celebrated literary critic raymond Picard. 
Did you draw inspiration from this family universe to 
construct Pierre’s character?

Yes, of course. I know this form of middle class, cultural 
rigidity very well, and what’s more, I have it deep down 
in me. I just had to draw on that, hoping all the same not 
to reach a point of no return! That’s why this comedy is 
interesting: you identify with and you can recognize your 
own foibles. This cruel painting at once provokes laughter 
and relieves us. I approached the role with a lot of excite-
ment and delight because it allowed me to tackle things I 
hadn’t confronted before: that hysteria, that excessiveness 
in power relations, and that abominable authoritarianism!
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alongside the great comic device in the film, the cen-
tral question is in fact: “Can friendship survive a crisis, 
a total laying bare of all the resentment that has been 
simmering for years?

And the answer is yes. Moreover, that is what the writers 
have captured so brilliantly. After everything that is said, 
things pick up again. And not only their friendship withs-
tands this crisis, but it feeds off what it just went through. 
That brings us back to what I said: it’s typically French. If the 
play works so well, it’s because Alexandre and Matthieu are 
pure products of our national culture. And when you know 
them, you notice that between the lines of their text, they’re 
also speaking a little about themselves. That’s what makes 
a good writer: they don’t spare themselves. That evening, 
that totally incandescent hour-and-a-half, crystallizes all the 
passions that have always motivated them.

even within the couple formed by Pierre and Babou, 
there are also things unsaid, resentment and cowardice 
which suddenly flare up.

Yes, but there again, nothing will be destroyed by this 
terrible evening because the bond that unites these people 
is very strong. OK, all these characters appear totally nuts, 
but also – and this is what’s most important – they are full 
of love for each other. 

Do you have a serene memory of calling your son 
Émile?

Let’s say that, unlike my brother, I stayed in more classic 
territory. Émile is a classic name, while my nephew and niece 
are called Balthazard and Maia. So it’s true that the names of 
my children in the film, Apollin and Myrtille, made me think 
about my brother’s choices. But there again, it’s very well 
observed by the writers: we live in a changing society, which is 
in search of identity, and the choice of names has been turned 
on its head in the past 20 years. WHAT’S IN A NAME? comes 
back to that, to something deeper than the simple comedy of 
theatre, even to some more painful truths like the two faces of 
France which are currently confronting each other.

WHat’s in a naMe? recalls another of your films, 
riDiCUle by Patrice leconte, with this idea of the dinner 
during which the participants take a dig at each other 
under the guise of culture, and it’s all about appearance, 
despite the spinelessness of certain guests.

One of the similarities concerns the very French pleasure 
in using language, in talking, of engaging in full-blown 
verbal jousting over a meal. Even if it means going too far, 
as the abbot played by Bernard Giraudeau did in front of the 
king in RIDICULE.

You excel in this register of comedy which has 
something to say and yet, we don’t often see you in this 
kind of film.

In truth, I’m rarely offered this kind of thing, although 
I have appeared in others. I think I’m pigeon-holed as a 
tragic actor, someone serious, almost painful. That bugs 
me because I consider the dramatic arts as a whole and 
I’ve never seen the tragic and the comic in opposition. I 
like proposals like WHAT’S IN A NAME? because there is a 
foundation on which to build, yet which prompts laughter. 
I started out doing comedy, I love it, but that’s not the way 
people see me and it’s a shame. Hence the feeling that the 
role of Pierre was waiting for me.
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GUILLAUME De tOnQUÉDeC

How would you describe Claude, your character? 
During a good part of the film, you wonder if he is 
merely discreet or utterly weak.

Obviously we can’t reveal everything, so it’s a bit com-
plicated. But Claude presents himself as “the very good 
friend”, a bit of a smoothie, which allows him not to reveal 
too much of himself. He’s a bit like a duck’s plumage, over 
which water and events slip without consequence. Always 
upbeat, never taking umbrage at little comments, even if 
they are sometimes hurtful. He’s the kind of guy on which 
you can count to pour out your troubles because he’s a good 
listener and he reassures others. Of course, people don’t 
pay much attention to him, but that suits him in fact, as 
the narrative reveals in the second part. When I discovered 
this character, I immediately thought of some people that I 
know who can never open up, who like to be part of a group 
because then they never have to talk about themselves in 
any depth, and who avoid talking about their private life 
even in the most intimate one-on-one. That’s no doubt a 
survival strategy.

to the point where, in the film, his friends, who are 
supposed to know him well, go as far as imagining a life 
for him which is nothing like the reality.

That’s what makes the character fascinating: his myste-
rious side intrigues the others. I had to give enough clues in 
the acting for the others to imagine things which don’t in 
fact reflect reality. That’s the nature of secrets: they allow 
fantasy. Bernard Murat had a formula to sum up Claude: 
“He’s an extra who becomes a lead role.”

since we’re talking about the original play, what 
changes did you have to make in order to go from the 
stage to the big screen?

The biggest job for us as actors was to try and forget 
what we’d done in the play. Filming began in August 2011, 
a few weeks after the last theatre performance. We had to 
be fresh, almost blank, and pass through the filter of the 
writers who had adapted their own text for the cinema. It 
was a very peculiar job of unlearning. At the same time, we 

had this baggage of 250 performances and Bernard Murat’s 
directing advice. In the end, this proved to be a huge source 
of richness and freedom which gave us a quite disconcerting 
ease of work. And then this remarkable new set, plus the 
presence of the camera right up close to us, allowed us to 
be even more authentic, more realistic, and to exacerbate 
all the violence and humor of the characters.

For you, was there a logic, a desire to pursue the 
adventure from the theatre to the screen?

First off, I was very lucky to participate in a play that 
enjoyed such unexpected success. So I was very curious to 
see what that would become on film. But on the first rea-
ding, I was almost disappointed: it was the same thing, on 
paper. As an actor, I was hungry to explore other avenues. 
But in fact, Matthieu and Alexandre, as writers, were right. 
Once the scene is set and the door of the apartment closes, 
you’re stuck, caught in the trap. Above all, nothing should 
have been changed for this wonderful idea. Then they added 
some scenes that didn’t exist before, like the one with 
Françoise Fabian who plays the mother of Patrick Bruel and 
Valérie Benguigui. Those were the little areas of freedom 
where we could invent things that we could only imagine 
in the theatre. We knew Alexandre and Matthieu as writers; 
now we discovered Alexandre and Matthieu the directors. 
They’re a dynamic duo: precise, passionate, complemen-
tary, with total control over their subject and their crew, and 
what’s more, they’re always in a good mood. You’ve got to 
take your hat off to them. The film was made with genuine 
passion and great pleasure, which will come over on screen.

When you see this bunch of friends in action, you 
wonder for how long the group could have continued to 
function on the false pretexts which, at one point in the 
film, end up being blown apart.

My character Claude was no doubt very keen for the 
veneer to crack, given the weight of his secret regarding 
the others, and Babou in particular. She has shared absolu-
tely everything with him since forever and is convinced – at 
least hopes – that it’s reciprocal. So could all of that have 
kept going for long? No. Setting things straight for Claude 
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is at once painful and a relief. In fact, that’s the real theme 
of WHAT’S IN A NAME?: can friendship withstand such an 
onslaught? Alexandre and Matthieu went beyond simple 
farce: they posed a genuine question about society and, I 
think, answered it in a fairly optimistic way.

With a laugh that becomes forced at moments, 
because the central theme in the narrative recalls situa-
tions that we have all experienced.

Absolutely. That’s one of the things that makes the text 
work, on stage and on screen: these five characters really 
exist. We know them, they are universal, so we find them 
moving. It’s the same in friendship as in love: the wounds 
sometimes give way to a new beginning.

let’s talk about this group that you make up on 
screen. You all have experience from the play – apart 
from Charles Berling who joined later – and one has 
the feeling of watching a genuine gang. Did this come 
naturally?

That’s the whole limit of the actor’s craft. Of course, you 
come to work on a play or a film, and in this case, we had 
to act as if we’re friends, because the screenplay says we’re 
friends. But when this situation is backed up with a genuine 
friendship off-stage, it’s wonderful, and that’s what happe-
ned on this adventure. We really became a group and I think 
that comes across on screen. We went through phases of 
rehearsal and performance where each of us showed up 
with our good moods or our gripes for the day. That kind 
of sharing is sincere. What’s more, Charles coming on board 
for the film in place of Jean-Michel Dupuis was important 
because it shook us up. It forced us to listen to him, he 
disrupted our automatic reflexes. He was like an outsider 
who had to be accepted, and in the end that helped the film.

You are father of three children; was the choice of 
name also problematic for you?

For our first child, we naively told all our friends and 
family what we were planning as a name. We soon realized 
that it’s such an intimate choice that you should definitely 

not reveal it to others, because everyone you tell will have 
their own opinion on it. And the child, who’s not even been 
born, already has a colossal weight on its shoulders. It gives 
rise to totally unexpected reactions and that’s what struck 
me about fatherhood: it reveals things about the parents, 
the family, the friends or yourself that you had absolutely 
no idea about. The narrative in WHAT’S IN A NAME? is 
revelatory.

For you, WHat’s in a naMe? is your first major film 
role, and yet you’re anything but a debutant. since 1986 
and your first role in roman Polanski’s FrantiC, you’ve 
worked with tacchella, Granier-Deferre, Kieslowski, 
ruiz, Veber, Becker and more. Yet, we have the feeling 
we’re discovering you for the first time. What is it like 
for you to have this sort of exposure?

It’s true I’ve been “for hire”, as they say, for 25 years 
now. I’m 45, I went to the Conservatoire aged 20 and I 
mainly acted in theatre, performing one, two or three plays 
a year. The idea of filming terrified me, because in cinema, 
there’s a lot you’re not in control of, notably the techni-
cal side, which seemed to me an awful constraint. Yet at 
the same time, I really wanted to do it. Honestly, I think 
I wasn’t ready when I was younger. So although I’m not 
yet what you might call an old star, I’m delighted that this 
has come along, albeit rather belatedly. I’ve had time to 
mature quietly. People told me your forties is a good period 
for an actor, and I can confirm that. Strangely, it was one of 
my first  experiences in TV, in “Commissaire Cordier”, which 
taught me a lot, watching Pierre Mondy’s way of working. 
And then of course there was “Fais pas ci, fais pas ça”.

Did the success of that series on France 2 have an 
impact on the offers you receive today?

It changed everything. To play Renaud Lepic, I called on all 
my experience in the theatre, where you have to continually 
re-do things, re-work them to be still better. That technique 
required on stage becomes a real asset to embody a charac-
ter like that. Then there was Anne Giafferri’s writing and the 
initial directing of Pascal Chaumeil, to whom I owe a lot, 
and who made that program reach out to a wide audience. 

A hit like that touches all categories of the audience, but 
also – and thank goodness – those in my profession. So the 
offers pile up, but it’s not necessarily so easy when you’re 
classified as too “TV” – it can be hard to do anything else. 
It’s true that having had a career in the theatre no doubt 
gives me a certain nobility in the eyes of the profession. So 
we’re working on season five of “Fais pas ci, fais pas ça”, 
and on the film front, I just started filming on AU BONHEUR 
DES OGRES by Nicolas Bary, produced by Dimitri Rassam 
and Jérôme Seydoux, adapted from Daniel Pennac’s novel. 
Once again, another marvelous text.
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JUDITH eL ZeIn

anna is an interesting character because she’s the last 
one to join this band of friends. she’s a little like an 
outsider, which means she’s not fooled by their behavior 
and the way they relate to each other.

She knows them, but she’s not part of the emotional 
mechanism of the family group. That sort of relationship 
is foreign to her. She arrives devoid of a lot of information 
when she joins them for the evening, but she’s also devoid 
of the intimate resentments that bind the other characters. 
What I found interesting in Anna is that she’s not the cari-
catured blond idiot, just someone’s wife. In a conventional 
comedy, you might expect that the woman on the arm of 
Vincent Larchet – who’s brilliant, rich, arrogant and cynical 
– to be a bimbo with nothing to say for herself. As if a 
dazzling personality attracted the opposite. But in this case 
no, it’s the complete opposite.

that’s one of the more profound aspects of the rela-
tionship between anna and Vincent: that type of woman 
helps him remain alert, she keeps him on his toes.

She is not fooled by her partner. She knows his quirks. 
She’s a cultivated woman who can surprise him, keep him 
on track and support him, whilst remaining kindly. 

What changes did you make to the character from the 
stage to the screen?

Two months went by from the last performance to the 
first day of the shoot. I used the time to forget everything. 
I read the screenplay once, I put the text down and I didn’t 
look at it again until the eve of the shoot. I had to find a sort 
of unstable balance that I could use for the film. You know, 
we performed the play 250 times so we absolutely had to 
un-learn it to avoid slipping into autopilot. The film differed 
given the presence of Charles, whose take on the character 
was different to that of Jean-Michel Dupuis. Charles had that 
advantage over us – and paradoxically, that hindrance – of 
being completely fresh to the text and the various situations. 
The most important thing for me was to experience the film 
as a film in its own right and not as a continuation of the 
play.

let’s talk about anna’s physical aspect, at once glacial 
and volcanic.

It’s great fun to play the icy blond whose mask cracks 
after three minutes. She’s dressed to kill, perched on six-inch 
heels, even though she’s pregnant, ravishing, but only until 
anyone steps on her toes. Once the veneer cracks, she takes 
out a cigarette: I love that very politically incorrect image.

What themes did you find most interesting or moving 
in this story?

The human relationships, both between family and 
friends. I like the way the writers tackled the unspoken, 
those hidden grievances, those little narcissistic wounds 
which never really heal and which can bring down a rela-
tionship like a house of cards, just because of a joke taken 
the wrong way. And each takes their turn; there isn’t just 
one assassin and one victim; all the characters are by turns 
brilliant and pathetic at the same time. There are no good 
guys and bad ones; they are simply all human and imper-
fect. On top of that, it’s all very funny, and quite cruel.

You’ve done a lot of theatre and tV, so you’re quite 
used to the rhythm that must be maintained if a comedy 
is to work. Was it an easy transition to go from the stage 
to the big screen?

The rhythm on screen and the rhythm in the theatre are 
quite different. On stage, it’s an ensemble effort which also 
involves direction. On film, you have the editing process, 
which is nonetheless a major element. Alexandre and 
Matthieu are directors. They had a very clear idea about their 
shots, the look they wanted, the set, with strong directorial 
choices. They were very clear in their direction for the actors 
and very coherent between themselves. They made the film 
something quite different to the play, with something of 
themselves in it.
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For an actress, is holding your own on set opposite 
acting partners like Bruel and Berling also a combat, a 
performance?

You know, I’m not exactly the shy retiring type either. 
Despite the fact that those two have worked a lot more 
than me, I had no anxieties about the relationship we 
would have. Patrick and I found ourselves back in front of 
the camera after a season working together in the theatre. 
Inevitably, after a certain amount of time you end up get-
ting used to one another. As for Charles, I didn’t know him; 
but everything was very straightforward and we were soon 
having some fun. So no, neither combat, nor performance.

i imagine WHat’s in a naMe? has already left a 
considerable impression on your career?

Obviously. In April 2010, Bernard Murat welcomed me 
into his office to offer me the play. Two days later I was 
already rehearsing with my partners: within 48 hours, wit-
hout knowing it, my diary was full for the next year and a 
half, the play was an extraordinary triumph and the film 
followed on. And beyond the work, I had some wonderful, 
rare encounters: I made some friends. It wasn’t only a pro-
fessional adventure, which is rare.
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 VinCent Patrick BrUel
 ÉlisaBetH Valérie BenGUiGUi
 Pierre Charles BerlinG
 ClaUDe Guillaume de tonQUÉDeC
 anna Judith el Zein
 FranÇoise Françoise FaBian
 liVreUr PiZZa Yaniss lesPert
 inFirMiere BraCelet Miren PraDier
 aPollin alexis lePrise
 MYrtille Juliette leVant

CAST
 Directors Matthieu DelaPorte and alexandre De la PatelliÈre
 Writers, based on their own play  Matthieu DelaPorte and alexandre De la PatelliÈre

 Producers Dimitri rassaM
  Jérôme seYDoUX

 Coproducers  romain le GranD
  Florian Genetet-Morel
  Matthieu DelaPorte
  alexandre De la PatelliÈre
  serge De PoUCQUes
  sylvain GolDBerG
  adrian PolitoWsKi
  Gilles WaterKeYn

 associate producers Bernard and andrée Zana MUrat

 associate producers CHaPter 2 aton soUMaCHe
  alexis VonarB

 Director of photography  David UnGaro
 Production designer Marie CHeMinal
 Costume designer anne sCHotte
 Head of make-up Jean-Christophe roGer
 Key hair stylist José luis Casas
 sound engineer Miguel reJas
 set photographer Jean-Claude lotHer
 Making-of alexandre leCoeUr
 First assistant director Joseph raPP
 script supervisor  Chantal PerneCKer
 Director of production Benoit Pilot
 Production manager  Valérie laBBÉ
 Directors of post-production Pierre reYssat
  abraham GolDBlat
 editor Célia laFiteDUPont
 sound editor Jean GarGonne
 Mixer Marc Doisne
 original music Jérôme reBotier
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