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Bz  :
    

 yB 

ircos brasileiros de lona, um campo em 
constante movimento e transformação simbólica



This paper analyzes he circus universe, ha is, he circuses and he individuals involved in he
daily acvies o creae, mainain, and develop he circus organizaon, and is based on Pierre Bourdieu’s
eld heory. Empirically, we sough o build a qualiave and diversied corpus based on 28 circuses and
116 inerviews, as well as recorded conversaons, newspaper arcles, and by accompanying circuses and
waching perormances. Parcularly, he semi-srucured inerviews based on he “snowball” echnique
have he people who work, live, and roam wih and in he circus as a common elemen. Seeking o resis
sereoypes and give voice o hose who creae organizaons, we conduced his sudy so ha he various
voices o he agens in he eld are heard, which, in urn, claries how he circus subjecs and organizaons
(he acual circuses) are buil and inerwined. No clear dominaon o an agen over he oher has been
idened in he eld. Excep or he legal dicules poined ou by smaller circuses, power relaons are
much more visible when i comes o saying in he eld. The urher he agens are rom accessing he
symbolic and power resources, he more hey are subjeced o disappearance or precarious connuiy.
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

O objevo dese argo é analisar o universo circense, ou seja, os circos e aqueles que esão
envolvidos em suas avidades codianas de criação, manuenção e desenvolvimeno da organização cir-
cense endo como lene a eoria de campos de Bourdieu. Empiricamene buscamos consruir um corpus
qualiavo e diversicado, endo como base 28 circos e 116 enrevisas e conversas gravadas, argos de
jornais, acompanhando circos, assisndo espeáculos, ec. Parcularmene as enrevisas semi esruu-
radas e consruídas pela écnica “bola de neve”. Buscando ugir aos esereópos e dar voz à aqueles que
azem as organizações, desdobramos essa pesquisa, em que as várias vozes dos agenes são ouvidas,
nos esclarecendo como sujeios circenses e organizações – os circos - se enrelaçam e se consroem. Não
idencamos uma dominação clara de um agene em relação ao ouro no campo. Exceo pelas diculda-
des legais aponadas pelos circos de menor pore, as relações de poder são muio mais visíveis quando
se raa da permanência no campo. Esando os agenes mais disanes do acesso aos recursos simbólicos
e de poder, mais esão eles sujeios ao desaparecimeno ou a uma connuidade precária.

Palavras-chave: Circo. Teoria dos Campos. Gesão.

1 

This paper analyzes he circus universe, ha is, he circuses and he individuals involved
in he daily acvies o creae, mainain, and develop he circus organizaon, and is based on
Pierre Bourdieu’s eld heory. We emphasize ha presenng circuses as a sole, singular objec
o sudy is no simple ask. The pluraliy in he circus ormaons, srucures, and perormances
preven heir delimiaon and he adopon o a universalis denion. Thereore, seeking o
resis sereoypes and give voice o hose who creae organizaons, we conduced his sudy so
ha he various voices o he agens in he eld are heard, which, in urn, claries how he circus
subjecs and organizaons (he acual circuses) are buil and inerwined.

For Silva and Abreu (2009), circuses are hisorically ineran, and heir srucure is ba-
sed on he circus amily. Thereore, boh words are juxaposed so as o reer o circuses as amily
circuses. This caegory is described as an associaon beween he organizaon o he labor ac-
viy and he circus raining/learning, in which he amily operaes as is oundaon. Thereore,
his circus caegory is perceived as depending on he amily uni and as he expression o a way
o lie and he need or amily reproducon. The organizaon o work and producon o he
shows vouch or “producing, reproducing and mainaining he amily-circus” (Silva, 1996, p.13-
14). Magnani (1998) classies circuses (including amily circuses) as large, medium, and small.
The ormer oer major shows and aracons; he medium ones relae o he perormance o
various acs; and he small ones are associaed wih hearical circus (a heaer play inegraed o
he circus perormance). In general, or Silva (1996) and Magnani (1998), he circus is a orm o
popular enerainmen which eaures he division o labor and he elaboraon o a produc o
be oered o consumers: a show perormed under a canvas en.

Canvas circuses have undergone numerous ransormaons in he las 30-40 years. The im-
pac o access o a pluraliy o enerainmen orms by he Brazilian populaon has characerized he
circuses in erms o heir ransormaon and diversiy o perormance sraegies. This ransormaon
has been marked by aemps o sui he shows o he audience’s ineress, so he classicaons li-
mied o he size o a circus physical srucure canno explain he diversiy o inernal dynamics. Al-
hough nowadays he circus language canno reer exclusively o circuses, as i has been arculaed o
innumerable oher ar orms, educaonal processes, and disnc organizaons, his paper ocuses on
ineran canvas circuses, in order o delimi he scope o he research (Bolognesi, 2010).
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From he apprehension and inerpreaon o he discourses (Gran; Oswick, 1996;
Carrieri; Pimenel; Leie-da-Silva, 2006), we sough o reveal he parcularies o his ype o
organizaon, ha is, he circuses hemselves. To aid our inerpreaons, we resored o Pierre
Bourdieu’s eld heory (2004; 2008a; 2008b; 2008c; 2009a; 2009b; 2009c), acknowledging ha
alhough he eld is he social space where orces and sruggles occur, hey have specic rules
and sraegies ha are adoped or each eld. Thereore, we seek o undersand how he various
agens (a erm coined by Bourdieu, 2004) such as circus arss, he acual circuses, he govern-
men, and even he populaons relaed in such a complex eld.

Empirically, we sough o build a qualiave and diversied corpus based on 28 circuses
and 116 inerviews, as well as recorded conversaons, newspaper arcles, and by accompanying
circuses and waching perormances. Parcularly, he semi-srucured inerviews based on he
snowball sampling echnique (Goodman, 1961) have he people who work, live, and roam wih
and in he circus as a common elemen. These subjecs are all nomads and consue a group o
individuals working and living in he same place, ha is, under a canvas en. Thus, we proceeded
wih our invesgaon by collecng and recording inormaon on 28 dieren circuses, which we
briey inroduce in his paper. The circuses visied by he group were Circo Royer, Circo Rakmer,
Circo Fanásco, Circo do Linguea, Circo Tihany Speacular, Circo dos Sonhos, Circo Popular Bra-
sil, Circo Coliseu di Roma, Big Brohers Circus Kids, Circo Caselli, Circo Nova Geração, Circo Big
Brohers, Circo di Napoli, Circo Show Brasil, Circo Mone Carlo, Circo Tearo Tubinho, Circo Real
Madrid, Circo Romani, Circo Spacial, Circo Para Todos (Cia Capadócia), Circo Kalahary, Circo Nacio-
nal Garranha, Circo Mundo Mágico, Circo Arianos, Circo Galáxia, Circo de Iália, Arican Circus,
and Circo do Palhaço Churupia.

We conclude ha Bourdieu’s eld heory and he mehodology chosen has led us o a
comprehensive undersanding o he sudy objec, as i was necessary o analyze he circuses in
heir mos varied organizaonal orms as well as he relaon o hese organizaons wih sociey,
he dieren communies, governmens, and sae and naonal public policies argeed a ars.

This arcle has been divided ino seven secons, among which his inroducon is he
rs. The second par discusses he posulaes o eld heory, he hird addresses circuses in Bra-
zil and in he eld o adminisraon, he ourh presens readers wih he research pahs, and he
fh and sixh secons discuss he research ndings in erms o he agens and he eld. Finally,
he sevenh secon concludes his paper.

2  hy

To know more abou he maerial condions o symbolic producon, Bourdieu (2009c)
elaboraed his heory based on he works o Levi-Srauss (classical srucuralism), bu wen
beyond, breaking wih cerain characeriscs, reormulang conceps and working wha he called
“genec srucuralism”. According o he auhor’s view, individuals bear orms o acon beore
he social srucure, consung hemselves as agens and endowed wih singular abilies o
modiy he srucure. He did no deny ha he acon o hese individuals was imbricaed in heir
posions in he eld and connued o ormulae he concep o eld as he space o orces and
sruggles reerring o he noon o rules and sraegies adoped in each one o hese social spa-
ces (Bourdieu, 2009b). For Bourdieu (2009b), he social eld is an absrac and srucured space
o social posions occupied by agens. The absrac characer o his space gives i he abiliy o
exercise is properes beyond he imaginable physical limis, ha is, he social posions occupied
by agens are no only physical bu, above all, symbolic. For he auhor, sociey perceived as a se
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o elds is raconal, classied, and involves symbolic sruggles ha impose elds o adop ideo-
logical posions. The eld is jus a rame, a purely heorecal perspecve or praccal research.
In his sense, elds are limied o heir eecs, and he agens and insuons are only par o a
eld when hey suer or produce eecs in i.

Bourdieu (2009b) considers individuals as auomaons or sel-operave beings, who are
somemes regulaed according o laws hey canno conrol and ha govern he elds, assigning
dened posions or he agens in various ways, according o he valuaon o capial in he di-
eren elds. In his conex, he objecve relaons are oulined according o he exisence and
deerminaons o he eld, wheher hey are agens or insuons. The sraegies or mainai-
ning or subverng he orces in he eld depend on he posions o he agens and he limis o
heir posions. I is a movemen o sruggle o objecy and mainain he exisence in he eld, in
which agens can have orces originang rom radionalism and heir degree o involvemen in
relaon o he power nuclei o he eld o which hey belong (Bourdieu, 2009a).

When approaching Chomsky, Bourdieu (2009b) poined ou he acve and invenve
inenon o he pracce, resulng rom he generang capacies o he consued disposions.
Thereore, he creave, acve, and invenve capaciy o agens are rescued, and he noon o
habius comprises he acquired sysems ha operae a he praccal level, classiying and orga-
nizing he agens’ daily acons. For Woormann (1995, p. 130), habius can be undersood as a
“se o acquired and nauralized disposions. [...] The habius leads o [...] an ‘orchesraon wih
no conducor,’ o pracces and sraegies” socialized or players o play he game. There are also
complemenary conceps such as doxa, illusio, praxis, and nomos, which are arculaors o a
reciprocal relaonship beween wha is objecve and subjecve. “Boh he doxa, he consensus,
and he nomos, he general laws ha govern he eld, are widely acceped and legimized by he
social environmen” (Thiry-Cherques, 2006, p. 37). Besides he exisence o nomos and doxa, he-
re is also a reward or which all sruggle – illusio. “Illusio does no belong o he order o explici
principles, hese ha are pu orward and deended, bu o acon, roune, hings ha are done,
and ha are done because hey are hings ha one does and ha have always been done ha
way” (Bourdieu, 2001, p. 124). Bourdieu (2008b) breaks wih he noons o subjec, movaon,
acor and role, and he opposion beween individual and sociey, individual and collecve, cons-
cious and unconscious, ineresed and disineresed, and objecve and subjecve.

For Bourdieu (2008b), he realiy is objeced in he exerioriy o he elemens ha
compose i, and he appearances are based on he dierence, rom relave posions in he social
space. Belonging o a group generaes illusio, a orm o cynicism where agens do no dominae
explicily, bu succeed vehemenly, precisely because hey disguise. Hisory, objeced or incor-
poraed, allows he emergence o habius, a sor o produc whose hisorical acquision allows
he appropriaon o symbolic capial. Ineres is he driving orce o elds. I encourages agens
o compee and collaborae. This is wha Bourdieu (2009a) called doxa, a sor o consensual
opinion, whereby here is a sensus-consensus, which gives rise o power relaons, allowing he
dominan orces o mainain power, which, in urn, becomes nauralized.

The capials disribued in he elds can have he mos varied orms, bu hey basically
comprise hree ypes: economic (“economic resources and acors o producon, such as income,
wealh, asses and labor”), social relaonships o muual knowledge, such as he neworks o
conacs and he social accesses ha one possesses, such as colleagues and riends”, ec.), culu-
ral (“reers o knowledge and skills, and may be embodied in he individual, as a durable disposi-
on, such as alens, public speaking compeency and language prociency; imay be objeced
when possessing culural goods such as arworks, or example, and may be insuonalized, whi-
ch is he capial sanconed by insuons, such as diplomas and academic degrees”) (Souza Filho
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e al., 2013, p. 673); nally, he symbolic capial represens all o hem (Thiry-Cherques, 2008).
While bearing hese orms o capial, each agen acs under he pressure o he space srucure
imposed on hem. The brualiy o his pressure is proporonal o he ragiliy o he weigh o
capial in relaon o a given eld. Along hese lines, he orienaon or change akes place, accor-
ding o he sysem o possibilies available. I is his sysem ha delimis he opons o mobiliy
and subversion in he eld. I is imporan o undersand ha pracces are emporary and canno
be undersood as inheren properes o he eld (Bourdieu, 2004).

According o Bourdieu (2008b), sociees are volale and have a se o social posions
whose weigh reers o he hisory o each eld. To undersand how a eld operaes, one mus
undersand he relaonships beween posions, disposions, and sances as well as he choices
o he agens concerning he mos varied pracces, such as leisure, work, polics, and educaon.
For i is rom hem ha habius is consued, ha is, a orm o praccal sense abou whamus
be done in every circumsance. I is he sense o he game, in which he choices are oriened
according o he objecve order o he eld. This logic o producon characerizes he basis or
he reproducon o social srucures. In his sense, insuons such as schools have he power o
perpeuae posions and social classes and, a he same me, o enable movemens in he eld,
hence promong exraordinary siuaons. For he auhor, he classicaons allowed in he elds
are he descripon, and he prescripon acceped and assumed as given; bu i is he amily,
or example, which corroboraes or he consrucon o social realiy, a he same me ha i is
consued by his very realiy. This is he nomus, he common principle o vision and division,
somehing ha is inslled in us hrough socializaon.

I is rom socializaon ha agens or insuons occupy heir posions; and i hese
are opposed in he eld, hey will require srucurally homologous sraegies ye harmonized in
he objecve world (Bourdieu, 2008a). Each par o a eld corresponds o is consung oaliy,
and each eld presens a orm o singulariy. However, he laer canno avoid he comparison
beween he pars. In urn, his comparison needs o be based on srucurally equivalen pars
o be considered valid (Bourdieu, 2009c). I is he codicaon o each eld ha, while combining
economic, social and culural eecs; privileging some agens o he derimen o ohers; encou-
raging amoral conormism and adherence o he imposions o he curren order, and inuenced
and guaraneed by several agens, allows he exisence o amilies and groups, consrucng c-
ons ha deermine he means o exisng and subsisng, wheher by obeying or subverng he
eld order (Bourdieu, 2008b).

Also according o Bourdieu (2009b), social realiy is hisorical and requires an invesga-
on ha allows encompassing srucures as a resul o hisorical processes. I is imporan o em-
phasize ha acons are no always consciously oriened owards he ends bumay represen he
adjusmen o he disposions o a posion. In his sense, as ar as our research is concerned, as
we sudy he heory developed hroughou Bourdieu’s academic lie, we nd a valid way o analy-
ze he survival sraegies o he circuses observed. We presen below a brie repor on he hisory
o circuses in Brazil, which will serve as a reerence or how we undersand he eld invesgaed.

3   Bz

I is common o reer o he pas when speaking abou circuses, especially canvas circu-
ses. In addion o being imbricaed in he popular imaginaon, circuses connue o exis. Canvas
and ineran circuses keep on roaming hrough he inlands o Brazil. Many o hem visi he pe-
ripheries o large and medium-sized cies. We have been able o observe ha some groups and
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amilies have acquired new canvas ens, se up new circus companies, and oured he counry.
For Cosa (2000, p.117), however, i is dicul o measure he exac number o circuses in he
counry, given he non-exisence o daa in his regard.

According o he Naonal Ars Foundaon (Funare, 2015), he diculy o gahering con-
cree inormaon abou circuses is caused by heir nomadic characer. In 1996, wha was called
CIRCOSENSO (census o circuses) was conduced in he sae o São Paulo, which idened 300 o
3,000 circuses, ha is, a scaered and unreliable esmae, given he signican inerval beween -
gures (Cosa, 2000). For Oliveira; Cavedon (2013, p.160) “in he 1970s, here were more han 2,000
circus companies scaered hroughou Brazil; in urn, in 2000, hey were nomore han 300, and, in
ha same period, he number o school circuses increased rom wo o 40.”

Thereore, as we canno coun on precise gures, we ried o undersand wha he cir-
cus as an objec involves. We undersand ha circus ars such as dancing and singing originaed
rom sacredness, rom he represenaons ha allowed madness and regarded i as an ar orm.
The inmae relaonship beween circus ars and spors was also idened. The convenonal
circus, as we know i, has rings, canvases, mass, and rapezes. These circuses eaure acs, per-
ormances wih exoc animals and he sale o snacks such as popcorn and coon candy. This ype
o circus organizaon ha oers paid specacles and a ring where hey presen acs o balancing
on horseback and oher diverse abilies, is quie recen (Torres, 1998, p.16). According o Silva
(2007), he rs reerence o he circular orma is he company o Philip Asley, an egress o he
miliary cavalry who creaed a space direced o equesrian perormance in 1776.

For Silva (2007, p. 35), rom an arsc sandpoin, Asley was regarded as innovave
because wih his circular ring, a eam o acroba riders, o he sound o a drum ha marked he
rhyhm o he horses, he merged dance, jumps, acrobacs, juggling, and animal aming.” Accor-
ding o Torres (1998), Asley sough o capure he audience’s aenon wih various acs and a
“baalion clown”, who was a peasan recruied as a comic gure. He migh have also creaed he
ringmaser, who direced and inroduced he acs perormances. Around 1780, according o Silva
(2007, p. 36), “Нughes, a ormer knigh o he Asley roupe, se up he Royal Circus.” Tha was
he rs company o adop he name “circus.” According o he auhor, Ashley and Hughes were
also pioneers in gahering equesrian presenaons, sree perormers, and sree peddlers ino
a single space. Miming was associaed wih musical elemens.

Over me, he show wih popular aspecs gradually adaped o he new mes and new
orms o circus maniesaon emerged, mainly ocused on he income and survival o he circus
amilies. In sociey, sponaneous orms o enerainmen have been organized commercially and
araced he audiences, who, in urn, have acquired he saus o enerainmen consumers (Bo-
lognesi, 2003, p.38). This rajecory o consan changes and adapaons made he hisory o
Brazilian circuses unique. Torres (1998) repors ha he earlies records o circus acviy in Brazil
dae back o he lae eigheenh and early nineeenh cenuries when amilies o circus arss
migraed rom Europe.

Duare (1995) poins ou ha one o he rs ormal records in Brazil reers o he Chia-
rini amily circus, in 1834, in he sae o Minas Gerais. The amily ascended rom several ge-
neraons o circus perormers and owned a circus-heaer ype in which hey perormed pan-
omimes, balancing, gymnascs, and dance acs. There are reerences o Alexandre Lowande’s
equesrian circus in1842, in Minas Gerais, and in 1857, in Rio Grande do Sul. In he second hal
o he nineeenh cenury, he equesrian circus came o dominae he Brazilian circus scene.
Feauring horseback balancing, juggling, and acrobacs acs, hey became par o he everyday
lie o cerain cies (Silva, 2007).
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Ruiz (1987, p.21-22) presens dieren inormaon, poinng ou ha he rs circus o
arrive in Brazil was he Bragassi Circus, in 1830. According o his, his was he circus ha arac-
ed he ohers o sele in Brazil. Wha boh auhors share, however, is he inormaon ha circus
groups raveled hrough various owns, associang wih local religious esvals and perorming in
local heaers. Thereore, gesures, mime, risky acs, equesrian acrobacs, heaer, comedy, mu-
sic, and dance reached he urhes places, where no oher arsc organizaon had ever been.
According o Silva (2007), he equesrian circus raveled Brazil and was he only orm o enerain-
men available or he populaons o several Brazilian locaons.

Gradually, a new ype o circus was orming. In he 1970s, some circuses perormed
radional circus-heaer plays and ring-syle comedies, while ohers mixed circus numbers wih
musical shows by popular singers. There were circuses ha eaured wresling acs in he second
par o he show, in which characer ghers were idened as good or evil. Anoher orm o
circus maniesaon was he counry-hemed circus-heaer, in which he song lyrics were he
basis or hearical dramazaons. Television was gradually included in he shows, hrough he
appropriaon o jargon or he creaon o comic skeches based on successul shows, especially
soap operas. Shorly aferward he circus business acquired new conours, and circuses became
associaed wih amusemen parks. This xed and large model wen ino a crisis in he 1990s, and
he circus groups were separaed. As he years wen by, he raveling circus-park model became
nancially uneasible (Pimena, 2005).

According o Almayer (2008), in he lae 1950s, and especially in he 1960s and 1970s,
he heaer circuses wen hrough several nancial crises. The amous acors migraed rom o
radio and laer o elevision. Several groups decided o concenrae on he variey acs, excluding
he scenic presenaons rom heir shows, while oher small circuses made he hearical play
he primary elemen o heir shows. The acors o hese new circuses acquired he scenic mae-
rial and he cosumes rom he old groups and esablished smaller circuses, in which hey were
he main aracon. In he 1970s, radional circuses hired shows rom popular singers, wih he
aim o winning over he audience. These shows became he main aracon o some circuses,
and he musical show model was adoped by many, becoming a ypical par o circus shows.

There is sll wha auhors like Almayer (2008) have called “he conemporary circus
model,” which has become sronger rom he decade o 1990 onwards in Brazil. This ype o cir-
cus eaures he parcipaon o arss coming rom drama, dance, and gymnascs backgrounds.
These perormers work wih a circus language ha surpasses he one esablished according o
he canvas model. The so-called conemporary circus is based on he background o he arss,
who develop a language ha is a connuous objec o rescue and reormulaon, in a consan
process o arculaon wih various arsc languages.

There is now a websie ha gahers he larges amoun o daa abou circuses in Brazil:
i is Circoneúdo, which liss 156 circuses operang in he counry. Ye, daa on naonal circuses is
scarce. Exceponally, he Culural Foundaon o he Sae o Bahia has repored ha in 2009 he-
re were 25 circuses in acviy in ha sae. Bolognesi (2010) sudied he universe o clowns and
visied 38 circuses beween 1998 and 2000, in he saes o São Paulo, Rio Grande do Sul, Alagoas,
Paraíba, and Sana Caarina. Thereore, despie he widespread discourses in sociey ha canvas
circuses have “died” or were “dying,” heir exncon seems o nd no suppor in realiy. These
organizaons somehow persis and reproduce in he eld o ars and enerainmen.
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3.1 Adminisraton and circus organizatons

Managemen sudies have recenly urned heir aenon o circus organizaons. Parker
(2011) sudied English circuses and characerized hem as disncve organizaons, operang
wih no xed address and raveling on wheels, which leads hem o esablish a disnc rela-
onship wih heir surrounding environmen. The auhor’s research ocused on big business cir-
cuses and showed ha conrary o he sereoyped view usually aribued o circuses regarding
heir disorganizaon, hese organizaons are in ac rooed in rigid inernal processes wih deli-
neaed economic paerns ha oer anasc, magical goods and services.

In Brazil, one o he rs sudies in adminisraon was conduced by Cosa, in 2000, who
researched he insuonal dimensions o he Brazilian circuses. The auhor’s sudy charace-
rized circuses as ever-changing insuons ha have survived hrough me due o he preser-
vaon o cerain essenal rais such as ideny, radion, amily-based operaons, knowledge
ranser, and inerancy.

In 2011, Marns, Lopes and Emmendoerer conduced a sudy analyzing he congu-
raon and dynamics o circus organizaons in he conex o he creave economy, seeking o
ideny he characeriscs o he circus organizaonal srucure, heir managemen models and
heir relaonship wih he Sae hrough public unding policies. These auhors concluded ha
he public policies argeed a he secor are incipien, being ha he preservaon o he circus
culural capial in he sae oMinas Gerais is omened mainly by he amily groupings in circuses
and he nework o circus workers.

Oliveira and Cavedon (2013, p. 166) conduced ehnographic research in a circus ha
has operaed or 25 years. The sudy observed ha

“changes in heorganizaonal rouneo circuses such as he incorporaonomanagemen
pracces inoarscwork, havemade he circus change romawayo lie oaeldowork.
Thereore, here is a movemen o regulae he perormance o circuses, he emergence o
sciencknowledgeabou heseorganizaonsas insered in hecreave indusries, and he
aemp by culural secor ‘expers’ o classiy he circus organizaonal orms.”

In a recen sudy, Quaresma Jr., Silva and Carrieri (2014) ocused on circus sraegies in
which circuses esablish ormal and inormal parnerships wih hemedia producs o he culural
indusry in order o achieve economic gains and a compeve edge in he enerainmenmarke.
To a cerain exen, hese auhors have conrmed wha Oliveira and Cavedon (2013, p.156) had
ound concerning “he esablishmen o associave neworks beween circuses and companies,
due o he exisence o demand or arsc acvies by he marke.”

As early as 2015, Oliveira and Cavedon (2015, p. 61) analyzed

“how he relaonship beween emoons and labor are esablished as a polical acon in a
circusorganizaonbased inPeloas, RioGrandedoSul.” [...] The resuls revealed heexisence
omechanisms hroughwhich emoons congured socialmobilizaon acons in he genesis
o he circus organizaon, as well as organizaonal pracces such as he eecs o polical
dispues beween he circus, he companies, and hepublic power o he ciy in queson.”

Aguiar and Carrieri (2016) sudied ideny characeriscs among circuses ha reerred
o hemselves as “radional.” The auhors showed ha amily relaons dominae hese organi-
zaons, and here is an imbricaed relaon beween lie and work in he organizaonal roune
o circus workers. In he same year, Lima, Aguiar and Carrieri (2016) proposed a reecon on
circuses and heir reproducon in me and space is a ac. Resorng o Karl Weick’s sensemaking



R. A. UFSM, SM, . 12,  2, . 233-254, 2019

- 241 -

approach, hese auhors conrased discourses sang ha “old circuses are gone” or ha “cir-
cuses are dying” and showed ha hey, in ac, connue o exis as organizaons, managemen
orms, ways o lie, and a orm o ar.

Aguiar, Carrieri, and Souza (2016) sudied circus sraegies in “radional canvas circu-
ses” and ocused on he exisence o a circus acviy marix ha allows heir characerizaon as
an arsc produc in consan ineracon wih heir audiences. The parnerships wih media pro-
ducs are perceived as sraegic or mainaining he marix o laugher and risk ha pervades he
ideny o circuses. Also in 2016, Oliveira andMello published an ehnographic sudy where hey
analyzed “he insuonal logics in he ormaon o he organizaonal eld o conemporary
circuses in he Brazilian and Canadian conex.” (Oliveira; Mello, 2016, p. 475)

Finally, Oliveira and Cavedon (2017, p. 142), while sudying conemporary circuses, per-
ormed “he heorecal approximaon beween sudies based on pracces o Organizaonal
Sudies and he concep o heeroopia elaboraed by Michel Foucaul.” These auhors idened
ses o organizaonal pracces ha alered he relaons o he orces in he eld o he ars in
he conexs surveyed, resulng in he producon o oher spaces in sociey – or heeroopias,
according o Foucaul, which enabled circuses o esablish hemselves as organizaons.”

In general, he papers address auhors rom philosophy, hisory, and adminisraon,
such as De Cereau and Foucaul, who are concerned wih analyzing sociey; Maus and Geerz,
who carry ou ehnographic sudies in social groups; Zuker, Sco, and Meyer, who sudy he pro-
cesses o insuonalizaon o organizaons; and Brass, Doz, and Hammel, who analyze he or-
maon o sraegic alliances as a managemen pracce allied o he marke, among many ohers.
These sudies highligh he diversiy o managemen orms and circus organizaons. Behind he
enerainmen and un, he circus shows and he circus ar, are people insered in a amiliar and
ineran roune who also work as he managers o such organizaons, wheher hey are small or
large. They are individuals (perhaps no so ordinary) who develop sraegies and accs o make
heir ar and business endure.

I should be noed ha only he sudy byMarns, Lopes, and Emmendoerer (2011, pp. 445
and 446) menons he concep o capial culure linked o Bourdieu. According o hese auhors,

“he resuls obained in he exploraory case sudy insgaed us o broaden he scope
o research o he sae level and enabled us o raise quesons abou he socio-polical
arculaon sysems aimed a he preservaon o he circus culural capial in Brazil, he
resuls proposed by hem, andwheher such resuls are being achieved. [...] I is concluded
ha he preservaon o he circus culural capial in Minas Gerais is primarily driven by he
grouping o circus amilies and he nework o circusworkers, wih he sll incipien suppor
o he Sae, which limis he developmen o his segmen in he creave economy.”

However, imus be emphasized ha hemenoned auhor, whosework is he basis o ha
sudy, is no cied in his paper. The denion o culural capial is nomade explici. I is assumed ha
readers are amiliar wih his concep and ha i can be arrangedwihou any inerrelaonwih oher
ideas developed by Bourdieu. In addion, here is a cerain merge o capial orms in hese auhor’s
denions, as he nework o circus proessionals would comprise he so-called social capial.

The proposal presened here diers rom previously cied sudies in he sense o no
relying on his auhor or he analysis o circuses as social phenomena. Insead, i aims o analyze
he circus universe hrough he lenses o Bourdieu’s eld heory. Wha ineress us are he socio-
culural, hisorical, symbolic and economic characeriscs inrinsic o he relaonships beween
subjecs and ars as a way o assure he survival o circus organizaons in he (social) eld o ar.
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4 hg Ph

This paper derives rom a broad sudy ha sough o invesgae he organizaonal rou-
nes o circuses based in he souheasern region o Brazil. On ha occasion, we conduced explora-
ory visis in 30 organizaons; however, wo o hemwere removed in his sudy (28 circuses remai-
ned in he sample), as hey were no characerized as agens in he eld analyzed herein. Sarng
rom Holanda (2012), and since our research emphasizes he undersanding o he experiences
lived by circuses, we can sae his sudy is grounded on phenomenological research. Flexibiliy is a
key rai o his ype o research and, hereore, he idea ha here was no a single unambiguous
and unquesonable way o adopng our mehodological procedures guided us, boh in erms o
is planning and in execuon. Moreover, phenomenology canno be reduced o a “cookbook”; i is
insead an approach and atude, and an invesgave sance o be adoped by researchers.

Thereore, he group o researchers winessed he rehearsals and mounng o he cir-
cuses shows and srucures and wached he rehearsals; ha is, he group observed he everyday
lie o he individuals working in such organizaons. We conduced a oal o 116 inerviews
wih he various agens, rying o include dieren agens such as owners, amilies, conraced
amilies, conracors, and evenual employees coming rom each one o hem. Respondens were
named (R01) hrough (R116), so as o preserve heir idenes. In some o he circuses, we were
able o alk wih oher agens such as priess, police ocers and commissioners, mayors, mer-
chans, and he general public. In he case o hese players, we had inormal alks ook noes
abou heir views on circuses and circus perormers. As he circuses were very diverse in erms
o he number o members associaed wih hem, here was no concern in esablishing a xed
number o inerviews per organizaon, bu insead, a number o inerviews comprising such a di-
versiy o agens. All he unrecorded, inormal conversaons were joed down and sysemazed
or laer analysis wih he ormal inerviews.

When we oped or qualiave research, we valued he possibiliy o organizing he
invesgave process hroughou is developmen, choosing a se o procedures ha ook he
real world ino accoun. Our objecve is no o enumerae or measure evens, bu o enable a
crical gaze, providing inormaon and descripons emerging rom he direc conac beween
he researcher and he observed realiy (Rey, 2005). We resored o he procedures o social re-
search proposed by Minayo (1994), such as inormal conversaons, semi-srucured inerviews,
and observaon, as explained previously. During his process, we were able o deec cerain pe-
culiaries in he behaviors and relaons emerging in he environmens o he dieren circuses.

Grounded on a basic, semi srucured guideline, he inerviews allowed us o collec die-
ren narraves by he individuals abou heir personal rajecories and he everyday managemen
o each circus (Souza e al., 2014). Formal inerviews and inormal conversaonswere sysemazed,
ranscribed and pased o a spreadshee conaining he caegories o analysis ha could be iden-
ed rom he agens’ discourses, such as ideny, sraegy, roaming, amily, public policy, ec. The
elaboraon o hese workshees allowed he analysis and compilaon o he daa colleced.

This experience allowed us o know par o he dynamics involving he circus pracces
in heir various organizaonal orms and ormaons. By observing he places where hese or-
ganizaons insall heir srucures, heir appearance, he behavior and cusoms o he workers
involved in he shows, and he services hey provide, we were able o delimi some aspecs o be
invesgaed in his parcular sudy. In his sense, we corroborae he work o Duare (2002), as
he auhor saes ha every sudy is a journey, a ques or singularies in already visied places,
seeking o allow a new gaze, conribung wih new perspecves o he undersanding o realiy,
and appropriang raher personal orms o knowledge and experience.
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To analyze he maerial colleced during he research process, we relied on Pierre Bour-
dieu’s eld heory, which allows he design o heorecal andmehodological ools or he discovery
o symbolic producon logics crossing various elds (Bourdieu, 2009c). Bourdieu’s mehodological
pah approaches he works o Panosky and Chomsky, bu has is own peculiaries, as Bourdieu
reaced agains classical srucuralism, which he considered a srange orm o philosophy o acon
and surpassed he issue o unconsciousness wihou reducing he agens o he role o supporng
he social srucures. His heory allows us o reveal he parcularies o agens, which, in urn, reve-
al heir abiliy o adjus o doxa and even produce subversions. Grounded on his heory, his paper
inroduces some inormaon abou he universe o circuses, is agens and he dynamics around
hemanagemen process ha allows some o hem o akemore avorable posions in he relaons
o power in a given eld. Nex, we inroduce he agens idened during he invesgaon.

5 h g/Py

A) The circuses

The eld idened in his sudy consiss o “canvas and raveling circuses” (TABLE 1) and
eaures he ypical characeriscs o his ype o organizaon, as explained previously. The able
presens an overview o he circuses surveyed in his sudy and heir main characeriscs, such as
seang capaciy and sar year o acvies.

TABLE 1: SYNTHESIS OF THE CIRCUS SURVEYED

Circus
Start year
of actvi-
tes*

Caegory
Capaciy

(in number
of seats)

Period when he visis
occurred

Arican Circus 1999 Ineran 200 Jan. 2013
Big Brohers Cirkus Kids 2004 Ineran 700 Jan. 2013/2015

Circo Arianos 1978 Ineran 200 Aug. 2011/2014
Circo Big Brohers 2010 Ineran 600 Jun. 2012

Circo Caselli 1986 Ineran 200 Dec. 2011
Apr. 2012

Circo Coliseu di Roma 1904 Ineran 200 Jan. 2012
Circo Di Iália 1995 Ineran 200 Apr. 2012
Circo Di Napoli 1979 Ineran 3000 Aug. 2012

Circo Do Linguea 1980 Ineran 200 Se. 2012/2015
Circo Do Palhaço Churupia 1985 Ineran 800 Mar. 2013

Circo Dos Sonhos 2011 1 xed uni / SP and
2 ineran unis

2000 Feb./Apr. 2012

Circo Fanásco 1991 Ineran 200 Mar./Apr. 2012
Circo Galáxia 2011 Ineran 100 Jun. 2012
Circo Kalahary 1960 Ineran 5000 May. 2012/2015

Circo Mone Carlo 1996 Ineran 00 Se. 2012
Circo Mundo Mágico 2007 Ineran 1500 Jan. 2012/2015

Circo Nacional Garranha 1998 Ineran 200 Feb. 2013/2016
Circo Nova Geração 2008 Ineran 200 Jul./Aug. 2012

Circo Para Todos (Cia Capadócia) 2006 Ineran 300 Se. 2011/2015
Circo Popular Brasil 2008 Ineran 200 Aug. 2011/2015
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Circus
Start year
of actvi-
tes*

Caegory
Capaciy

(in number
of seats)

Period when he visis
occurred

Circo Rakmer 2007 Ineran 1200 Nov. 2011
Jan. 2012/2014

Circo Real Madrid 1987 Ineran 200 Jan. 2013
Circo Romani 2010 Ineran 100 Aug. 2012
Circo Royer 1970 Ineran 1200 May. /Jun. 2011/

2015
Circo Spacial 1985 Ineran 3000 Mar. 2012

Circo Show Brasil 1997 Ineran 400 Mar. 2011/2015
Circo Tearo Tubinho 1959 Ineran 600 Aug. 2012/2016

Circo Tihany Speacular 1917 Ineran 1500 Jul. 2012
Source: Prepared by he auhors.
* The daes reer o he inormaon given by he owners regarding he dae o opening and esablishmen o he rs
version o he circus. Many o hem were ou o operaon or many years bu have resumed heir acvies under he
command o successor heirs.

From our observaons and he inerviews wih he members o hese organizaons,
i has been possible o undersand par o he dynamics ha pervades he daily lie o ineran
circuses. The sudy brough o ligh a range o daa, such as he relaonships esablished wih he
sae hrough incenve and unding projecs operaed by he Naonal Ars Foundaon (FUNAR-
TE) and oher sae and municipal suppor ools; he legal requiremens wihmunicipalies, sae
and he ederal governmen; he relaonship wih channels and media producs; oher orms
o income generaon or circuses, such as he rade pracced in he canvas ens, including he
sale o ood and beverages and promoonal and enerainmen producs; and he labor relaons
expressed by amily groups hrough he conracng o arss, workers, and janiors.

We emphasize ha he group surveyed in his sudy is no homogeneous, or i consiss
o large, medium, and small circuses, boh amily and non-amily. O he 28 circuses seleced or
sampling, eigh operae in small owns, eigh in suburban neighborhoods o large cies, and one
o hem has greaer raveling capaciy, no being resriced o regional circulaon. Among hese,
ve are medium-sized, and six are large (i.e., more han 500 seas).

Such diversiy is wha makes he eld exis and be dynamic, and i is in he eld ha
he circuses surveyed are locaed, as well as oher circuses and players. We observed ha in his
specic group, heir raveling naure is he common characerisc ha unies hem, while being
or no a amily circus is a disncvemark. Size, o course, can be a problem in erms o srucures,
revenues, and income, bu as a mere eaure, i does no seem o creae animosiy beween di-
eren circus groups. “Wha unies us is he amily, he raveling, and he canvas (laugher)” (R10).

B) The Sae

There is a consensus view among he ones involved wih he realiy o Brazilian circuses
ha he Brazilian Sae “owes a deb” o circuses or hese have perormed all over he counry in
he las wo cenuries, bringing ar, culure, and enerainmen o he Brazilian populaon wih
no governmen incenve or suppor. Aware o his, heMinisry o Culure creaed he Circus Co-
ordinaon Deparmen wihin FUNARTE (Naonal Ars Foundaon) in he las decade, aiming a
esablishing a naonal public policy ocused on circuses. This body is responsible or responding
o he demands o he segmen groups and workers, hrough he creaon o policies aimed a he
improvemen, developmen, and consolidaon o he circus language.
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To reach hese groups, his insuon promoes public calls o suppor circus acviy.
In his sense, here are programs such as he Prêmio Funare Carequinha de Estmulo ao Circo
award, which unds he acquision o canvas ens and accessories and encourages he creaon
and improvemen o circus numbers and he conducon o research on he subjec. I should
also be noed ha, in order o srenghen circus acvies, he Circus Special Task Force was es-
ablished wihin FUNARTE in 2005, wih he mission o bringing ogeher represenaves o he
circus secor, wih a view o drawing up secoral and acon plans based on he demands o circus
workers. This plan was compleed in 2010, bu some o is goals have ye o be achieved. In he
scope o public policies, here are grans oered by agencies a sae and ederal levels.

An example o incenve is he Carequinha Award, which allows o cover expenses wih
canvas ens, equipmen, assembly, and raveling. To his dae, his award has been he mos
accessible suppor mechanisms or raveling circuses and groups. I should be noed ha hese
circuses rarely bene rom he Rouane Law (Oliveira and Fernandes, 2016) and rom oher
incenve laws since hese operae rom a model in which he privae secor invess in culure in
exchange or ax exempon. I is up o he companies o decide which shows and culural produc-
ons, previously approved by he Minisry o Culure, will receive he unds, which leads hem
o priorize hose ha will give hem he highes adversing and publiciy reurn. A ew shows
perormed by companies or groups ha use he circus language and circus esvals wih greaer
social visibiliy have access o he orms o unding available hrough he Rouane Law.

There are also sae programs such as “Cena Minas,” organized by he Minas Gerais sa-
e governmen, which has suppored he circus secor since 2007 according o he ollowing cae-
gories: mainenance o scenic spaces; circulaon o scenic shows; and acquision o equipmen
and maerials. So ar, six edions have been organized. Since 2010, he São Paulo Sae Secrea-
ria o Culure has held a compeon or he selecon o projecs aimed a seasonal or raveling
circus shows; projecs or producing, improving or mainaining canvas and raveling circuses; and
producon and perormance o circus acs. Also, in 2014, he Municipal Deparmen o Culure
o São Paulo promoed or he rs me a public call or circus promoon, comprising hree lines
o suppor: raveling circuses, circus groups, and circus perormers. In he sae o Rio de Janeiro,
here are occasional grans argeed a circuses and he secor acvely parcipaed in debaes
around he secor planning documen drafed and proposed by he Superinendence o Ars o
he Sae Secrearia o Culure in 2013. The sae o Espírio Sano has held wo public calls or
he acquision o canvas ens and equipmen, one held in 2012 and he oher one in 2014. The
access o hese grans and supporng mechanisms is available or a small group o circuses, or
mos organizaons are unaware o he ools or elaborang projecs ha are eligible or receiving
incenves. Circuses are suppored by he box oce revenues, unlike oher arsc expressions.
However, i is impossible o deprive he imporance o grans o he circuses ha have been able
o bene rom hem. For some small circuses, hese unds have allowed heir survival, i no a
conribuon o heir srucure and scenic processes.

The direc conac ha he circuses have wih he sae bodies occurs hrough he local
ciy halls. The need o consanly search or new audiences generaes he need or new open spa-
ces, insallaon owaer and ligh supply, operang permis, and a series o oher legal procedures
required by each municipaliy. The acilies or dicules imposed by he local auhories ofen
deermine wheher a circus can be insalled. Typically, circuses ry o negoae wih he ciy halls,
exchanging ckes and perormances in schools or exempon rom public ees. This pracce is
more common in small owns where personal relaonships are more accessible. The insallaon
o ens in public spaces is also common in smaller owns, which reduces coss. The circus workers
ofen complain o he low availabiliy o cenral spaces available in medium or large cies; also,
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larger circuses wih greaer economic power end o insall heir srucures on sraegic locaons,
such as parking los a shopping malls. When small circuses visi big cies, hey end o se up heir
srucures in he peripheries, ofen illegally. “We can’ ge ino cies like Belo Horizone, here is no
room or us anymore, [hereore] we have o go o he ouskirs, o he neighboring cies” (R102).

The ciy halls requiremens are generally perceived by circuses as exremely bureau-
crac and numerous. The dicules in dealing wih he Fire Deparmen o each municipaliy,
which usually have dieren policies, is he subjec o consan complain. In Minas Gerais, circus
associaons, ogeher wih he Sae Deparmen o Culure, published in 2007 a bookle enled
“Seja parceiro do circo” (“Be a parner o he circus”), or disribuon in he municipalies o
Minas Gerais, aiming a greaer cooperaon beween local public auhories and circuses. “Tha
bookle was good; i helped a lo. I always keep one o show i in he owns; here are ciy halls
ha know nohing abou circuses, hey don’ like people...” (R33). This speech reers o a serious
problem, as somemunicipalies, hrough heir agens, do no collaborae wih his ar orm; hey
are ofen prejudiced abou i and may preven he circuses rom coming o he cies. “Gee, here
are cies where he people are afer us, bu he mayors, priess, and commissioners... There’s
always someone who hinks ha a clown is a woman’s hie (laughs)” (R45).

There are similar iniaves in oher Brazilian saes such as Bahia. Themunicipalies are
responsible or he auhorizaon o insall circus srucures in public spaces, and he inspecon
o he admied acilies, hrough inspecon and auhorizaon by he Fire Deparmen, he Civil
Police, and he ulllmen o legal responsibilies wih he ciy hall, such as operaon permis
and he Municipal Services Tax (ISS).

C) The media

The media is a dierenaed ool in erms o is use by he circus groups. There are,
however, inersecons in how hey use i. Circus parades hrough he ciy are he common ele-
men among hem, whereas clowns and beauul women are he main aracons. The disribu-
on o leaes, along wih he use o posers and cars equipped wih loudspeakers are common
orms o promoon or hese circuses. In erms o media, here is an apparenly conroversial
relaonship, as a nosalgic elemen permeaes he imaginaon o he elders or hose who appro-
priae a hearel discourse, reerring o he old mes beore he elevision or he radio were
invened. However, jus as radio and TV programs have been used by circuses or decades o
come closer o he audience’s collecve imagery, circuses now have come o appropriae media
producs and “sell hem” in he same way ha he culural indusry does.

As repored above, hroughou heir hisory, circuses have always sough o explore
dieren media maniesaons o reach larger audiences. There was he period o counry son-
gs, sage plays, radio singers, brie parcipaons by soap opera hearhrobs in he shows, ec.
Currenly, he use o media producs owned by large inernaonal corporaons prevails, such
as Disney, Caroon Nework, among ohers, as well as successul producs owned by naonal
capial groups, such as Paa-Paaá and Turma da Monica. The naonal producs and brands
are subjec o conrac and licensing o be used by circuses as heir main aracons. Ye, smaller
circuses somemes use hese producs wihou proper licensing, whereas he inernaonal ones
are used wihou any ype o ormal agreemen. “We can’ aord i, so we have o creae i. I
doesn’ look he same, bu he children love i anyway” (R70). In he bailados, which are dance
acs perormed beween he variey acs, he arss ofen wear masks and cosumes relaed o
a currenly rending opic or characer such as Ben 10 or Princess Elsa (rom he animaon lm
“Frozen”), or example.
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6 h 

The discourses o he agens involved in he process o circus ar producon siuae us
beore a complex and ineresng eld, consisng o organizaons ha dier widely rom wha
is commonly expeced o he ordinary ones, such as xed companies, indusries, or ormal com-
merce. In he case o circuses, as in any organizaon, here are parcularies ha pervade each
one o he agens involved in he eld reerred o herein as “circus.” In his sense, i is ineresng
o noe ha here is no a single circus agen, bu agens insead. As in any organizaon, here are
specicies in he roune pracces ha dierenae hem rom a group and rom one anoher.
Our ramework included dieren circuses in erms o size, managemen orms, canvas ypes,
raveling capaciy, and ypes o shows. A rs, his may seem a lile conusing; ye, we did i
purposeully, rying o unold he dierences in he permanence processes occurring in he eld
o circus ar in Brazil. And his is no limied o he scope o economic resources, bu o a variey
o oher aecve and sraegic hemes, eiher or survival in he eld or or ascension as an agen
holding more symbolic capial.

In his sense, we do no undersand ha economically disadvanaged circuses are
agens aed o he underworld o he grea circus specacles, he peripheries, he counryside
owns, and he raveling limiaons. Even being aware o he predominance o economic capial,
we mus consider he oher orms o capial – culural and social. In his eld, he culural capial
derived rom he circus learning, rom belonging o a circus amily, and rom socializing in his
daily lie, is crical. This capial comes rom habius, his orchesraon o pracces and socialized
sraegies wih no conducor, aimed or players o play he game o circus ars. In urn, his leads
o his orm o capial ofen surpass he imporance o economic capial in he counryside.

The culural capial coming rom a amily radion hamakes he symbolic capial mos
valued and reied in his eld by mos o he circuses is wha hese agens call “radion,” or a
leas he belie and he speech ha enunciaes i. Along hese lines, being recognized as a radi-
onal circus perormer wih “(...) sawdus running in your blood” (R01) coners grea imporance
on hese players in he eld surveyed. The lexical iems “radional circus” (R10), “circus genera-
on” (R87), and “radional circus amily” (R104) were requenly menoned. The reerence o
an idea o radion and shared values ha persis hrough hisory is ed o a orm o amily-based
acviy. Tha is, his work is ransmied by amilies as a orm o knowledge, and hey are also
he ones who susain he circuses as a byproduc o heir know-how. This aspec congures wha
Bourdieu (2009a) has called he “original orce o radionalism”, used in a sruggle o objecy
one’s own exisence in he eld. We saw how his orce osers he idea o survival or younger
generaons in his eld.

Bourdieu (2009c) also assumes ha he agens hold some possibilies o subversion
o he social order, wih singular capacies o modiy is srucures. In he case o circus agens,
examples o subversion include he non-compliance o legal obligaons wih he ciy halls o he
cies where hey operae, as well as he appropriaon o conal characers wihou due legal
provision. There are also oher orms o subversion linked o social capial and he nework o
knowledge deriving rom hese agens’ culural capial. Thereore, here are circuses ha always
ollow he same roues and visi he same cies where hey are radionally known and expec-
ed. “We’ve aken his roue or a long me. My grandaher ook i, my aher ook i, and now I
do oo. People know us, hey wai or us o arrive” (R68).

However, his is no exemp rom he eld inscripons. Even he subversions or small
acs o resisance are also he resuls o he srucure ha pervades he eld, according o he
posions o he agens and he orces, sruggles, rules, and sraegies perormed by he agens. A
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characerisc inrinsic o he elds ha we have been able o recognize in circuses is heir abiliy
o deal wih unoreseen evens and o achieve he means necessary or carrying ou he circus
acviy. Circuses, which are agens acvaed by heir disposions in he eld, have resisance as
habius and seek o produce subversions, boh insignican and signican, no only in relaon o
he eld bu also more broadly o sociey.

The deerminaons in he eld promoe conexs ha delineae objecve relaons. As
we have seen, he acons o small circuses are inuenced by requiremens such as local policies
and he possibilies o being given grans. The lower he operaonal condions o heir acvies,
he more disan hey are rom he eld’s power nucleus, and he sraegies omainenance and
subversion o orces in he eld are delineaed according o his disance and he limis o heir
posions. In he case o small circuses wih scarce maerial resources, one o he alernaves ou-
nd has been o circumven he laws governing he counryside, by opng o sele in he ouskirs
o big and small owns, and perorming shows ha rely on amous media producs, ye wih no
due esablishmen o licensing agreemens.

Anoher orm o subversion ha operaes a change o locaon in he conguraon o
power occurs when he small circuses can (re) appropriae heir own symbolic capial, rescuing
dorman knowledge orms, revaluing hem, and bringing hem back o he ore. This sraegy has
been adoped by some circuses and amilies, especially hose who have rescued heir hisory
wih he circus-heaer; and by re-appropriang his culural capial, hey shif he locaon o
symbolic capial and he relaons in he eld. Dierenly, large circuses wih greaer economic
capial rely on legal media producs, legimaed by licensing agreemens. Coupled wih his pro-
duc, hey work wih acs o variees and perorm radional acs in heir shows. Along wih
hese radional numbers, here is he use o hearical resources. Even he use o hearical
echniques ypical o conemporary circuses does no necessarily represen a pracce ha ope-
raes opposie o radional circus pracces, as ofen repored by he respondens. “These serve
only o modernize he show” (R12).

Large, medium, or small circus have characeriscs ha resemble or disnguish hem.
Tradion, as we have already poined ou, is an elemen valued and used by mos circuses, and
even hose ha claim o be conemporaries seldom ignore radional circus reerences. Variey
acs involving some orm o risk o physical inegriy, such as he rapeze, or hose relaed o
he comic elemen, such as clown perormances, are ypical elemens o signican culural and
symbolic capial. However, i is impossible o deny ha circuses oering conemporary shows, cir-
cuses operang wih more advanced echnical resources, and circuses ha adop ocial media
producs esablish hemselves in a more powerul posion in he eld. These resources operae
as social capial, aracng audiences and enabling hese organizaons o reproduce as circus
organizaons over me and hisory. In our view, he adopon o radional acs by circuses wih
large and medium economic capial also operaes as a sraegy o resisance as a large organiza-
on, o avoid moving away rom radion and losing is recognion in he eld. Tradional acs
revalue culural capial and, hereore, he symbolic capial o circus knowing-doing-being, despi-
e he aspecs wih which circuses disguise hemselves.

Anoher imporan aspec is ha he circus eld is permeaed by agens in connuous
and mulple relaons, bearers o grea social capial. Circus amilies seem o live in a nework,
consanly ineracng. There are proprieary amilies and hired amilies. One can observe ha
many o he surveyed circuses sared heir operaons in he las decade, which does no neces-
sarily imply he inroducon o “non-circus members” who do no bear culural capial ino his
acviy. Mos o he recen circuses were esablished by amilies who have worked wih circuses
or generaons.
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There are also cases o hired amilies who have closed heir circuses and have oered
heir services o oher organizaons in recen years. Tha is, in addion o heir workorce, hey
also sell heir culural capial. The hired arss ravel a lo and work wherever he working condi-
ons are more avorable. As hey ravel predominanly wih heir amilies, hey seek o nd work
opporunies ha avor heir amily group as a whole. Tha is, hey seek conracs ha include
arsc or operaonal posions or he larges number o amily members as possible. The cons-
an search or beer working condions associaed wih one’s amily hisory in circuses avors a
wide nework o relaonships beween circus workers in dieren organizaons.

The agreemens beween arss-amilies and he circuses are predominanly inormal.
The remuneraon is no necessarily paid in cash and is somemes associaed wih revenues de-
rived rom he sales o producs in he circus space. The granng o he righ o sell and o wha
producs should be sold (ypically ood or oys) mees crieria se by he circus owners. Regar-
dless o he size or economic capial o a circus, sales are as imporan a source o income as he
acual revenue rom he box oce. The granng o sales o relaves o he owners and arss, as
well as heir hired amilies, obey economic and social crieria concerning he need o keep a given
ars and his amily working or a given circus.

Thereore, he sale o producs congures one o he possible sraegies or he perma-
nence o a circus in he eld. In ac, in small circuses, he revenue derived rom sales is some-
mes higher han ha rom he box oce, and hese resources are used or he basic survival o
he circus members. This aspec is wha Bourdieu (2009b) poined ou as an acve and invenve
pracce inenon, which is a resul o he generang capacies o he eld disposions; ha is,
he very eld ha deermines posions and enables and conveys, albeiminimally, he invenve
possibilies. This is only possible because he habius operaes a he praccal level. Onemay no-
ce ha he eld is no sac, bu dynamic; here are consan classicaons and organizaons,
and even he inroducon o new agens ino he eld, as in he case o he grans oered by
governmens. In urn, wih he inroducon o hese agens in he eld, new conguraons be-
come possible, or hey no only bring measurable capial bu value symbolic capial and esablish
circuses as legimae agens in a larger eld, namely he eld o he Brazilian ars and culure.

Wha happens is ha, like sociey, he elds are also divided and unied, objeced and
subjeced, sraed and lled wih symbolic sruggles ha arculae he relaonships happe-
ning i is domains. The barer perormed by he circus-agens maniess he srucure and ine-
racon o circuses wih sociey. This orm o inersecon beween he various hierarchic elds
brings abou he possibiliy o updang he elds and heir srucures. I is ineresng o noe ha
we ound many discourses based on he vicmizaon o he very agens who have less symbolic
capial. However,, we observed ambiguous and commonly ineresed sraegies ha make hem
resor o heir underprivileged posions in he eld; alhough pernen, ha does no always
imply he disineres or he absence o gain rom such a siuaon. For example, poinng ou pro-
blems wih municipalies and he bureaucracy o se up a circus in he cies is a way o jusying
he inormaliy and he precarious condions o cerain circus acilies. This is wha Bourdieu
(2004) poined ou as alse opposion, or he acons o agens, alhough unilaeral and reduc-
ve, enable subversion, giving hem some legimacy.

As Bourdieu (2009c) shows us, each par o he eld corresponds o is oaliy; he pars
share some singulariy, and ye are dieren. No eld is sac, and he roue ha agens ake va-
ries according o he eld, ha is, he mobiliy o each eld is parcular o i, depending on he
availabiliy o capial orms in i. Here we seek o poin ou a cerain consuon o he circus ars
and he circus eld. We noed ha players in his eld develop pracces and sraegies; hey are
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immersed in habius linked o radion, amily, and inerancy. To hink abou circuses as a eld,
and he circus ar and managemen as a habius in which he orms o capial produced wihin
his eld (mainly culural and social capial) are inerwined, is o realize ha he circuses sur-
veyed in his arcle are he resul o a hisorical, social, polical and economic process, and sll
connue o be recognized and legimized by he people, heir audiences, and sociey in general.

7  k

As we concluded our analysis based on eld heory, we observed ha he eld o circus
pracce in Brazil is subjec o a heorecal ramework ha enables praccal invesgaon. We
noced ha his eld is limied o is eecs, as well as he agens and insuons ha compose
i and reproduce heir own srucures in is domains. The realiy experienced by canvas and ine-
ran circuses is objeced in he exerioriy o he aspecs ha compose i, and he dierences
resulng rom he posions o each agen produce illusio, which is, in urn, necessary or achie-
ving success in he eld. There is a orm o imagery heavily worked beween hose who live in (or
o) he circus. There are he appropriaon and he radion o he righ o be a circus worker.
However, we observe ha several o he agens involved wih he circus ar adhered o i as heir
las resor, wheher in erms o heir proessional or social spheres. The circus ar is spoken abou
as i iwere a single uni, bu i is possible o noce he exisence o various ar orms, as here are
several ypes o circuses; and hose wih more capial ouline some o he pracces in he eld.

The impac o he agens mos srongly esablished in he eld on he less orunae is
no always eviden, and disguising allows he incorporaon or objeccaon o he elemens
ha resul in habius. This can be seen rom he repors o he represenaves o he smaller cir-
cuses in relaon o he larger circuses, he ciy halls, and he public grans. Wihin his dynamic,
agens are encouraged o compee agains each oher, while collaborang wih one anoher, in
a movemen ha Bourdieu (2009a) worked as a orm o doxa, a sensus-consensus ha makes
power relaons possible, as well as nauralized. The very esablishmen o Sae incenves, who-
se purpose is o achieve a leas a relave mainenance o he circus ar, ends up creang and
incing compeon or capial, or as he nancial resources are no available o all, i is easible
ha some exercise privilege over he ohers.

We noced divergences and convergences beween he agens ha helped o unlo-
ck he symbolic power in his eld. This sudy allowed us o reec ha he symbolic power is
experienced by he circus agens, who seek o ransorm he oher orms o capial ino symbo-
lic capial, especially he culural capial (he amily radion) hey hold, in order o disnguish
hemselves in he eld. We highligh he small circuses ha ail o comply wih all he require-
mens and somemes even disurbing deerminaons spulaed by sae agens as hey exercise
heir power in he managemen o he eld. These circuses are always rying o circumven he
imposions esablished by he ocial bodies.

In urn, in cerain momens his orm o consened power which is no admied as such
goes ino shock when he big circuses – and heir economic capial – are unveiled and ake he
posion o an explici power, maniesed in relaons o anagonism and conronaon, such as he
ques or grans and incenves insued by he sae, and in he sruggles or he imposion o
cerain show ormas (he use o media resources) or or he conques o power posions in he
eld. In his sense, we undersand ha FUNARTE adds or srenghens elemens o he eld when i
insues is acons and programs ocused on circus ars. I is no only abou he economic capial,
in he case o he resources made available hrough calls and grans or he realizaon o projecs,



R. A. UFSM, SM, . 12,  2, . 233-254, 2019

- 251 -

bu his also brings he discourse o valuaon o circus ars and radional circus amilies.
We can sae ha no clear dominaon o an agen over he oher has been idened

in he eld. Excep or he legal dicules previously poined ou by smaller circuses, power re-
laons are much more visible when i comes o he game o saying in he eld. The urher he
agens are rom accessing he symbolic and power resources, he more hey are subjeced o di-
sappearance or precarious connuiy. As already explained, legal and economic pressures impac
on he agens according o he ragiliy o he orms o capial – he economic capial in erms o
earnings; he culural capial when linked o he circus amily radion; and he social capial in
he scope o he relaonships wih oher acors in he eld. This resuls in having more or less
symbolic capial in he eld. These same aspecs guide he possible changes and delimi he mo-
biliy opons. However, i is worh emphasizing ha pracces are always emporary and are no
inheren properes o he eld, which implies possibilies or perpeuang posions – no prac-
ces – and simulaneously enables exraordinary movemens and siuaons (Bourdieu, 2004).

Regarding he conribuon o our research o he eld o Organizaonal Sudies and
Sociey, we undersand ha he daily pracces in organizaons mus be invesgaed. This allows
us o shed ligh on oher orms o knowledge concerning he sraegies underaken by he various
ypes o organizaons, allowing us o reec on he managemen pracce in he conemporary
world, as well as grounding our crique o pre-esablished models and heir dysuncons in re-
laon o daily, real managemen carried ou by ordinary men, as i corroboraes our view ha
here are non-measurable sraegies beyond he walls o academia and large corporaons. There
is creaviy in he managemen and survival processes o organizaons.

The commodicaon o organized lie akes on ever more disnc lines; i eners our
lives cunningly when he individuals absrac hemselves rom realiy in such a way as no o per-
ceive i as i is. In his sense, some behaviors become almos riualisc (Berger; Luckmann, 2005).
The respondens reer o he “absracon-organizaon’ wih a name, a personal pronoun, and
akes acon. I becomes an eny or an agen, and he subjecs connue o subrac rom heir
responsibilies, as, rom his perspecve, i is he organizaons ha “make i happen” (Souza;
Cosa; Pereira, 2015). So, when addressing circuses, we recommend ha readers urn o he indi-
viduals, ha is, he circus workers, or hey are he ones who make and manage he circuses, cre-
ae he shows, walk on he ghrope, swallow re, and pain heir aces o make he show go on.

In erms o urher research, we sugges ehnographic sudies on canvas and ineran
circus, so as o observe he symbolic power relaons in he managemen roune o hese organi-
zaons. The sraegies and accs used or he elaboraon o he circus shows, enering he eld
o ar ha Bourdieu also researched, are also ruiul or uure research. Finally, i is ineresng
o remember our limiaons, such as he lack o inormaon abou he number o circuses exis-
ng and operang in souheas Brazil and he res o he counry, and abou he diversiy oworks
carried ou in circuses, which we are ye o know and have so ar no addressed in our sudies.
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