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The Power 10()
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Why does ArtReview publish an annual power list? On the face of it, a"top
100 looks at the artworld in a way that's completely opposed to what we do
on a monthly basis, which is present the art we think most interesting and
important while - hopefully - communicating our enthusiasm for it o our
readers. Yet once a year we decide to look at the artworld not according to
what it shows, but who it is,

[t may scem that vou just go into a gallery, see a show and make whatever
vou choose of it - that what you're looking at has already been carefully
selected (starting with the artist, chosen out of the millions around the
planet, to put on a show) and mediated. In an age when art can seem Lo be
more part of an (unofficially) regulated svstem or industry, this list has the
function of letting you know who's deciding what you see, and perhaps of
telling yvou a little about why.

Hecently we asked some friends at The Times how they put together their
corporate power lists, and they told us they use a service called Hemseotl
Company Guru: they type in names, it feeds them numbers, they select
‘sort’ on their spreadsheet, and bingo, there’s their list. The artworld doesn’t
have a Hemscott
fashion, fetishes and (sometimes inexplicable) taste, OF course, we try o
be abjective when preparing the list - consulting a network of journalists
and art professionals avound the world about who they think is in charge,
Andl then we take their subjective views and iron them out into a final - and
list.

it exists in much too murky a soup of politics, finance,

hopefully more objective

But what do we mean by ‘objective™? What's been amusing and sometimes
plain awkward over the years is responding to the eternal question of what
this list means. Are we just bigging up money and influence, merely buying
into the hype and histrionics? If so, then perhaps this year’s list will be
remembered as the one when the balance of power in the artworld shifted.
Char Power 100 list made its first outing in 2002, and the years since have
seen almost constant growth in the world art market - growth that has
played a big part in the way art gets made and seen, from the gallery to the
auction sale to the museum, Whether this remains the case over the next
few vears, and how the artworld we know will change because of it is yet to
be seen, But this vear we've said goodbye to banks and architects, and hello
to some Russians and, would you believe it, quite a few more artists,
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But back to the question of objectivity: entrants on the Power 10 list are
judged on the following four criteria, cach of which carries a 25 percent

weighting,

» entrants must exert
rt being produced

1. Genuine influence over the production of art
influence over the tvpe, styleand shape of contemporary s
in the previous 12 months,

2. Influenee on an international scale: as the list is international, entrants
must exert influence on a global scale rather than as big fish in small-to-

medium ponds.

3. Financial clout: entrants are judged on the extent to which they have
shaped, moulded or dominated the art market, whether as artists, dealers
or collectors,

4. Activity within the last 12 months: entrants are judged on having actually
done something during the period September 2007 o August 2R,
Its not enough tositon vour powerful behind.

For this year's Power 100 artist project we asked Joln Stezalier to respond o
the theme of power. In an interview with the magazine, he talhed abou! the
series of images e produced:

“A big part of my work is collecting, going to charity shops and posteard
fairs, buving on eBay - 1 am always looking for new image sources, Then

g, filing and finding connections within the collection

there isa lot of sorti
before 1 eut an image. These habitual processes, though, only appear to lead
to the collage: the collage itsell always appears unexpectedly, and often in
spite of my elabor sntions. When 1 cut an image, it
is just as frequently the discarded remnant that turns oul to b the maost
valuable.

preparation or

“The work is a process that seems only to function in ereating accidents,
and this is true of the Seal of Power series seen here. In my collection of
film-star portraits is a section of seated figures in which the seats are visible

avariety of thrones or chairs, simulated or real - and as soon as this prop
started bo feature in the eollages, the images seemed to become concerned
with power.

*There are two kinds of Seat. The first are male/male combinations and
the second are male,female combinations, Initially I thought of the first sel
as a doubled representation of male power and of the second as betrayals

of male power by its transsexual representation. Now ©am tending to see
bioth as different forms of betrayval and as different points of self-enclosure
within the portrait-image.”
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John Stexakers works (in order of appearancek: Seal (Film Portrait Collage) 1V,
2008, collage, 28 x 21 cne Wedding ¢ Film Povtrafl Collage) 11, 2008, collage, 20 % 22
em: Three Questions (Fart 1), 2008, collage, 27 x 21 cm: Seal {Fifm Portrait Collage)
2008, collage, 20 % 22 cm; Seal (Fitm Portrait Collage) VI 2008, collage, 20 % 22

e Al images courtesy the Approach, London

snathan T, Neil, Jérome Sans and Scott Timberg, along with
on of the 2008 edition of the ArtReview Power 100
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