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Claiming Commerce, Quality and Credit: 
Raisons d’être of the Antwerp and Brussels 

tapissierspanden (Sixteenth–Eighteenth 
Centuries)

Koenraad Brosens  , Klara Alen   and Astrid Slegten 

Literature on the Antwerp and Brussels tapissierspanden tends to give a one-dimensional 
account of  the institutions as very similar commercial enterprises that were embraced 
wholeheartedly by everyone involved in the Antwerp and Brussels tapestry worlds since they 
all shared the same concerns and a single goal — namely, to develop and secure a central 
meeting point and marketplace. This essay, however, adopts a different vantage point. It 
discusses the tapissierspanden from the viewpoint of  the conflicting business conduct and 
strategies developed by Antwerp city council and tapestry entrepreneurs on the one hand, 
and Brussels tapestry entrepreneurs on the other. This essay argues that those who founded 
the institutions in Antwerp and Brussels established and used them to further completely 
different objectives — and that their strategies, which both manifested themselves and 
crystallised in the panden, present tapestry scholarship with a fundamental methodological 
problem, the magnitude of  which has yet to be appreciated.

Since 2000, the number of studies of early modern Flemish tapestry has increased almost 
exponentially. Fuelled by a handful of acclaimed exhibitions and catalogues, the medium is 
shaking off the old, deadening mantle of the decorative arts to manifest itself in new, more 
dynamic guises in the wider art-historical debate.1 One of these new approaches focuses on 
tapestry within the force field of the ever-changing social structure that buttressed industry 
and commerce in Antwerp and Brussels.2 The development of this vantage point, which 
revolves around tapestry entrepreneurs and their social and economic behaviour and strate-
gies as opposed to illustrious artists and patrons, is gradually anchoring tapestry in the field 
of research on the internal dynamics of early modern European art markets.3 This essay 
seeks to advance and expand this avenue of research by taking a close look at the Antwerp 
and Brussels tapissierspanden that opened in the mid-sixteenth century and seventeenth 
century, respectively. The panden (the word pand means building) can be regarded as the 
nerve centres of the urban, regional and international tapestry industry and trade as they 
interfaced people with capital, information and works of art.

To date, these institutions have received surprisingly little concentrated art-historical 
attention. The earliest archival documents to shed light on the history and organisation 
of the panden were discovered and discussed in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. 
Two well-documented and quite colourful events — namely, the sack of the pand during 
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the Spanish Fury (1576) and its slow transformation into a theatre in the early years of the 
eighteenth century — gave the Antwerp tapissierspand a fairly high profile.4 Its Brussels 
counterpart, on the other hand, was discussed only once, and then just briefly, in the litera-
ture before 1900.5 After that it would not be until 1977 and 2005, respectively, that any truly 
innovative research would be done on the Antwerp and Brussels panden — Denucé’s 1936 
milestone study of Antwerp tapestry production and trade being the exception to the rule.6 
Somewhat curiously, from 1977 onwards our understanding of the Antwerp tapissierspand 
was advanced not by tapestry scholars but largely by historians discussing the institution 
in the context of mid-sixteenth-century urbanisation projects (1977) and the early modern 
urban textile industry (1987).7 Contenting itself with distilling information from a selec-
tion of the key publications that appeared in 1936, 1977 and/ or 1987, or from studies that 
themselves present information that has already been distilled, tapestry scholarship has 
depicted the Antwerp pand as a logical emanation of a dual flourishing: Antwerp’s ascend-
ancy as Europe’s ‘capital of capitalism’ and that of Brussels as Europe’s capital of tapestry 
production.8 This view implies, of course, that the (putative) collapse of Antwerp’s urban 
economy from about 1650 onwards cast an ever-greater shadow over the vigour and appeal 
of the tapissierspand.9 While the Antwerp pand acquired a settled place in the art-histori-
cal literature — albeit a rather shallow one — its Brussels counterpart would have to wait 
until 2005 to be rediscovered.10 This renewed acquaintance was short-lived, however, and 
treated the opening of the Brussels pand primarily as a direct consequence of the Antwerp 
institution’s loss of market power and hence as an attempt to create an auxiliary market-
place.11 The two tapissierspanden were recently discussed together for the first time, if 
only briefly.12 Once again, the establishment of the Brussels pand was treated as an almost 
automatic consequence of the decline of its Antwerp counterpart. In addition, this study 
emphasised that, as incubators of trust where information was pooled and where credit 
and creditworthiness were shaped and shared, the panden were suitable tools to protect the 
workings of the Flemish tapestry market.13

In short, the art-historical literature on the panden is very limited. It tends to give a 
one-dimensional account of the two institutions as very similar commercial enterprises that 
were embraced wholeheartedly by everyone involved in the Antwerp and Brussels tapestry 
worlds, since they all shared the same concerns and a single goal — namely, to develop and 
secure a central meeting point and marketplace. This essay, however, adopts a different 
vantage point. Drawing not just on the relatively small number of archival sources that are 
being constantly recycled in the literature but also on documents that have surfaced only 
recently, it discusses the tapissierspanden from the viewpoint of the conflicting business 
conduct and strategies developed by Antwerp city council and tapestry entrepreneurs on 
the one hand, and Brussels tapestry entrepreneurs on the other. Closely examining the 
raisons d’être of the panden, this essay argues that those who founded the institutions in 
Antwerp and Brussels established and used them to further completely different ambitions 
and objectives — and that their strategies, which both manifested themselves and crystallised 
in the panden, present tapestry scholarship with a fundamental methodological problem, 
the magnitude of which has yet to be appreciated.
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The Antwerp pand: Claiming Commerce and Quality

In Antwerp, it was the city council that decided to establish a new tapissierspand. The 
initiative can be regarded as an element in a master plan to upgrade and modernise the 
organisation of Antwerp’s booming and multi-faceted art market.14 This market had tra-
ditionally been conducted, as a rule, in the buildings of religious institutions, and followed 
the rhythm of the biannual fairs. A prime example was Our Lady’s pand, in which paintings 
and retables were bought and sold.15 Between about 1480 and 1550, the market for tapes-
tries was heavily concentrated in the Predikherenpand and the house called De Vette Hinne 
adjoining Our Lady’s pand.16 In the 1540s the city fathers decided to take the market out 
of the hands of the religious institutions and to replace its seasonal ebb and flow with a 
more permanent structure.17 New and exclusive outlets, rented out to art entrepreneurs and 
catering to the needs of local, regional and international buyers and sellers, constituted the 
nexus of this plan. In the early 1540s, Antwerp city council converted the upper floor of the 
new exchange (est. 1531–1532) into a schilderspand.18 In the late 1540s, it decided to set up 
a tapissierspand along the same lines.19 After investigating four possible locations and tak-
ing advice from Gilbert van Schoonbeke (1519–1556), an entrepreneur and speculator who 
played a pivotal role in the new plans for the city centre and the expansion of Antwerp, the 
decision was made on 11 March 1550 to build a tapissierspand in the Schuttershoven, very 

Fig. 1.  Jacques Le Roy, Antverpia, constructionis eius primordia et incrementa, 1678. 
Engraving, 340 × 495 mm.
Courtesy of  Stadsarchief, Antwerp.
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close to the new exchange and the fashionable schilderspand (Fig. 1).20 By these means, the 
city fathers created a convenient cluster at the interface between capital and art. To avoid 
the new building becoming an empty box (hence leaving a hole in the city’s coffers), the city 
council defined the tapissierspand as the sole location for the tapestry trade.21

By October 1551 all the necessary land had been obtained and construction could begin.22 
The building was probably largely complete by the beginning of 1553.23 It was an impressive 
brick building, measuring no less than 37 by 80 metres, roughly equivalent in size to two ice 
hockey rinks or seventeen tennis courts (Fig. 2).24 Visitors entered the pand through large 
gates measuring 2.8 by 2.8 metres in the east and west sides of the building. The ground 
floor interior was composed of stalls, some of them against the outer walls while others 
were set up to form a central aisle.25 The cellars were used as living space and for storage, 
and the upper floor consisted of a 23-metre-long hall where ensembles could be shown.26 A 
pandmeester (or facteur van het pand) was in charge of general management. He employed a 
caretaker and workers (arbeiders) who took care of a range of practical tasks in the building 
as well as transporting tapestries to, around, and from the pand.

The pand opened in the spring of 1554 at the latest. It survived the troubled last quarter 
of the sixteenth century, which was marked not only by the sack of Antwerp (1576) and the 
tapissierspand, but also by the emigration of Flemish tapestry designers, entrepreneurs and 
weavers from Antwerp.27 The institution naturally profited from the revival of the Flemish 
economy and the tapestry industry in the first few decades of the seventeenth century.28 

Fig. 2.  Jan Jacob Croegaert-Van Bree, The Antwerp tapissierspand, 1877. Oil on wood, 
66.5 × 95.5 cm.
Courtesy of  Museum Vleeshuis, Antwerp.
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It retained at least part of its initial appeal until the late seventeenth century, to be finally 
extinguished in the first quarter of the eighteenth century.29

The tapissierspand was a marketplace and meeting point for tapestry entrepreneurs, 
agents and consumers, who stored and displayed tapestries, carpets and table rugs, made 
agreements and clinched sales.30 Major and minor players alike working in Antwerp as 
tapestry entrepreneurs or weavers moved to the basements or houses in the immediate 
vicinity of the pand, and/or rented stalls in the building.31 Those working in the same sec-
tors elsewhere, such as the Marottes/Van der Planckens from Oudenaarde and Jan I Raes 
(1574–1651) and François van den Hecke from Brussels, flocked to the pand and the new 
quarter.32 In this way, the pand fostered personal relationships between people in different 
cities. In 1595, for example, the Antwerp tapestry entrepreneur Hendrik Vranckx married 
Judith Geubels, the sister of the Brussels tapissier Jacob Geubels (d. 1604/1605).33 Geubels’s 
business associate Jan I Raes asked the Antwerp tapestry dealer and humanist François II 
Sweerts (1567–1629) to act as godfather to his daughter Catharina in 1611.34

The dynamics of commerce ensured that the tapissierspand was not just a vibrant hub 
of information, trust and credit, but also what must have been an exceptional gallery of 
contemporary tapestries produced in Antwerp, Brussels and Oudenaarde.35 It is therefore 
not surprising to see that members of European high society, such as Queen Christina of 
Sweden (1654) and Cosimo de’ Medici (1669), visited the Antwerp pand.36 The gallery 
undoubtedly also attracted painters and tapestry designers, including Rubens, who lived 
close by and whose first tapestry series, the Story of  Decius Mus, was most probably com-
missioned by François II Sweerts.37

However, the dynamic interaction revealed by the sources does not mean that the city 
council succeeded in its intention of centralising all trading activity in the pand in the 
long term.38 It is clear from a small number of sources dating from after 1650 that tapestry 
entrepreneurs, who were not bound by the rules of a corporate framework, also showed 
and sold tapestries at their homes.39 Yet, on the basis of the available sources, it is safe to 
assume that the pand was indeed the primary magnet and marketplace for tapestries in 
Antwerp, certainly until c. 1650. In this sense, it did fulfil the city council’s main aspiration.

It is plausible, however, that the establishment of the pand was also a key element in 
a second master plan, namely to facilitate and support the development of tapestry pro-
duction in Antwerp. Tapestry production was a capital-intensive undertaking.40 Weaving 
was exceptionally time-consuming, so the labour cost was substantial. The coloured weft 
threads, expensive silk threads and precious silver- and gilt-metal-wrapped threads raised 
the cost, just like the investments in cartoons painted by one or more painters and their 
assistants. The recovery of the invested capital was usually slow and often uncertain, which 
of course threatened future activities. Given all this, tapestry producers could use all pos-
sible support. In the years prior to the establishment of the pand, we find the city council 
enticing and pampering tapissiers and tapestry weavers from Brussels, as well as the Brussels 
tapestry designer Pieter Coecke van Aalst.41 Antwerp’s commercial élan, amplified by this 
growing and stimulated production outside a corporate framework, naturally aroused con-
cern among the Brussels tapissiers. Their products had been in great demand throughout 
Europe since around 1500 on account of their exceptional quality, which was the combined 
result of the best and most powerful designs and materials as well as the finest craftsman-
ship.42 This unique high standard was both the strength and the Achilles heel of the Brussels 
industry, as is painfully illustrated by the developments in Antwerp. First, the migration of 
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designs, materials and craftsmanship from Brussels to Antwerp obviously posed a threat 
to the Brussels industry, which risked becoming marginal or even obsolete in the longer 
term. Second, counterfeit ‘Brussels’ tapestries of lower quality made in Antwerp might be 
churned out in large numbers, disrupting or even ruining the market for Brussels tapestries.43

To shield itself from these dangers and from the potential burgeoning of Antwerp as a 
copycat production centre, the Brussels tapissiers invoked the Ordonnance impériale sur 
l’industrie de la tapisserie aux Pays-Bas issued by Emperor Charles V in 1544.44 This ordi-
nance, which (among other things) made it mandatory for all tapestry producers in every 
Flemish production centre to weave their mark and that of the city into their products, was 
designed to minimise or eradicate abuses, to identify the item’s provenance and to inform 
potential buyers of the quality they could expect.45 Unsurprisingly, and to the frustration of 
the Brussels tapissiers, who soon became embroiled in a legal battle, Antwerp city council 
refused for several years to ratify the edict, claiming that it restricted free trade.46 It should 
be emphasised, however, that the edict also — indeed, primarily — threatened to curb the 
growth of Antwerp’s tapestry industry, which operated precisely in the grey zone that the 
Ordonnance impériale sought to erase.

The plans for the Antwerp pand, which were first proposed in the late 1540s — just 
when the Ordonnance impériale was being hotly debated — can therefore be regarded, 
at least in part, as the city council’s reaction to the Ordonnance. For, by establishing the 
tapissierspand, the Antwerp authorities were consolidating the position of their city’s 
own tapestry dealers and entrepreneurs, while further complicating, if not endangering, 
that of the Brussels tapissiers. Tapestry scholars have rightly emphasised that the opening 
of a centralised marketplace and meeting point had obvious advantages for the Brussels 
tapissiers, but there has been little recognition for the fact that the advent of the pand also 
intensified the growing competition between the Brussels and Antwerp industries.47 First, 
the institution increased Antwerp’s appeal to Brussels tapestry weavers and designers who 
were contemplating moving to the great trading centre. And plenty were doing so. In 1553, 
the year in which the pand opened its doors, the Brussels painter and tapestry designer 
Peter van Uden settled in Antwerp, along with what appears to have been a considerable 
number of tapestry weavers.48 From 1559 onwards, migrant tapestry weavers could become 
burghers of Antwerp free of charge.49 One year later, the city fathers persuaded the Brussels 
painter and tapestry designer Jan Collaert to relocate to Antwerp, and many more Brussels 
tapestry producers and weavers moved to Antwerp in the decades that followed.50 Second, 
the establishment of a modern, centralised marketplace in Europe’s ‘capital of capitalism’ 
compelled Brussels tapissiers to display their latest and most fashionable tapestries and 
designs there. That would make them easy to study, not only for potential buyers, but also 
for Antwerp’s tapestry entrepreneurs, who would have access to an up-to-date ‘image data-
base’ of examples to be emulated.

Did Antwerp city council succeed in its goal of using the pand to place Antwerp on 
the European map as a centre of production as well as trade? Although we scarcely have 
any studies of Antwerp tapestries, as a result of which very few editions and tapestries 
can be confidently attributed to Antwerp, it is clear that the city’s tapestry output in the 
latter half of the sixteenth century and the early decades of the seventeenth century was 
of exceptionally high quality.51 That the Antwerp industry posed a serious threat to the 
Brussels workshops can be inferred from the dispute that raged between the Brussels tap-
estry corporation and the Antwerp tapestry entrepreneurs from 1617 to 1620.52 According 
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to the Brussels tapissiers, the distinction between Antwerp and Brussels pieces had become 
blurred.53 Furthermore, Antwerp entrepreneurs were accused of weaving the Brussels city 
mark into their pieces to deliberately mislead customers. Another charge was that Antwerp 
entrepreneurs were selling amalgamated editions consisting of a mix of pieces from Antwerp 
and Brussels. Interestingly, in their reply, the Antwerp entrepreneurs did not make the slight-
est effort to deny these accusations. They noted drily that their Brussels colleagues also 
marketed mixed editions. They defended their use of the letters ‘BB’ by stating that this 
was not a city mark, but designated a workshop.54 Unmoved by the accusations and taking 
full advantage of the entrepreneurial freedom that the city offered them, Antwerp tapestry 
entrepreneurs continued their fraudulent practices. This gave the Brussels tapissiers a strong 
argument in their struggle to establish a tapissierspand in their own city a few years later.

The Brussels pand: Reclaiming Quality, Claiming Credit

While in Antwerp the initiative for a tapissierspand originated with the city council, in 
Brussels it was the tapestry corporation that made a determined effort to achieve a pand. In 
the winter of 1654–1655 it launched a campaign to gain political support. After the advice 
had been sought of the Officie Fiscaal of the Council of Brabant, an advisory body that 
was called on to make recommendations whenever local initiatives affected the economies 
of more than one city, and naturally after consultations with the city councils of Brussels 
and Antwerp, the Council of Brabant gave the tapestry corporation permission to develop 
the project, by a decision of 17 August 1655.55

In March 1656 the corporation asked the city fathers to allocate it a space, ‘either in the 
city’s former fencing school or in other premises’.56 In June 1656 the city council allocated 
it part of the former ‘fencing school’.57 This was a hall in the complex of buildings that was 
dominated by the town hall and the cloth hall, right in the centre of Brussels (Figs. 3 and 
4).58 The corporation was not required to pay rent, but it did have to finance the ‘partitions, 
windows, and other elements that would be needed’ to make the space ready for use. In 
1661, the corporation testified that these costs had been extremely high and had compelled 
them to incur heavy debts.59 None of the sources gives precise information on the location 
or surface area of the area allocated to the tapissiers. The sources do show, however, that 
the pand had a tower, and that it could be accessed by way of steps leading up from the 
‘blue fountain’.60 This fountain stood against the wall of the house known as Boterpot at the 
corner of present-day Kolenmarkt and Vruntstraat.61 The tower may perhaps have been the 
onion dome of the house Boterpot. The pand was therefore situated in the short west wing 
between the cloth hall and the town hall. This means that the surface area of the Brussels 
pand was only a fraction of the size of its Antwerp counterpart, not to mention the latter’s 
cellars and its large showroom on the upper floor. There, as in Antwerp, a pandmeester or 
facteur managed the institution and was assisted by a caretaker.62 The pandmeester earned 
2 shillings per ell on every Brussels tapestry that was sold in the pand. On pieces made in 
Antwerp and Oudenaarde, he earned 2 per cent and 3 per cent, respectively, of the sales 
price. In contrast to its Antwerp counterpart, the Brussels pand had only a brief existence: 
it burned down during the French bombardment of Brussels in 1695.63

The request of the Brussels tapestry corporation to establish a pand in Brussels was 
based on three core arguments.64 First, the tapissiers complained of what was by then an old 
and recurrent problem. The Antwerp pand had given the Antwerp tapestry entrepreneurs 
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complete control of the market. The institution acted as a magnet, which enabled the city’s 
entrepreneurs to model their new tapestries on the latest Brussels pieces and subsequently 
to sell them as ‘Brussels’ products — though of inferior quality. This practice naturally 
disrupted the already precarious flows of information within the tapestry trade, and could 
eventually tip the market over the edge into ruin, warned the Brussels tapissiers. A pand 
in their own city, where the deans of the corporation would be able to control and inspect 
not only tapestries from Brussels but those made anywhere in Flanders, could at least curb 
these fraudulent practices.

Transaction costs were a second reason for the corporation’s request for a tapissierspand 
in Brussels. The trips back and forth to Antwerp to meet with potential customers and to 
show them tapestries consumed a great deal of time and hence also money, they wrote, 
while these efforts were frequently unsuccessful. A pand close at hand could obviously 
eliminate these costs at a stroke, while at the same time consolidating the market in Brussels. 
Several documents suggest that the Brussels pand was indeed able to generate a substantial 
commercial dynamic. Just a few years after it opened, in 1661, Brussels tapissiers testified 
that ‘tapissiers of Ghent, Oudenaarde, Edingen, and even from Antwerp itself, have taken 
the opportunity to bring large quantities of their products to the pand’.65 They therefore 
successfully petitioned the city council to levy a tax on the non-Brussels tapestries, so as 
to ensure that tapestry entrepreneurs from elsewhere would help to pay off the debts they 

Fig. 3.  Georg Braun and Frans Hogenberg, Brussels, c. 1600. Engraving, 330 × 475 mm.
Courtesy of  Stadsmuseum, Brussels.
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had incurred ‘to convert the fencing school’.66 Dealers also visited the ‘Magazin de la ville 
de Bruxelles’, where French tapestries, too, were being traded by the end of the seventeenth 
century.67

Fig. 4.  Abraham Santvoort, The Brussels Town Hall and Cloth Hall, c. 1650. Engraving, 
465 × 380 mm.
Courtesy of  Stadsmuseum, Brussels.
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However, unlike the Antwerp city fathers, the Brussels tapissiers never wanted their pand 
to be the sole place for displaying and trading in tapestries. First, they stressed that they did 
not intend to abandon the Antwerp pand: ‘The petitioners [the Brussels tapissiers] do not 
seek to replace the Antwerp pand but believe the existence of two facilities rather than one 
would be advantageous to their business’.68 The prominent Brussels producer François Van 
den Hecke continued to use the Antwerp pand until his death in 1675.69 Second, the board of 
the tapestry corporation hastened to emphasise, in the first regulations it drew up to govern 
the workings of the pand, that all tapissiers and merchants would be permitted to display 
cartoons and tapestries ‘at their own homes’ — as was customary.70 This was repeated in a 
new set of regulations recorded in May 1658, which further specified that merchants from 
outside Brussels were also permitted to display and sell their wares in the inns where they 
were lodging.71 Basically, tapestries could be sold anywhere at all in the city, provided they 
had first undergone a quality check and received a seal of approval at the pand.

Clearly, then, the Brussels tapissiers did not see their pand primarily as a marketplace (i.e. 
a closed physical venue). This explains why they were satisfied with a modest-sized space — 
certainly in comparison to the size of the Antwerp pand. They must also have realised that 
the advent of a pand in Brussels could not possibly put an end to the fraudulent practices 
of tapestry entrepreneurs, those in Brussels as well as their Antwerp confrères. After all, the 
Antwerp pand — the nexus of opportunistic entrepreneurial strategies — would continue 
to operate as before. The third reason for the Brussels tapissiers to want their own pand was 
therefore perhaps the most important. Quite simply, it was this: Brussels tapissiers wanted 
to obtain easy access to credit more cheaply and reliably than was possible in Antwerp. For, 
in their petition, the Brussels tapestry producers complained that tapestries deposited in 
Antwerp as security for a loan ‘were subject to a heavy rate of interest while they lay at the 
pand in Antwerp’; a pand in Brussels would enable them to raise loans ‘at similar or lower 
rates than those charged in Antwerp’.72

The Brussels pand was therefore — in contrast to its Antwerp counterpart — primarily 
intended to serve as a full-blown ‘loan office’ or lending bank that would bolster the indus-
try’s growth.73 The first ordinance issued after its opening provided that tapestries could be 
deposited to obtain credit exclusively at the pand, and must be kept there.74 Any entrepreneur 
could accept a tapestry as security for credit, but this role was most probably confined, in the 
main, to the pandmeester. It is not inconceivable that the Brussels tapissiers had their eyes on 
a specific lender from the first time they mooted their project: Jean-François de Grousseliers 
(1631–1717), the son of a procurator at the Great Council of Mechelen and brother-in-law 
to the Brussels art entrepreneur François van Coppenolle (1633–1701).75 In August 1657, the 
tapestry corporation and De Grousseliers, assisted by Van Coppenolle, concluded a contract 
laying down the terms on which the pand would operate and the role of the pandmeester 
De Grousseliers.76 The very first clause in this contract makes it immediately apparent what 
the Brussels tapissiers were really interested in: De Grousseliers was to deposit capital of 
at least 20,000 guilders right away to be used for granting credit with tapestries as security. 
He was to pay Brussels tapissiers two-thirds of the value of all tapestries deposited with 
him.77 According to a document recorded in June 1658, De Grousseliers fulfilled his role 
as lender immediately — and quite enthusiastically.78 For, by then, the tapestries lying in 
storage at the pand were worth an astonishing 150,000 guilders. The city council rewarded 
the pandmeester for these exceptional financial efforts with fiscal benefits.79
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Jean-François de Grousseliers remained in office until the building burned down in 
1695, at which time he was said to be storing at least 150 editions deposited as security for 
credit.80 According to one source, François van Coppenolle also granted credit on a sub-
stantial number of tapestries and stored them in the pand.81 Van Coppenolle’s activities in 
this area led in 1676 to a conflict between the brothers-in-law concerning the limits of the 
pandmeester’s sphere of action — a conflict that degenerated into a vulgar brawl in the 
presence of a number of Brussels tapissiers in the pand.82

The injections of capital supplied by both De Grousseliers and Van Coppenolle must 
have greatly helped the Brussels tapissiers to invest in the production of editions to be pro-
vided ‘on spec’ and in new cartoons. In fact, it is safe to assume that the Brussels pand as 
a loan office, combined with the network and business acumen of the pandmeester and his 
brother-in-law, played an important role in the importing and promotion of French car-
toons by Charles Poerson (1609–1667) in the late 1650s and 1660s, which filled the artistic 
vacuum that had arisen after the deaths of the Brussels tapestry designers Antoon Sallaert 
(1594–1650) and Lanceloot Lefebure (c. 1585–c. 1655).83

Coda

The above analysis of the raisons d’être of the Antwerp and Brussels tapissierspanden has 
revealed that the establishment of these institutions was motivated by two entirely different 
agendas. The Antwerp pand was set up primarily to function as a marketplace, whereas 
its Brussels counterpart was mainly a credit institution. But the analysis also reveals what 
the two institutions had in common: both sought to boost and support local tapestry 
production. While the Antwerp pand was expected to achieve this goal by attracting and 
embracing both expertise and works of art from Brussels, the Brussels institution was 
expected to support local tapestry producers in their efforts to reclaim the exclusive DNA 
of Brussels tapestry, which had traditionally been characterised by outstanding quality of 
execution coupled with the latest and most fashionable iconographic and stylistic features. 
The tapissierspanden thus highlight a subject that is generally overlooked in the literature: 
the conflicting interests and strategies of tapestry entrepreneurs in Antwerp and Brussels, 
and hence also the impact that the institutions had on production in the two cities.

This essay may therefore serve as a warning to tapestry scholarship that is perhaps too 
quick to attribute pieces to Brussels. Indeed, given that we have as yet been able to identify 
very few tapestries made between about 1560 and 1630 as originating from Antwerp, and 
combining this with the complaints voiced by the Brussels tapissiers in the early seventeenth 
century, we might well be justified in re-examining many of the ‘Brussels’ tapestries from 
the last decades of the sixteenth and the first few decades of the seventeenth century, in 
search of pieces made in Antwerp rather than Brussels. Likewise, given that the ‘majority’ 
of Brussels tapestries after Rubens woven between about 1630 and 1660 have been described 
as ‘lesser-quality weavings’ that lack the customary pictorial power of Brussels tapestries, 
combined with the fact that it is not only ‘Brussels’ tapestries after Rubens that are less 
convincing, we might ask if some of these ‘problematic’ pieces are perhaps examples of the 
counterfeit tapestries that the Brussels tapissiers remarked upon and rightly saw as a threat 
around the mid-seventeenth century.84 Put differently, this analysis of the tapissierspanden 
reveals the importance, if not the necessity, of developing a multidisciplinary approach 
in which tapestry connoisseurs, textile technicians and (tapestry) historians focusing on 
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the socio-economic dimension of the medium collaborate to fundamentally question the 
practice of almost unhesitatingly attributing Flemish mannerist and baroque tapestries to 
Brussels.

This call for contextual and cross-disciplinary research obviously extends beyond tap-
estry scholarship and ties in with some of the precepts of neo-institutionalism. This essay 
shows that comprehension of institutions, their agendas and politics, the professional and 
social networks they fostered and shaped, and the effect the institutions had on the behaviour 
of people inhabiting the dynamic networks helps to address issues of attribution, dating and/
or meaning of works of art. Additional studies of places and spaces as urban playgrounds 
for art consumers, dealers, entrepreneurs, financiers and producers will certainly further 
our understanding of the ways in which collaborative action negotiated and shaped artistic 
developments.
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