Abstract
The purpose of this dissertation is to study the museum in itself, as well as from a museological point of view, by way of analyzing and discussing the museum as an institution of cultural communication, its development and possibilities, based on a study of the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek (NCG) 1897-2012.
This approach builds on the intention to explain the paradox that, while museums currently enjoy good times and considerable growth, much of the literature written about museums is very pessimistic about the future of the museum. The dissertation therefore places its point of view at the intersection between theory and practice, as it considers the actual museum and the theory about it, the museology, to be intertwined.  
The dissertation explains the creation of the NCG and its development over its 115 years of history. Initially it is based on a platonic idea about the ability of art to improve man. It then becomes gradually more professionalized, with more focus placed on education and research and for a long period identifies with its collection until the 1970’s, where it has to meet new demands to become more visitor-oriented. The museum, however, remains, more than anything, marked by continuity.
A vast amount of new literature about the museum has been published during the years since 1988. A tidal wave, as it is named by one of the prominent critics of this phenomenon, Historian Randolph Starn. The dissertation shows how this literature is almost exclusively written from outside the museum and is overwhelmingly negative about the prospects of the museum, which it portrays as imperialistic, racist, gendered, Eurocentric and in other ways closely associated with the formation of the European national states in the 19th century.
Within the new literature there are two main lines of thought, one of which is strongly influenced by the theory of post-structuralism and Michel Foucault and another which is simply discontent with “old museology” and its focus on “how” and calls for a “new museology” focusing on “why”. The two have much in common, but are essentially different and even in conflict in many ways. 
The former does not see an essential museum, but different power constellations, based on different epistemes over time, one of which is the 19th century museum of the national state, the function of which is to civilize its citizens. The latter also often involves the conviction that museology, and perhaps even the museum, has gone through a paradigm shift in the 1990’s, moving from a collection-based paradigm to a visitor-based paradigm.
The dissertation shows, in an attempt to explain the paradox mentioned above, that there is little new about the “new museology” and that certainly no paradigm shift has taken place. Museums, as well as writings about them in the past, have anticipated many of the claims of “new museology”. Whereas the increasing awareness since the 1960’s of the museum’s association with western European colonial hegemony first developed within the ICOM has been important, the importance of a shift from “how” to “why”, from collection to visitor is not what “new museology” makes it out to be. Rather the museums need to deal with the representation problem and the dissertation suggests they do that in the same way as science does.
The two are both born in the age of Enlightenment and both possess the capability of permanent self critique which enables them to change. Finally the dissertation shows that much of what has been written about the museum, taking Foucault as a starting point, has derailed discussion, and is thus partly responsible for the paradox that literature about the museum and museum practice have gone separate ways.
