Critics of the ‘heroic’ CCCS model of subculture emphasize that the complexity and shifting nature of crrent youth cultural practices can no long be explained with a framework that imputes to these forms a linear temporal logic. 
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Theoretical models cannot articulate linear models to grasp subculture

The CCCS posited in modernist time the unfolding and subsequent swift demise of a sucession of discrete, clearly identifiable youth subcultures. Whether or not they were accurate in their portray, the sheer diversity that may be found in style forms and practices today negates the CCCS relevance. 
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Diversity is an argument against CCCS research findings.

CCCS tended to cliché subcultures in a narrow form, with its implications that both subculture and the parents culture are coherent and homogenous formations that can be clearly demarcated. 
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CCCS fails to recognize the diversity within the subcultures/cultures they studied. 

CCCS theorists neglected the numerous forms of interaction between subcultural-related and other society formations. And this is a particular damaging thing to neglect when increasingly globally interconnected ideas, styles, music, people technology and capital circulate and collide in complex ways. 
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CCCS miss a crucial point and neglect the complexity of the world. 

Two negative aspects of CCCS:
1. the political agenda to discover forms of rebellion in working-class youth movements – led them to underemphasize the extent of subcultural participation in economic processes. E.g. bikers, snowboarders etc. 
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CCCS saw subcultures as uneconomic dead ends

2. CCCS assumed subcultures were media-free places, positioning subcultures as transparent niches in an opaque world as if subcultural life spoke an unmediated truth. 
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CCCS denied the role of media

