Distinguishing the theoretical boundaries of sub-cultural studies is by no means a simple task. The demarcation of a sub-cultural space as belonging to members of a distinct community is limited by the intersection of competing theoretical concepts such as community, culture and society. The outcome of such ambiguous territory has manipulated the manner to which researchers have come to address the area of subculture. Thornton (DATE, p.1) argues that to attempt to demarcate a sub-cultural space also entails a process of representation and construction. Thus, depictions of sub-cultural space may unavoidably involve a process of construction and framing. The implications are that in depicting sub-cultural groups researchers often exclude social factors that operate externally to sub-cultural boundaries. Biases tend to creep into studies through the construction of limited definitions of subculture and its application to a particular space. Hence, the focus of the following research will be to investigate the definitive issues of sub-cultural theory in order to construct a workable model for engaging with sub-cultures. 
Dick Hebdige traces the roots of sub-cultural investigation back to literary urban ethnographies of Thomas Archer, Henry Mayhew, Charles Dickens and Authur Morrison. These authors engaged in limited descriptive tasks to bring-forth the environment of the working-class to a wider audience. They did not involve themselves in any signicant amount of critical analysis and more or less lacked any scientific method or line of enquiry. The development of a more sociological investigation in subculture came through the work of early Chicago school researchers such as Thrasher (1927) and Whyte (DATE). 
The Chicago school eventually came to be renown for its emphasis on qualitative empirical studies of subcultures.  It tailored a specific kind of micro-sociology which focused heavily on people’s perceptions of themselves and compared these with the views of others external to the subculture. Prominent authors of the Chicago tradition were Parks, Cohen and Young. 

Parks began research into structure of subcultures well before there was a basic definitive term to describe it. In this sense, Park was at the forefront of sociological investigation into subcultures. He sought to chart the various subcultures that inhabited Chicago by means of detailing issues of conflict, control, mobility, segregation, vocation and lifestyle. Park’s work ‘The City’ is a inspirational invitation to other researchers to treat the “city as a laboratory or a clinic” and works to construct a perspective which is able to capture the particularities of urban life. Park’s analysis of the city of Chicago is immensely brief and tends to skim over the complexity of the city in a number of sentences. Yet, the vast the sum of unanswered questions he puts forward, which total close to fifty, demonstrates how parks comprehended how large a task he had set out to engage with. 
Cohen draws on his work into delinquent gangs to outline a series of question that would aide the development of a general theory of subcultures. Cohen begins with the assumption that subcultures are a special type of social problem that develops out of an “actor’s frame of reference and the situation he confronts.” Cohen argues that actors within a subculture may “resolve the problem of [deviance] by persuading himself that the greater obligation attaches to one rather than to the other.” 
Chesney, K. (1972). The Victorian underworld. Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin Books.

