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Preface

This is the last time I will bother with active discussion on this thread, not only because 
it is rather futile, as even after 400 posts and multiple effortposts citing text from marxists.org, 
which is a page of understandable relevance, you still fail to grasp the most basic concepts of 
political economy, such as the differences in the nature of wages and commodities, the 
different kinds of wage labour and the definitions of class. You have proved time and time again 
to be not only ignorant about basic Marxian concets, but also a person with reactionary beliefs 



and most importantly someone who arguees in bad faith.

Due to the Anonymous nature of the board I might quote different people, however, even if I 
do I do not mean to group al of you into a singular individual, my critique is against the general 
position held by posters on the thread >>448250

In this section i will be highlighting different positions held in that thread, aswell as a general 
explanation, some which were already given in that same thread, as to why they are mistaken, 
then I will move to my last argument, because it seems like you are dead set into believing the 
subscription based sale of OnlyFans equal to a bourgeois charging rent over the use of land.

In post >>448410 an Anon states that sex work is degenrate and liberal, this is a moral claim, 
and not in corespondance to a scientific analysis of political economy, morality is defined by the 
bourgeoisie, for them, drug consumption, nudity, and other harmless habit are degenerate, 
then at the same time, bombing a Middle eastern villa, couping governments in LatAm and 
Africa and racially profiling minorities is moral. We do not care about bourgeois morality.

On post >>448444, Anon states that OF is more of a franchise, this is not correct, because a 
fracnhise is a  economic exchange between a firm and an individual, where the firms grants 
the individual the permission to make use of the intellectual property, expetisee and logistic 
network to the individual, in return, the individual agrees to pay a sum of money to the firm. At 
first glance, this seems like the same business model of OF, however the owner of an account in 
OF does not get to make use of the intellectual property, expertisee or logistical netwrok of 
OF, more importanlty the OF model does not get to replicate the business model of OF. 

When an individual decides to celebrate a franchise contract with Kentuchy Fried Chicken, this 
individual is essentially buying a business commodity, however at the same time, he is 
becoming subordinate to KFC. This person bought a commodity whose nature is the same as 
the nature of KFC's own restaurant stores. This means that the individual becomes 
subordinated to KFC's rules and policies. He can only sell fried chciken and other commodities 
assigned by KFC. He is essentially an employee of KFC, we understand this is the case because 
we understand social relationships under capitalism are not regulated by bourgeois law, but by 
one's relationship to the means of production, to wage labourers and to the ruling class. What 
KFC and other firms do when engaging in franchising is circumvent the necessary investment 
needed to launch a new store. That investment is now done by a foolish petit-bourg whose 
role is no different from the role of a general manager in KFC's own stores. However, it is 
important to notice that this individual is not proletariat, because he has ownership over the 
store he initially paid for, not only that, but he has a series of subordinate wage labourers who 
create value, value he later apropriates. 

If what was previously explained is true, an OF model cannot be a franchisee, because the 



person, the owner of an OF account is not allowed to replicate the business model of OF. This 
person is not allowed to charge a rent to other models for featuring them in their account. The 
role of this person is different to the role of OnlyFans, there is no franchise-franchisee relation. 
Moreover, OF does no need to circumvent any necessary investment needed to launch a new 
store.

Post >>448470 denies the existance of service commodities, and as I previosuly explained in the 
thread, different commodities exist, not all comodities are tangible commodities, some are 
service commodities in which the labour power of the proletariat is sold directly to the 
customer. This is backed up by an explanation of the term found on marxists.org, I linked this 
definition in post >>448999

In post >>448783 I make a general resume of the nature of wages and the type of wages. These 
are defined as follows:

 Wage labour, in which the labourer is paid a salary independent of the value he creates 

 Piece wages, in which the labourer is paid depending on the amount of value he creates

 Tip wages, in which the labourer is paid independent of the value he creates, but the 
wage itself doesn't depend on the decision of a boss.

We can also see that multiple social relations between the employe and the employeer exist. 
Marx defines these different instances as follows:

 Wage labour, in which the proletariat is employed by the burgeoisie and is subordinate 
to him, the length of the contract is undefined.

 Free labour, in which the proletariat is employed not by one bourgeois, but by several, 
an example of this are freelance teachers

 Contractual labour. in which the proletariat is employed by a the bourgeoisie on the 
basis of a determined amount of work, ie. getting paid to create one specific piece of 
software, the length of the contract is defined.

Another incredibly illiterate argument was posted by >>448994 where he claims that the body 
of a worker is their MoP, Marx has already stated that this is not the case, this is clear proof 
that Anon in queston is illiterate when it comes to Maxism

Part I: A general resume of classes found on erotic content 
streaming sites.



In post >>449035 I state the general conditions in which social relations within OF . They are as 
follows: 

1.- Model A works on a self employed manner, she holds intellectual property over her photos, 
she can sell her photos somewhere else just like a chef can prepare and sell his recipes to 
different people. Model A is a self employed proletariat, as she is her own wage labourer, even 
if she owns the intellectual property over her photographs, class is not solely defined by 
property relations

2.- Model B works for an agency, her contract states that she will get paid either by wage 
labouring, as hostesses do, or on a contractual manner where she  gets paid per photoshoot 
and so on. Model B is a wage labourer proletariat, she is subordinate to a capitalist, she does 
not own the intellectual property of her content.

3.- Model C hires people to work for her, a photographer, and editor, a marketing agency, etc. 
She hires their services and pays them a wage.Model C is a bourgeois model, where she owns 
not only her photographies, but has managed to organize the instruments of production so that 
she doesn't have to do all the work, her subordinates do.

As we can see, Only model C is bourgeois, the other two are proletariat, Model C gets to keep 
part of he value the people she hired created. Model A and Model B are proltetariat. However, 
since Model A is self-employed, she can become bourgeois if her business becomes big enough 
to warran it.

Anon in post >>449061 states that an OF model is bourgeois, and the only argument given is 
that of property relations, while it is true that a defining characteristic of the bourgeoisie is that 
they own property, owning property by itself is not the sole determiner of class. How can we 
know this? If a wage labourer, for example a carpenter works for a firm, yet said firm does not 
give him the required instruments of production needed to perform his labour, let's say they d 
not give him tools, equiment, a uniform, etc. and forces the labourer to acquire the, is he now 
bourgeois? NO. This is a common tactic used by the bourgeoisie to reduce the necessary 
investment needed to equip a worker, similar to the previously explained relation of a 
franchise. While at the same time obfuscating labour relations, as most of the time wage 
labourers are told they lie that they will "become their own boss".

However, it is important to notice that the argument given about how a labourer can become 
bourgeois if this labourer begins to appropriate value created by other workers is correct 
however, this case is not the case of OF,  mainly because OF is not hiring the models 
themselves, they are charging them rent to use their property, the property being a digital 
marketplace where they can sell their commodities. If you want to claim that OF models are 
appropriating the value of the programmer workers that maintain OF serves, then you would 



have to accept that OF models are working for OF, you would have to accept that OF is the 
employeer of these digital models, and that they are being paid a wage via tip wage, where 
the employeer, OF, gets to keep a percentage of the value they create, making ALL MODELS 
PROLETARIAT, as their labour would be subordinate to the firm, even if they have the artistic 
freedom to upload anything they want. This tip wage would be of similar nature to the tip 
wage given to waiters, or delivery drivers.

This poster also implies that they are bourgeois because they get to choose their own hours, 
but as previously stated, being a free labourer still makes someone subordinate to the 
bourgeoisie, even if it's just for a moment.

In post >>449103 I explained why royalties are merely another form of wage, mainly tipwages, 
the right to copyright do not alter this. These rights were obtained after the class struggle of 
proletariat reformists.

Anon in post >>449094 anon states that OF is a defacto state, this is incredibly ignorant and 
incorrect, because a state has a geographical territory, a population with citizenship a form of 
government an sovereignity. first and foremost, OF doesn't have a geographical teritory, that 
alone makes this argument incorrect, there is no need as to even analize the other 3 elements.

Part II: The definition and practical use of the term rent.

This is the last argument given by the Lassallean incel, I assume he was able to at least 
unerstand the basic idea of the arguments previously explained, as he seems set to die on this 
hill and has proceeded to ignore the rest. I have solved this argument and I will now proceed to 
explain why this is not the case.

First, let's analyze the term rent. to begin with, the Marx's theory of rent is one of the most 
complicated topics in Maxian economics, I assume this anon is completly ignorant on it, 
otherwise he wouldn't be labeling a sale as one, nonetheless I invite him to prove that the 
subscription sale model follows the same pattern as land, as it was understood by Marx. If 
this task has not made before this argument was made, it is completly foolish to claim the sale 
of a service is rent.

The texts that were consulted by me to be able to type this part are the following:

https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/smith-adam/works/wealth-of-nations/book01/ch
11.htm

https://www.marxists.org/archive/mandel/19xx/marx/ch05.htm

https://scholarworks.umass.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1248&context=econ_workingpap

https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/smith-adam/works/wealth-of-nations/book01/ch11.htm
https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/smith-adam/works/wealth-of-nations/book01/ch11.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/mandel/19xx/marx/ch05.htm
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1248&context=econ_workingpaper


er

https://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1907/agrprogr/ch03s6.htm

https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1863/theories-surplus-value/ch14.htm

https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1872/housing-question/index.htm

https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844/manuscripts/rent.htm

When we talk about rent, in this instance, we must do it based on Marxian point of view, rent is 
therefore the price paid by a person for the access to land. (Marx, 1861). We have also to 
understand that when an individual rents a piece of land, he rents a piece of land that is of 
limited amount, this allows us to understand one of the key elements that define rent, that is, 
that as population increases, so does the price of rent of a property. This is not the case for 
the price of an OF subscription sale, as when population increases, there isn't a increase in the 
price of the subscription. 

It is not my obligation to come up with a model as to why OF isn't rent, even when I can do it, 
as the burden of proof belongs to you. It is the obligation of the Anonymous poster stating 
that such sale is actually rent. I ask you to provide such a model.

Part III: The definition and practical use of subscription based 
sales.

After defining what the term rent means, it is therefore foolish to label a subscription sale as 
rent, and this is further demonstrated by explained how the subscription model of OF is merely 
a sale of commodities, no different in essence to the sale of other commodities. Let's do a 
thought experiment with a case exposed in this thread.

In the following posts >>449127, >449129, >>449131, >>449133, and >>449137 I have an 
exchange with an Anon who I assume is the same person as before. We arguee back and forth 
about how the sale of a service commodity takes place, at first, Anon claims that OF models do 
the following:  "Produce commodity that can be infinitely reproduced.  Charge for every 
single copy anyway." Yes, it is true, OF models produce commodities that can be infinitely 
reproduced, that is because of the nature of the commodity itself, electronic media can be 
ininitely reproduced and reused, you can reproduce piece of music, a movie, a software, a 
book, etc. merely by a simple clic, however it is worthy to note that that clic is merely the SNLT 
to reproduce said commodity, it is essentially not 0, as it takes time to do it, it also requires 
electrical energy, which is nothing but labour. The labour it takes to reproduce them is not 0.

https://scholarworks.umass.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1248&context=econ_workingpaper
https://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1907/agrprogr/ch03s6.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1863/theories-surplus-value/ch14.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1872/housing-question/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844/manuscripts/rent.htm


This is of no relevance to the discussion here, it merely explains the nature of the commodity in 
quesion. Then, he states that they charge for every single copy, true! They charge every single 
distinct sale they make. They do not charge you for everytime you see a picture. Just like a 
barber or a massager working in an spa, they charge every different customer the same amount 
to gain access to said commodity.

To this argument, Anon replies that internet nudes, unlike a haircut or a massage does not 
require labour to be reproduced, and that is not correct, as previously explained. Just because a 
haircut and a massage are commodities of different nature, and therefore require different 
labour to be reproduced compared to the labour required to reproduce a nude, doesn't mean 
the labour required to reproduce a nude is non-existant. The sale of a nude does take labour to 
reproduce, because the reproduction itself is the act of promoting an account to new 
subscribers and the maintenance of the servers. Therefore we can see that the labour required 
to reproduce a nude exists! On one hand, it is indirect labour on the part of the salesman, and 
on the other direct labour on the part of the server management that allows people to access 
to OF database to view said nudes.

There is however an argument of even bigger relevance, that shows why the sale of a 
subscription to OF isn't rent. Let's continue with our thought experiment:

Let's think of a massage parlour, this store operates not any different from the average 
bourgeois service firm. There is an owner and there are workers, a singular massage costs n 
amount of monetary units, the cost of reproducing each massage is m, we understand that 
n>m, this is one of the reasons why the owner is able to turn a profit, we also understand that 
m is composed of labour costs, materials, rent of land, and so on so that x+y+z=m. However the 
owner here, realizes that there are some service commodities, which, instead of being paid 
once before being provided to the customer are bought on a subscrition model. An example of 
such sale model is TV signal. The customer pays a fixed amount every month to get access to a 
certain number of channels that stream content via satellite signal or internet connection. Now 
we understand that a customer might make excessive use of these services, while at the same 
time another customer might only watch TV on the weekends. How does a firm knows how 
much to charge? The firm uses statsitical analysis to calculate the total amount of labour, 
energy and other elements, (this being x, y, z,) that the firms requires to function on a average 
daily basis, and then assigns a price n to the streaming service so that the condition n>m still 
exists. Therefore, the massage parlour decides to start a subscription model similar to this one, 
because he knows that he can charge a quantity n+i, where i<n,(in general, sometimes i>n) to 
every customer every month, and grant them the privilege of receiving two massages to each 
month instead of just one, as in the original model. Based on statistical analysis he knows that 
customers rarely gets a second massage, on average a customer gets 1.p, where p is the sum of 



massages given to a customer after the first one, divided between the total number of clients. if 
this value p is less than the initial i increase in price, the owner would be profiting more from 
each subscription sale than if he were to mainatin the individual sale model. We therefore 
understand the motive as to why some firms decide to engage in subscription based sales.

It is of key importance to notice that, even if the nature of the sale and the delivery of the 
service changed, the general social relations between employeer and employee remain. 
Therefore we can understand that, a subscription based sale is not rent, is merely an 
opportunity for the capitalists to hide an increase in the price of a commodity, and to force the 
customer to continue buying a service commodity from him.

This is the same model used by OF, and this does not alter the previously explained social 
relations within the site.

Part IV: Conclsions.

It is safe to assume that you are one of the biggest Lassalleans whom I have had the displeasure 
of talking to, unless you are able to demonstrate how the subscription sale of OF follows the 
same pattern as the rent of land, as understood by Marx, all of your arguments exposed in 
this thread have been throughly disproven. Not only that, doubling down on the idea that the 
body of a proletariat is their MoP is clearly against the Marxian understanding of political 
economy, therefore your opinion is automatically of little to no value

Have sex incel.


