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Abstract 

This paper documents a five-year live publishing operation in which a solo Indian 

operator started with a single credit card carrying a ₹37,500 limit and built a 

self-published intellectual property portfolio generating $76,459.28 in gross royalties 

across two legal entities and nine international Amazon marketplaces. The paper 

names and describes the underlying capital architecture — IP-Collateralised Rotating 

Credit Leverage (IP-CRCL) — and identifies four return mechanisms operating 

simultaneously within what looks, on the surface, like an ordinary publishing 

business: operating yield from royalties, leverage amplification from credit float, a 

structural currency carry trade between INR and USD/GBP/EUR, and an implicit 

inflation hedge against Indian CPI. The paper presents the full empirical record, 

explains the timing mechanics that make the model self-liquidating, documents the 

failure modes that destroy it, and describes the risk management discipline required 

to sustain it. It is written for KDP operators and creator-economy practitioners who 

want to understand not just what happened, but why the structure works — and how 

to avoid the ways it can stop working. This working paper documents a live 

operational case study and does not constitute financial advice. 

Keywords: Amazon KDP, self-publishing finance, consumer credit arbitrage, 
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1. The Origin Story 

In May 2021, at the height of COVID-19 disruption, the author of this paper started 

publishing finance and business non-fiction on Amazon's Kindle Direct Publishing 

platform. No publisher advance. No external equity. No institutional debt. The initial 

capitalisation instrument was a single Visa credit card with a ₹37,500 limit — roughly 

$450 USD at the time. 

By February 2026, that operation had generated $70,484.02 in gross royalties across 

nine international marketplaces, deployed $21,710.31 in advertising spend, and 

retained a net cash position of $48,773.71. A second entity — a separate LLP 

operating under a pen name — was subsequently funded entirely from profits of the 

first, adding a further $5,975.26 in gross royalties and $4,165.36 in ad spend, 

bringing the combined operation to $76,459.28 in gross royalties, $25,875.67 in total 

advertising spend, and a combined net position of $50,583.61. Both entities 

demonstrate that the methodology worked independently of author identity. 

The credit limit that started this did not stay at ₹37,500. It expanded — first through 

limit increases on the original card, then through additional cards added over time — 

as demonstrable royalty income improved the operator's credit profile. The credit 

expansion was itself a function of the operation working. This self-reinforcing loop is 

one of the structural features that makes IP-CRCL different from simple credit 

arbitrage. 

This paper's purpose is to describe the structure underneath those numbers — to 

name the four mechanisms operating simultaneously, explain why the timing 

arithmetic works, document the ways it can fail, and give any KDP operator reading 

this a clear enough map to understand whether and how the model applies to their 

own situation. 

 

The number that matters most 

₹37,500 initial credit limit (~$450 USD) → $76,459.28 combined gross royalties 

across two entities over 58 months. 

The leverage is not exotic. It is structural — embedded in the specific combination of 

a royalty payout cycle, a credit billing cycle, and the INR/USD exchange rate. 

 

2. What IP-CRCL Actually Is 



IP-Collateralised Rotating Credit Leverage is a capital allocation structure in which 

unsecured revolving consumer credit, denominated in an emerging market currency, 

is deployed into digital advertising spend on an international e-commerce platform. 

That spend generates royalty income in hard currencies from a self-published 

intellectual property portfolio. The credit billing cycle is deliberately timed to sit 

inside the platform's royalty payout window, making the facility self-liquidating each 

month — provided the operator maintains the discipline to keep it that way. 

That is the operational definition. But what makes IP-CRCL unusual is that four 

return mechanisms run inside that single workflow simultaneously. Most operators 

only see one of them. 

2.1 The Four Return Dimensions 

Dimension 1 — Operating Yield 

Ad spend generates discoverability on Amazon. Discoverability generates sales. Sales 

generate royalties. Royalties exceed ad spend. The net difference is operating profit. 

This is the only dimension visible on an Amazon Advertising dashboard, and it is the 

one most operators optimise for. It is real and it matters — but it is the smallest part 

of the return stack. 

Dimension 2 — Leverage Amplification 

Because the ad spend is financed by credit rather than cash, the operator's actual 

equity capital deployed at any moment is the outstanding credit balance — not the 

cumulative total spend. In this operation, the concurrent float rarely exceeded the 

equivalent of one month's spend. The operating yield is therefore earned on a capital 

base dramatically smaller than the total spend figure suggests. In the case study, this 

leverage multiplier reached 9.8x on estimated concurrent float capital — calculated 

conservatively, given that the initial credit limit was ₹37,500. 

Dimension 3 — Currency Carry 

The credit card is INR-denominated. Amazon bills advertising in USD. Amazon pays 

royalties in USD, GBP, EUR, CAD, and AUD. The Indian Rupee depreciated 23.9% 

against the USD between May 2021 and February 2026. The operator was, 

structurally, borrowing in a weakening currency and earning in strengthening ones 

— a carry trade that required no intentional FX position, no currency account, and no 

institutional infrastructure. It was hidden inside the operating model. It existed 

because of how the plumbing worked, not because of any deliberate financial 

engineering. 

Dimension 4 — Inflation Hedge 



Indian CPI inflation ran at approximately 4.93% annually over the study period, 

compounding to 27.1% cumulatively. Every dollar earned and retained in hard 

currency represented purchasing power superior to an equivalent INR cash holding. 

This is not a designed hedge — it is a structural outcome of running a global 

publishing operation from an emerging market economy. The hard currency royalties 

accumulate as an implicit protection against domestic inflation that costs the 

operator nothing additional to maintain. 

 

Why most operators only see one dimension 

Amazon's dashboard shows ACOS — advertising cost of sales — on campaigns with 

recorded conversions. It does not show leverage amplification (because it has no 

visibility into your credit facility), currency carry (because it settles in USD regardless 

of your borrowing currency), or inflation hedging (because it does not know where 

you live). The four-dimensional return stack is invisible to any single platform. 

Seeing all four simultaneously requires stepping back from the dashboard and 

looking at the architecture. 

 

3. The Timing Mechanics — How the Float Works 

The operational viability of IP-CRCL depends on a specific relationship between 

three cycles. Get this relationship right and the credit facility is self-liquidating every 

month. Get it wrong and interest starts accruing, the cost of capital changes, and 

what looked like leverage becomes debt. 

Cycle Timing 

Amazon 

royalty payout 

Royalties for sales in month M are paid approximately 60 days 

later — around end of month M+2 

Credit card 

billing 

International spend billed at end of statement month, payment 

due 20–25 days later — effectively 45–55 days from transaction 

date 



Ad spend 

royalty 

conversion 

Ads deployed in month M generate sales in month M; those sales 

generate royalties paid in month M+2 

The structural condition that makes this work is: royalties from month M's ad spend 

arrive before or concurrent with the credit payment due for that spend, provided the 

operator deploys ads in the first two weeks of the billing month. This is the timing 

arbitrage. The credit floats inside the royalty cycle. The operator is effectively 

borrowing at zero cost for 45–55 days, deploying that borrowing into advertising that 

generates royalties, and repaying the facility from those royalties before any interest 

is charged. 

The 36-month empirical record from this operation confirms this works in practice. 

At a monthly spend range of $500–650, the royalty income exceeded spend in 100% 

of months at the $575 midpoint, and in 94% of months even at the $650 ceiling. The 

two borderline months at $650 both generated royalties between $607 and $692 — 

marginal variances, not structural failures. 

 

The condition that breaks it 

Over-deployment in any single month — deploying more credit than the trailing 

60-day royalty run rate supports — is the primary failure mode. The royalties arrive 

but are insufficient to clear the credit bill in full. Interest accrues. The facility is no 

longer self-liquidating. The carry trade that was costless becomes expensive. This is 

not a dramatic failure — it is a quiet one that compounds over months if not caught 

early. 

 

4. The Empirical Record 

4.1 Entity 1 — Personal Account (Umran Nayani) 



 
Figure 1: KDP Royalty Estimator — Entity 1 (Umran Nayani), cumulative gross royalties 

USD equivalent, May 2021 — February 2026. Total: $70,484.02. Source: Amazon KDP 

Reports Dashboard, accessed March 2026. 

Multi-title finance and business non-fiction portfolio. Study period: May 2021 to 

February 2026 — 58 months of primary data. 

Metric Value 

Gross royalties (all currencies, USD equiv.) $70,484.02 

Total ad spend (all campaigns) $21,710.31 

Net cash position $48,773.71 

True ACOR (lifetime) 30.8% 

Dark spend (zero-conversion campaigns) $2,679.29 (12.3% of total spend)¹ 

Lifetime units sold 9,683 



Lifetime KENP pages read 290,071 

Peak monthly royalty $3,798.63 (August 2021) 

Ads first deployed March 2023 

Active campaigns at Feb 2026 61 

¹ The dark spend figure for Entity 1 was revised upward from earlier estimates 

following a complete lifetime campaign audit that captured zero-conversion targets 

previously excluded from the calculation. This revision does not affect the True 

ACOR figure materially — 30.8% is recalculated inclusive of all zero-conversion 

spend. 

4.2 Two Distinct Eras in the Data 

The 58-month dataset divides cleanly into two eras with a transitional collapse 

between them. Understanding all three phases is more useful than the headline 

return figure. 

The Organic Era (May 2021 — February 2023) 

The portfolio launched into a COVID-19 environment of unusually high demand for 

finance education content. Monthly royalties peaked at $3,798 in August 2021 with 

zero advertising spend — 436 eBook units in a single month, entirely organic. Total 

royalties in this 22-month period were $33,509 at an average of $1,523 per month. 

Then came the collapse. From a high of 414 eBook units in October 2021, organic 

velocity fell to 5 units per month by November 2022 — a 98.8% decline. November 

2022 generated $35.51 in total royalties. This was not a platform change or an 

account issue. It was a structural market normalisation as pandemic-era demand for 

digital finance content evaporated. The portfolio had no print formats at this point, 

and eBook-only revenue had no floor. 

The Transition (Late 2022 — Early 2023) 

The six months before advertising was deployed (September 2022 — February 2023) 

established the pre-ad baseline: average $441 in monthly royalties, 41.5 eBook units 

per month. This baseline matters because it is the correct reference point for 

measuring what advertising actually did. The all-time average of $1,523 per month 



would be the wrong comparator — it includes the COVID anomaly. The pre-ad floor 

is the honest starting point. 

The Ad Era (March 2023 — February 2026) 

Advertising deployment arrested the organic collapse and rebuilt revenue on a 

structurally different foundation. The key shift: the portfolio progressively converted 

to Paperback and Hardcover formats, which carry higher per-unit royalties and 

proved more durable than eBook velocity. By January 2024, monthly sales included 

204 Paperback units and 11 Hardcover units alongside just 38 eBook units. The 

format mix had inverted completely from the organic era. 

Over the 36-month ad era, total royalties were $36,861 against estimated total spend 

of $20,700 (at $575/month midpoint), generating a net return of $16,161 — a 1.78x 

return on deployed advertising capital, before accounting for leverage, carry, or 

inflation hedging dimensions. 

4.3 Monthly Royalty Data — Ad Era (March 2023 — 

February 2026) 

Month 

eBoo

k PB HC 

Total (USD 

equiv.) 

Net vs $575 

spend 

March 2023 25 150 14 $1,175.68 +$600.68 

April 2023 53 92 8 $901.46 +$326.46 

May 2023 32 109 7 $883.86 +$308.86 

June 2023 37 118 13 $964.95 +$389.95 

July 2023 101 111 9 $1,174.16 +$599.16 

August 2023 79 126 7 $1,221.22 +$646.22 



September 

2023 
64 118 8 $1,043.14 +$468.14 

October 2023 23 124 7 $908.69 +$333.69 

November 

2023 
19 119 1 $827.05 +$252.05 

December 

2023 
35 149 4 $1,064.12 +$489.12 

January 2024 38 204 11 $1,501.06 +$926.06 

February 2024 24 154 9 $1,118.62 +$543.62 

March 2024 29 152 5 $1,095.13 +$520.13 

April 2024 25 148 4 $1,036.67 +$461.67 

May 2024 38 147 10 $1,125.26 +$550.26 

June 2024 21 164 5 $1,097.67 +$522.67 

July 2024 27 103 8 $811.21 +$236.21 

August 2024 18 82 6 $614.36 +$39.36 



September 

2024 
31 88 10 $714.20 +$139.20 

October 2024 42 88 11 $917.44 +$342.44 

November 

2024 
25 96 8 $875.20 +$300.20 

December 

2024 
27 150 13 $1,332.95 +$757.95 

January 2025 32 117 16 $1,129.85 +$554.85 

February 2025 19 92 5 $798.97 +$223.97 

March 2025 29 115 9 $1,073.43 +$498.43 

April 2025 19 93 7 $849.64 +$274.64 

May 2025 21 100 11 $1,238.62 +$663.62 

June 2025 17 103 13 $1,316.72 +$741.72 

July 2025 25 128 16 $1,735.27 +$1,160.27 

August 2025 13 53 5 $691.22 +$116.22 



September 

2025 
17 71 3 $715.95 +$140.95 

October 2025 22 146 9 $1,392.83 +$817.83 

November 

2025 
15 75 5 $737.87 +$162.87 

December 

2025 
13 116 8 $1,175.35 +$600.35 

January 2026 13 107 5 $993.73 +$418.73 

February 2026 12 62 3 $607.80 +$32.80 

Every month in this table is net positive against $575 in monthly spend. The floor 

month — February 2026, a short month — still covers spend with $32.80 to spare. 

The timing arbitrage holds across the full 36-month record without exception. 

4.4 Entity 2 — LLP Account (Paris Archer) 

 



Figure 2: KDP Royalty Estimator — Entity 2 (Paris Archer / Little Black Journal LLP), 

cumulative gross royalties USD equivalent, April 2024 — February 2026. Total: $5,975.26. 

Source: Amazon KDP Reports Dashboard, accessed March 2026. 

 

A single-title portfolio — Making Sense of Valuations Vol. 1 — launched April 2024 

under a pen name with zero prior author equity. Funded entirely from Entity 1 

surplus. This entity was designed to test whether the methodology was replicable 

independently of author identity or established brand recognition. 

Metric Value 

Gross royalties (USD) $5,975.26 

Total ad spend $4,165.36 

Net cash position $1,809.90 

True ACOR (lifetime) 69.7%² 

Dark spend (zero-conversion 

campaigns) 
$447.12 (10.7% of total spend) 

Study period 
April 2024 — February 2026 (23 

months) 

Lifetime units sold 675 

Peak monthly royalty $403.05 (June 2025) 

Paperback share at maturity 71.3% 



2024 royalties $1,815.81 

2025 royalties $2,995.27 

² Entity 2's lifetime True ACOR of 69.7% reflects the maturity curve of a younger 

portfolio with significant discovery-phase spend. It is important to distinguish this 

figure from the monthly True ACOR threshold that triggers a Hard Halt under the 

Publisher CFO framework. The Hard Halt threshold (>50% for two consecutive 

months) applies to monthly cost of revenue calculations on active campaigns — a 

real-time operating efficiency measure. Lifetime True ACOR is an audit metric that 

accumulates all historical discovery spend. Entity 2's monthly ACOR has been 

trending toward the operating range as conversion history builds; the 69.7% 

lifetime figure is expected at this stage of portfolio maturity and warrants 

monitoring, not intervention. 

The replication result is positive. A pen name with no prior recognition achieved 

bestseller status post-launch and built to $403 peak monthly royalties within 14 

months of launch. The methodology is not dependent on an established author 

brand. It depends on category selection, advertising architecture, and format 

discipline. 

The Deliberate Pause — Entity 2, Q4 2025 to Q1 2026 

Entity 2 experienced a revenue decline in Q4 2025 and Q1 2026. The cause was 

deliberate, not accidental: advertising was paused intentionally to refresh the 

underlying LLP account credit instruments, execute a credit limit increase, and 

rebuild the advertising architecture on the expanded credit base. 

The pause created a measurable gap in ad coverage. Organic velocity, which had been 

sustained by active advertising, declined approximately 60% from peak across the 

pause period before the ads rebuild restored momentum. This sequence is worth 

documenting precisely because it is not a failure mode. It is the model operating as 

designed. 

The operator accepted a temporary revenue dip in exchange for a structurally larger 

credit facility — one that increases the monthly float available for ad deployment in 

all subsequent cycles. The decay was predictable, the timeline was controlled, and the 

recovery confirmed that the underlying IP asset retained its royalty-generating 

capacity throughout the pause. 

The episode demonstrates three things simultaneously: organic velocity depends on 

active ad management and decays without it; that decay is reversible upon 



re-deployment; and deliberate credit facility management — including planned 

pause-and-rebuild cycles — is a feature of a well-run IP-CRCL operation, not a 

disruption to it. An operator who understands this treats a credit limit expansion 

event as a strategic investment in future float capacity, not an interruption to current 

revenue. 

 

5. The Currency Layer — The Carry Trade You Did 

Not Intend to Run 

The carry dimension of IP-CRCL is its most counter-intuitive feature because it 

requires no action from the operator. There is no FX account to open, no currency 

pair to trade, no swap to execute. The carry exists structurally, produced entirely by 

the combination of four standard components. 

Component Currency 

Indian bank credit card INR (depreciating) 

Visa/Mastercard FX conversion on ad spend INR → USD at time of billing 

Amazon advertising billing USD 

Amazon royalty payouts USD, GBP, EUR, CAD, AUD 

Credit repayment INR at current rate 

The INR depreciated from approximately ₹73.50/USD in May 2021 to ₹91.10/USD 

by February 2026 — a 23.9% depreciation. Against GBP and EUR, the trajectory was 

comparable. This is not an anomaly. The INR has depreciated consistently against 

major reserve currencies for decades, driven by persistent inflation differentials and 

current account dynamics. 

For the IP-CRCL operator, this depreciation is structurally beneficial. The credit 

liability is fixed in INR at the time of billing. The royalty asset is 

hard-currency-denominated and appreciates in INR terms as the rupee weakens. 



Every month of INR depreciation between ad spend and royalty conversion widens 

the effective carry spread — without any action required from the operator. 

For operators outside India, the carry dimension varies. A UK operator borrowing in 

GBP and earning primarily in USD benefits from GBP/USD dynamics. A US operator 

has no carry in the traditional sense but retains the leverage and yield dimensions. 

The framework is global; the carry layer is specific to the operator's domestic 

currency position. 

5.1 The TCS Consideration for Indian Operators 

The Indian government's Finance Act 2023 introduced a 20% Tax Collected at 

Source (TCS) on international credit card spends above ₹7 lakh per financial year 

under the Liberalised Remittance Scheme, effective July 1, 2023. This materially 

changed the cost structure of IP-CRCL at scale for Indian operators. 

Pre-TCS (2021 — June 2023), the cost of deploying the credit float was effectively 

limited to the foreign transaction fee of 1.0–3.5% depending on the card, plus the 

discipline cost of full monthly repayment. The carry was nearly frictionless at 

operating scales below the ₹7L threshold. 

Post-TCS (July 2023 onwards), spends above the annual threshold trigger a 20% 

TCS charge that is creditable against final tax liability but requires a 12–18 month 

working capital lock-up depending on the operator's filing cycle. This does not 

eliminate the model's viability — the carry spread is wide enough at current 

INR/USD levels to absorb it — but it introduces a recoverable short-term liquidity 

cost that must be modelled explicitly in cash flow planning. 

At the $500–650/month operating spend level of this case study, the INR equivalent 

sits below the ₹7L annual threshold, keeping TCS friction manageable. Operators 

targeting higher spend levels need to model the TCS recovery lag explicitly before 

scaling. 

 

6. The Three Ways This Breaks — And How to 

Prevent Them 

IP-CRCL is not self-stabilising. Without active monitoring, it has three principal 

failure modes. Two of them are quiet — they do not announce themselves on any 

dashboard. The third is loud, but by the time it is loud, the damage is done. 

6.1 Failure Mode 1 — Ghost Profit 



Ghost Profit is the condition in which advertising appears profitable on the Amazon 

dashboard — ACOS looks fine, spend is converting — but the ads are not generating 

incremental revenue. They are cannibalising organic sales that would have occurred 

anyway. The dashboard does not show this because Amazon has no visibility into 

what organic velocity would have been without the ads. 

The diagnostic: compare current organic unit velocity against the pre-ad baseline. If 

organic velocity has declined by more than the incremental ad-attributed velocity has 

increased, the ads are cannibalising, not growing. Net revenue is flat or declining 

while ad spend increases. The credit float grows; the net position shrinks. The 

operator is funding the appearance of growth while destroying the underlying asset 

yield. 

In this operation, the Ghost Profit assessment returned a cannibalisation rate of 

1.313 in the first six months of advertising — organic velocity increased rather than 

decreased post-ads. This was the inverse finding: ads were not cannibalising; they 

were arresting an organic collapse already in motion. The methodology correctly 

identified this and sustained spend rather than cutting it. The full cannibalisation 

rate methodology, baseline protocol, and false positive analysis are documented in 

the companion paper (Nayani, 2026b). 

6.2 Failure Mode 2 — Cash Lag Overextension 

The timing arbitrage only works if the credit deployment in month M does not 

exceed what the royalties in month M+2 can service. If the operator deploys too 

aggressively — chasing growth, testing new campaigns, scaling into categories 

without established conversion — the royalty return in M+2 is insufficient to clear 

the full credit bill. Interest accrues. The facility is no longer self-liquidating. 

The prevention rule is mechanical: do not deploy more credit in a given month than 

the trailing 60-day royalty run rate supports. This is not a guideline. It is a hard 

ceiling. Every month of overextension narrows the carry spread that makes the 

model work. Several consecutive months of overextension can invert it entirely. 

6.3 Failure Mode 3 — Dark Spend Accumulation 

Dark spend is advertising spend that generates zero recorded conversions. Every 

campaign portfolio accumulates it. New keyword targets that never convert, category 

experiments that fail, bids on search terms with no buyer intent. Amazon's 

dashboard calculates ACOR only on campaigns with recorded conversions — 

zero-conversion campaigns do not appear in the denominator. They disappear from 

visibility while continuing to consume credit float. 

In this operation, Entity 1 accumulated $2,679.29 in dark spend (12.3% of total 

spend) across multiple zero-conversion campaigns; Entity 2 accumulated a further 



$447.12 (10.7% of total spend) — a combined dark spend of $3,126.41 against total 

combined spend of $25,875.67, representing 12.1% of lifetime spend. 

This is a material proportion of total spend and illustrates how silently dark spend 

accumulates across a portfolio over multiple years. The correct metric is True ACOR 

— Total Advertising Cost of Revenue — calculated as total lifetime spend (including 

all zero-conversion campaigns), divided by total gross royalties. Across the combined 

operation, True ACOR is 33.8%. For Entity 1, True ACOR is 30.8%. For Entity 2, still 

in an active discovery phase, True ACOR is 69.7% — a figure that reflects the 

maturity curve of a younger portfolio (see footnote 2 for the distinction between 

lifetime True ACOR as an audit metric and monthly True ACOR as a trigger metric). 

 

On the Publisher CFO framework 

The risk management protocols described in this section — Ghost Profit detection, 

60-day lag enforcement, True ACOR calculation — are formalised in a companion 

risk framework called Publisher CFO, developed by the author as the operational 

layer for managing IP-CRCL. The framework is documented in the companion paper 

(Nayani, 2026b). Its relevance here is as proof that the discipline required is specific, 

systematic, and not reducible to general business sense. Running IP-CRCL without 

an equivalent monitoring framework is viable in the short term and dangerous over a 

12–24 month horizon. 

 

7. The Return Stack — What the Numbers Actually 

Say 

The following presents the return metrics from the five-year operation. These are not 

projections or modelled scenarios. They are the actual outputs of the documented 

case study. 

Metric Value Note 

Gross royalties (Entity 1) $70,484.02 
58 months, all currencies converted 

to USD 



Total ad spend (Entity 1) $21,710.31 
All campaigns, including paused and 

zero-conversion 

Net cash position (Entity 1) $48,773.71 After all spend 

Gross royalties (Entity 2) $5,975.26 23 months 

Total ad spend (Entity 2) $4,165.36 
All campaigns, including 

zero-conversion 

Net cash position (Entity 2) $1,809.90 After all spend 

Combined gross royalties $76,459.28 
Both entities, all currencies USD 

equiv. 

Combined total ad spend $25,875.67 
All campaigns, all entities, incl. 

zero-conversion 

Combined net position $50,583.61 After all spend, both entities 

Combined True ACOR 33.8% 
Total lifetime spend / total gross 

royalties 

Combined dark spend 
$3,126.41 

(12.1%) 

Zero-conversion campaigns, both 

entities 

Net operating return on 

deployed capital 
195.5% Combined net / combined spend 



Annualised net ROI 40.4% 
On total deployed capital over 58 

months 

Estimated leverage 

multiplier 
9.8x On concurrent float capital 

INR depreciation vs USD 

(study period) 
23.9% Structural carry component 

Cumulative Indian CPI 

inflation 
27.1% Implicit inflation hedge value 

Ad era self-liquidating 

months 

100% at 

$575/mo 
36-month ad era dataset, Entity 1 

A note on benchmark comparisons: Earlier drafts of this paper included return 

comparisons against the S&P 500, Berkshire Hathaway, and VC fund distributions. 

Those comparisons have been removed. They are directionally accurate but 

methodologically fragile — they compare a single surviving operator against 

diversified institutional portfolios across a period of exceptional market 

performance on both sides. The numbers speak without needing that scaffolding. A 

₹37,500 card generating $50,583.61 net across two entities over five years is its 

own argument. 

 

8. Can This Be Replicated? 

The honest answer is yes, with significant conditions. IP-CRCL is not a passive 

income template. It is a capital allocation architecture that requires four 

simultaneous inputs to function: intellectual property that generates organic 

royalties, advertising infrastructure that generates incremental discovery, credit 

discipline that keeps the float self-liquidating, and risk monitoring that catches 

deterioration before it compounds. 

Remove any one input and the architecture changes character. Remove the IP 

(publish nothing) and there is no yield. Remove the advertising (run no campaigns) 

and organic velocity decays, as Entity 2's pause period demonstrated directly. 



Remove the credit discipline (over-deploy without constraint) and the timing 

arbitrage inverts. Remove the risk monitoring (no Ghost Profit or cash lag 

surveillance) and the failure modes accrue silently until they are not silent. 

Operators who want to apply this model need to read the companion paper (Nayani, 

2026b) before deploying capital. The Ghost Profit Protocol and the Publisher CFO 

framework are not optional supplements to IP-CRCL. They are the risk management 

operating system without which the leverage dimension becomes dangerous rather 

than generative. 

Replication conditions that must be met: 

●​ The IP portfolio must have demonstrated organic demand before advertising 

deployment begins — the pre-ad baseline must be real, not assumed 

●​ The credit facility must be fully repaid monthly — no revolving balance, no 

interest accrual, no exceptions 

●​ Ad spend must be capped at the trailing 60-day royalty run rate — growth 

beyond that ceiling must come from cash reserves, not additional credit 

●​ Dark spend must be tracked explicitly — zero-conversion campaigns must be 

audited quarterly, not left to accumulate silently 

●​ True ACOR must be calculated against all historical spend, not just active 

campaigns — the dashboard ACOS number is insufficient for capital allocation 

decisions 

Conditions that limit or modify replication: 

●​ Operators in hard currency economies (USD, GBP, EUR) lose the carry 

dimension but retain leverage and yield 

●​ Operators subject to TCS above ₹7L annual spend must model the 20% 

recoverable charge in their cash flow planning 

●​ Operators launching into saturated categories without organic demand signals 

face higher discovery costs and longer True ACOR normalisation timelines 

●​ The model scales with credit limit expansion, but each expansion requires a 

deliberate rebuild phase — the pause-and-expand cycle documented in Entity 

2 is not avoidable, it is manageable 

8.1 What Entity 2 Proves Specifically 

Entity 2 was designed as a replication test. The question it answers: does IP-CRCL 

work if you strip away the established author brand and start from zero? 

The answer is yes, under the conditions described above. A pen name with no prior 

recognition, funded entirely from a separate entity's surplus, achieved: 

●​ Bestseller rank post-launch within the target category 

●​ $403.05 peak monthly royalty within 14 months 



●​ 71.3% paperback share at maturity — consistent with Entity 1's format 

maturation trajectory 

●​ Positive net position of $1,809.90 after 23 months and $4,165.36 in total 

spend 

The methodology is not author-dependent. It is architecture-dependent. Category 

selection, targeting hierarchy, and format discipline do the work that brand 

recognition does not. 

8.2 The Timeline Expectation 

New operators should expect a 12–18 month timeline before the model reaches a 

self-sustaining run rate. The early months are dominated by discovery spend — the 

Tier 3 campaigns that build the keyword universe for Tier 1 efficiency. True ACOR 

will be elevated in this period, as Entity 2's 69.7% lifetime figure reflects. This is not 

failure. It is the documented cost of building a converting target universe. The 

operator who panics at an elevated True ACOR in month 6 and halts all advertising 

destroys the architecture before it has matured. 

The correct benchmark in the early phase is not profitability — it is whether monthly 

royalties are trending upward against a stable or declining spend rate. If the 

royalty-to-spend ratio is improving month-over-month, the architecture is 

developing as designed. 

8.3 Survivorship and Limitations 

This paper presents two entities that survived and generated positive returns. It does 

not present the campaigns that failed within those entities — the zero-conversion 

targets, the paused campaigns, the formats that underperformed. Those failures are 

documented in the dark spend and True ACOR figures: $3,126.41 of the combined 

$25,875.67 spend generated no recorded conversions. They are embedded in the 

numbers, not hidden from them. 

The paper also does not claim that every KDP operator who applies this model will 

achieve equivalent results. Organic demand for the specific categories addressed — 

finance and business non-fiction — was structurally higher during the study period 

than the long-run average would suggest. COVID-era demand amplified early 

organic velocity in ways that may not recur. The case study benefits from five years of 

learning compounded into the targeting architecture — the first year's performance 

was materially worse than the final year's. 

Readers should treat the numbers in this paper as evidence of what is achievable 

under the described conditions, not as a return guarantee. The structure is replicable. 

The specific numbers are case-specific. 

 



9. Conclusion 

IP-CRCL is a proof that institutional-grade capital allocation is achievable using 

consumer-grade instruments — provided the operator understands the architecture, 

enforces the discipline, and monitors the failure modes actively. 

The ₹37,500 credit card was never the constraint. The constraint was finding an 

operating model where the timing mechanics, the yield structure, and the currency 

dynamics aligned well enough to make consumer credit behave like institutional 

working capital. KDP publishing provides that alignment. The royalty cycle, the 

advertising infrastructure, the international marketplace, and the format economics 

combine into a system where disciplined deployment of a modest credit facility can 

generate returns that compound meaningfully over a multi-year horizon. 

The four-dimensional return stack — yield, leverage, carry, and inflation hedge — 

does not require the operator to be sophisticated about any one of them individually. 

It requires the operator to be consistent: deploy within the ceiling, repay in full 

monthly, monitor the Ghost Profit signal, track True ACOR honestly, and treat the 

credit facility as working capital rather than income. Do those five things, and the 

architecture does the rest. 

Data Availability Statement 

The author is willing to share primary data underlying this research — including 

Lifetime Royalty Reports, Lifetime Advertising Campaign Reports, and Lifetime 

Dark Spend Reports for both publishing entities documented in this paper — upon 

reasonable request from researchers and practitioners. Data requests should be 

directed to publisherx@littleblackjournal.co. All data sharing is subject to a signed 

Non-Disclosure Agreement and is strictly limited to academic and non-commercial 

research purposes. Requests for the purpose of reverse engineering the documented 

methodology, commercial replication, or competitive intelligence will not be 

entertained. The author reserves the right to decline any request without 

explanation. 

Platform & Affiliation Disclosure  

This working paper is an independent academic and practitioner analysis. The 

author is not affiliated with, endorsed by, sponsored by, or otherwise formally 

associated with Amazon.com, Inc., Amazon Kindle Direct Publishing (KDP), or 

Amazon Advertising. All platform names are referenced strictly for identification and 

analytical discussion of publicly accessible systems. The research is based exclusively 

on first-party operator data and publicly available reporting interfaces. No 

proprietary systems, confidential documentation, reverse engineering, or non-public 

technical information were used. All trademarks and platform names remain the 



property of their respective owners. This research constitutes independent 

commentary and does not represent the views of any platform referenced herein. 
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