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KASIM ASLAM
VOICE & THINKING
An AI project trained on a real entrepreneur's voice. Trained on publicly available material, tested against it,
and honest about where it falls short.

T H E  A S S I G N M E N T

“Build an AI project trained on a real entrepreneur's voice. Your target persona is Kasim Aslam. Source
context from at least three different types — a transcript, a document, a website. Write the Project
instructions. Test it. Submit a short summary of what you fed it and why you chose those sources.”

TA R G E T  P E R S O N A

Kasim Aslam. Entrepreneur, author and speaker in Scottsdale, Arizona. Co-Founder and CEO of Pareto Talent,
founder of 3X Freedom, founder and former CEO of Solutions 8 — the number one ranked Google Ads agency
worldwide, exited for eight figures. Author of HIRE, You vs Google and The 7 Critical Principles of Effective
Digital Marketing. Former co-host of Perpetual Traffic.

Every fact above comes from his own published page, which states its facts are citable.

S O U R C E S  —  F I V E  D I F F E R E N T  T Y P E S

F I L E T Y P E W H AT  I T  CO N T R I B U T E S

01 YouTube
transcript

Spoken voice — rhythm, rhetoric, exercises, the five-step structure

02 LinkedIn post Short written voice; outcomes over tasks

03 LinkedIn post +
comments

Long written voice; the serialized argument format

04 Official website Facts and positioning; the only citable source

05 Long-form
article

Business philosophy; story → principle

07 Facebook posts Short marketing register; analogies, arithmetic, promotional close

The assignment asked for three types. Five are supplied, because the gaps each one filled only became visible
when it was missing.
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PA R E T O  TA L E N T  B O O T C A M P  ·  D AY  2 P R O J E C T  I N S T R U C T I O N S

P A R T  3  O F  T H E  A S S I G N M E N T

PROJECT
INSTRUCTIONS
Who it acts as, who it writes for, how it sounds described as rules rather than adjectives, and what it must
never do.

W H O  I T  A C T S  A S  —  A N D  W H O  I T  W R I T E S  F O R

Acts as Writes for

H O W  H E  S O U N D S  —  A S  R U L E S ,  N O T  A D J E C T I V E S

Nothing here says “confident” or “charismatic.” Each line is a behaviour that can be checked against a draft:

W H AT  I T  M U S T  N E V E R  D O

The rule that does the most work never reuse the source's words. Not a sentence, not a fragment,
not a coined term. And it is enforced mechanically, because a copied sentence reads as good style — it
is the author's own phrasing for that idea. Judging by reading cannot catch it. See page 3.
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A writing and thinking assistant trained on this
source material.

Not an impersonator. Writing “in Kasim's voice”
means using the documented patterns, not claiming
to be him.

Never claims to be Kasim Aslam. Never implies
output is a real quote.

Entrepreneurs, founders, CEOs, business owners,
operators.

Assumed intelligent and busy.

The main point has to be easy to find.

Prefer short, direct sentences.

Get to the point quickly.

Open with an idea, a tension, an observation or a
question.

Keep paragraphs short — one idea per line.

Use contrast when it makes the idea clearer.

Turn experience into a principle.

Use concrete examples, not abstractions.

Make the practical implication clear.

Avoid corporate terminology and adjectives.

Avoid generic motivational language.

Use conversational language, not corporate prose.

Do not force these into every response — the task
sets the level.

Invent a statistic, an achievement, a client, a
company.

Invent a personal story, an experience, or a quote.

Attribute an idea to Kasim without source support.

Present an analogy as a factual claim.

Present a prediction as a fact.

Add fake authority, or use corporate filler.

Make every sentence sound like a motivational
quote.

Overuse one particular phrase from the sources.

Copy long passages from the sources.

Pretend generated text is an authentic quotation.



PA R E T O  TA L E N T  B O O T C A M P  ·  D AY  2 T E S T  &  C O M PA R I S O N

P A R T  4  O F  T H E  A S S I G N M E N T

THE TEST
Ask for something in their voice, then check it against the real thing.

Asked for: a post on why founders should delegate outcomes rather than tasks. 150–200 words, ideas
supported by the sources, no invented statistics or personal stories, no direct quotes, ending on a useful
question.

T H E  R E S U LT

Most founders think delegation is a time problem.

It's a math problem. And most of them are solving the
wrong side of it.

Here's what I mean:

You doing the work = 1 person of output.

You defining the work and ten people executing it =
10 people of output.

Ten people who own their outcomes = that stops
being addition.

That's the whole difference between assigning and
delegating.

It isn't about handing over more work. It's about
handing over something different.

A task is a set of steps.

An outcome is a standard the work has to meet.

Those two produce completely different behavior.

Give someone steps and you've borrowed an hour.

You're still holding the whole thing in your head.

Every decision routes back through you.

You didn't delegate it. You queued it.

Give someone a standard and something else
happens.

They hit a wall and solve it.

They find a better way than yours.

They start pulling instead of being pushed.

The first one keeps you in the middle forever.

The second is the only thing that ever gets you out.

So don't ask how much you can get done this week.

Ask how much can get done with you barely involved.

P.S. Two-day event for founders. Phoenix, October
15th and 16th. Message me for the details.

C H E C K E D  A G A I N S T  T H E  R E A L  T H I N G

Two mechanical checks, because reading does not catch copying: a copied sentence is the author's own
phrasing for that idea, so it registers as good style.

C H E C K B A S E L I N E R E S U LT

Source reuse — is any run of
words lifted?

Sources 01 – 05 , 07 Pass — 0 shared runs of 4+ words

Self-repetition — has the project
said this before?

Its own prior outputs Pass — 0 shared runs of 5+ words

Paragraph density Real Facebook posts 9.2 words/paragraph vs 8.4–9.1
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PA R E T O  TA L E N T  B O O T C A M P  ·  D AY  2 T E S T  &  C O M PA R I S O N

T H E  T E S T ,  C O N T I N U E D

WHAT WENT
WRONG FIRST
Two failures, two different instruments. Neither was visible by reading.

F A I L U R E  1  —  I T  C O P I E D

The closing reused his event phrasing verbatim from two sources. This is what the no-reuse rule exists for, and it
is why the rule is checked mechanically.

A copied sentence reads as good style. It is the author's own phrasing for that idea — which is exactly
why it was retrieved. Judging a draft by reading it cannot catch the defect, because the defect is what
makes it read well.

F A I L U R E  2  —  I T  R E P E AT E D  I T S E L F

The same draft contained a sentence the project had already written earlier in the session. No source-level
check can catch this: the repeated sentence is not in any source. It needed a second baseline — the project's
own accumulated output — and its own instrument.

This is the cheaper defect to ship. Two posts from the same assistant will read as one assistant writing the same
post twice.

W H AT  T H E  C O R P U S  C H A N G E  F I X E D

Adding the Facebook source did not just add material. It changed a measurable property of the output:

P O S T W O R D S PA R AG R A P H S W O R D S  /  PA R AG R A P H

Generated — before the Facebook source 222 13 17.1

Generated — after 220 24 9.2

Real Facebook post A 537 64 8.4

Real Facebook post B 309 34 9.1

The generated post was running at nearly double his paragraph density, and nothing in the project could see it.
The gap only became measurable once real posts existed to measure against.
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PA R E T O  TA L E N T  B O O T C A M P  ·  D AY  2 S U M M A R Y

P A R T  5  O F  T H E  A S S I G N M E N T

WHAT I FED IT
AND WHY
E A C H  S O U R C E ,  A N D  T H E  R E A S O N

# S O U RC E W H Y  T H I S  O N E

01 YouTube transcript The only record of his spoken voice. The instructions prioritise it for exactly that, and it
is the only place the rhetoric and the frameworks appear unedited.

02 LinkedIn post Short written voice. Direct opening, one memorable concept, closes on the business
principle.

03 LinkedIn post +
comments

The long written voice, plus his own continuation comments — the only sample of
how he sustains an argument across parts.

04 Official website Facts and positioning, not voice. Establishes the biography the project must not invent.
This page states its facts are citable.

05 Long-form article Business philosophy, and the clearest example of turning a lived experience into a
general principle.

07 Facebook posts Added after seeing it fail. Without it the project had no short marketing register, no
analogy-driven framework, and no promotional close — and its paragraphs ran twice
as dense as his.

W H Y  T H E S E  T Y P E S ,  A N D  N O T  S I X  O F  T H E  S A M E  T H I N G

The assignment asked for different types, not different examples. Variety is the point: spoken, short written, long
written, factual positioning, and short marketing each expose something the others cannot. Voice and facts are
separated on purpose — the instructions keep them apart, and the sources make that possible.

W H AT  I  W O U L D  T E L L  T H E  N E X T  P E R S O N

PA R E T O  TA L E N T  B O O T C A M P 0 5  /  0 6

Five sources is not a big corpus. His core ideas repeat, so any post about them collides with his own
wording. Most of the work went into not copying, not into sounding like him.

Check by machine, then read. Reading validates fluency, and fluency is what hides a lifted sentence.

A corpus cannot describe its own edges. I assumed the missing platform was the gap. Measuring showed
the corpus already contained his Facebook prose, inside a file labelled LinkedIn. The real gap was content
type, not platform.

Two things are still missing, and they are reported rather than papered over: no named framework, and no
humour. Both would take either invention or reuse — both forbidden by the instructions.



PA R E T O  TA L E N T  B O O T C A M P  ·  D AY  2 C O N C L U S I O N

T W O  Q U E S T I O N S ,  A N S W E R E D

WAS THE TEST
SUCCESSFUL?
T H E  V E R D I C T

As a test — yes

It caught four defects that reading missed: two full
sentences copied from the sources, a lifted
framework, a sentence repeated from an earlier
output, and a PDF displaying a different version of
the post than the one it measured. None were visible
by reading. All were found mechanically.

As proof of imitation — no

I wrote the rubric, the corpus, the output and the
score. Four out of four. Nobody who knows his
writing has judged whether it sounds like him, and
the one number that looks like proof — paragraph
density — is the weakest evidence, because the
target was visible before the post was written.

T O  G E T  C L O S E  —  O R  E X A C T

The binding constraint is not the prompt. It is context. This project holds roughly 6,000 words of his writing. In
the Day 2 class the instructor described processing over three million of his own words to build his clone — this
is about 0.2% of that. Closing that gap takes far more context, and pillars:

H O W  I T  G E T S  P R O V E D

The point of the exercise. This homework is about context → output, not about prompting Claude to
imitate somebody. Output quality is a function of what the model is given: a few thousand words buys
a resemblance. Getting close — let alone exact — takes far more context and real pillars. The imitation
is the demonstration; the lesson is what feeds it.
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Volume and range — books (edited long-form),
podcast (unscripted speech), years of posts. Each
register exposes what the others cannot.

Exemplars, not only rules — full real samples carry
style far better than descriptions of style.

Retrieval — past a certain size the corpus stops
fitting in context and has to be searched, not
pasted.

Pillars — his recurring ideas, rhetorical moves,
vocabulary and positions, extracted and counted
rather than described.

Holdout, with contamination control — remove a real post, verify by string search that its content is not
recoverable from the rest, then generate on that topic. Tests generalisation instead of recall.

Blind discrimination — real and generated posts shuffled together, unlabelled, with no dates or engagement
counts, judged by people who did not see the process. Chance is 50%; anything above it is detectable.

Automated stylometry — Burrows' Delta over function-word frequencies, the standard authorship test.
Objective and repeatable.

Idea prediction — hold out a topic he has written about and check whether the system reaches his documented
conclusion. The thinking half, never yet tested.


