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A current AI-transformation playbook argues for measurable workflow experiments and redesigned decision rights rather than AI mandates. Field examples show where distributed teams still need PM judgment, how Superhuman used research to redesign mobile, and how PM career scope expands beyond execution.
Big Ideas
AI adoption should be outcome-led, not mandated. Top-down “AI-first” directives tend to become licenses, trainings, and “AI” on the roadmap, optimizing for appearances rather than relief. A better sequence is to automate a hated chore, then a small, recurring, unloved team process with a clear trigger. Measure hours reclaimed, issues caught, or response time—not AI usage or token volume—and publish failures alongside wins. [1] For PMs, the first transformation bet should be one workflow with a baseline and outcome owner, not a usage KPI.
The bottleneck moves from making to deciding. The same playbook describes AI shifting constraints toward senior decision-makers and approval layers. Trace work from request to result, separate doing time from waiting time, and mark handoffs; then codify common cases, name the decision owner, or remove gates so authority moves closer to the work. [1] Faster output without faster choices simply builds a queue.
Tactical Playbook
Use “Fire, Ready, Aim” for cheap uncertainty—and add the eval before scaling. When an artifact is cheaper to produce than the knowledge needed to specify it, and the decision is reversible, build a bounded prototype first. Keep its blast radius small and information radius large; inspect what it teaches, define the evidence needed to trust it, and commit when conviction is earned. Use more preparation for costly, hard-to-reverse choices, and establish measurement before an A/B test. [2]
Operationalize that loop by mapping the trigger, inputs, repeatable steps, judgment points, output, quality test, reversibility, and outcome owner. Start with frequent, repeatable, easy-to-verify work; test routine, edge, and known-failure cases, set pass criteria first, rerun after changes, and log misses. [1] Measure speed as the time from important uncertainty to a trustworthy change in belief—not the number of prototypes produced. [2]
Case Studies & Lessons
A no-PM experiment separated signal collection from prioritization. In one startup, three engineers and a marketer split the PM role while 20-odd engineers adopted Claude Code. An in-app feedback loop and session-error flags made problems visible and enabled same-day fixes, but four people produced “four good lists, not one ordered list.” After four months, the company rehired a PM to decide what mattered and challenge assumptions, while leaving distributed ownership unresolved. [3] Let teams own instrumentation and local fixes; keep a named owner for cross-product trade-offs.
Superhuman used research to reset mobile’s interaction model. Because mobile had not reached the bar of its web and desktop apps, the team spoke with thousands of users and redesigned around discoverability and speed: persistent bottom navigation, one writing flow for new mail and replies, surfaced actions, clearer comments, and faster AI- and voice-writing. [4] Early reactions described a usability leap, but the announcement reports qualitative feedback rather than a quantified outcome; next steps are a faster search engine, more context for Auto Drafts, and hands-free voice. [4]
Career Corner
Progression is a change in decision scope, not title. One framework moves from feature shipper (reliable launches) to metric owner (kill work that does not move the number), system thinker (trade-offs and direction), multiplier (results through PMs), and org leader (portfolio and business metrics). It summarizes the climb as features → metrics → strategy → teams → business and execution → judgment → scope → vision. [5] Make the next promotion case with evidence of the next scope—outcome ownership, cross-team decisions, or team leverage—not a longer feature list.
Tools & Resources
Pattern of Pain is a lightweight discovery aid: give it a product website and it searches public customer evidence for independently recurring struggles, who experiences them, how they respond, and where evidence is thin. [6] In a self-test it compared reliability and usage pains and reported seven versus eight independent origins. [7] Use it to generate interview and prioritization hypotheses, not to replace direct customer research.
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