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The strongest current signals point to a shift in product work: AI makes generation abundant, while durable intent, coherent organizations, and auditable customer evidence become the scarce infrastructure.
Big Ideas
Generation is abundant; judgment is becoming the scarce product capability. Andrew Chen contrasts unlimited proofs, code, videos, and lawsuits with the limited people who can verify, review, watch, or adjudicate them; he argues that when creation becomes nearly free, the cost moves elsewhere. Shreyas Doshi labels that bottleneck “Taste.” [1, 2] Hiten Shah gives the quality risk a name—“AI slop debt”—and says it extends beyond code. [3, 4] The product implication is close to Scott Belsky’s prediction that the best software in many industries will be proprietary, built around a versatile data layer, specialized models, routers, and homegrown workflows and interfaces. [5] PMs should therefore design the review standard and workflow/data advantage alongside the feature itself.
Organizational coherence is an AI capability. The Beautiful Mess argues that when strategy, structure, technology, and incentives line up, teams can infer context across maps and spend less energy reorienting; that benefit applies to humans and humans using AI. [6] AI can surface and compare conflicting maps, but it cannot reconcile incompatible goals, incentives, or definitions—and may create the appearance of alignment instead. The practical test is to find the consequential gaps and bring them back into alignment, rather than adding another layer of documentation or orchestration. [6]
Tactical Playbook
Govern agent work as artifacts, not conversations. A practitioner’s experience with coding agents is that the hard part is no longer coding or model access; it is preserving intent, specs, ownership, review, and knowledge across people and agents. Chats become a temporary layer. [7] Use this operating sequence:
1. Let chat explore and negotiate, but make the durable unit an artifact with an owner, version, and acceptance test. [8]
1. Have the agent investigate and report first; approve the plan; then permit one change at a time and inspect the diff before commit. [9]
1. Link the artifact to the code or files it governs and define the test that can invalidate it. When a later change crosses that boundary, mark the decision stale; let the agent retrieve the current decision, while old conversations remain supporting context. [10]
Make AI-assisted feedback timely but auditable. A proposed alternative to shallow forms is a conversational prompt triggered by a dropped checkout, adoption event, or cancellation, followed by questions about the user’s intent and what went wrong. [11] Treat that as a design hypothesis, not a license to interrupt: users may need a snooze control and may reject a lengthy exchange. [12] For summaries, require timestamped transcript links, explicit “I don’t know” behavior, and manual review of early outputs before trusting aggregate claims. [13, 14] For consequential decisions, pair the summary with observation, direct calls, or recurring support evidence; one practitioner specifically rates skilled observation and repeated support tickets above feature suggestions, warning that AI can amplify bad input. [15, 16]
Case Studies & Lessons
Use the cheapest reversible surface to validate behavior. In a community example, a builder created an education-aid web POC with Supabase and a landing page, then deliberately held back further building while trying to get prospects to use it for free. The builder chose direct outreach because usage might reveal an entirely different product, and later chose to delay a native app because the web version was easier to iterate and deploy. [17, 18] The lesson is not “always build web”; it is to make the first product an instrument for learning and earn platform complexity with evidence of demand.
Career Corner
Build cross-functional capability instead of chasing a mythical AI-PM résumé. One founder says companies want forward-deployed AI PMs but describes the supposedly ideal CS–consulting–startup profile as mythical; the stated answer is intentional training. [19] That fits the broader signal that everyone is becoming a part-time engineer and marketer while organizational boundaries thin. [20, 21] Build proof that you can frame problems, use technical tools, work with users, and move decisions through an organization—not just a PM title.
A separate community account describes automotive PM assignments lasting one vehicle cycle—roughly three to five years—after which managers returned to their prior disciplines, and predicts more rotation as PM, engineering, sales, and design blur. The author is treating the stint as a rotation after burnout, so this is an anecdotal career design option, not a universal prescription. [22]
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