WHY MEETINGS
KILL NEW IDEAS.

The structural hostility of the modern boardroom
(and how to redesign it).




113041 THEREALITY:

Organisations lack Organisations evaluate

breakthrough ideas. ideas in environments
structurally designed

to reject them.

The issue is not a shortage of creativity.
The issue is the conditions under which
creativity is evaluated.



THE THREE VEGTORS OF
MEETING HOSTILITY.

High-stakes meetings
naturally generate hostility
toward new ideas

across three dimensions. Structural 1§
Compression Decision Traps
(Time & Space) (Outcomes & Framing)

Psychological
Friction
(Cognitive & Social)




IDEAS CRUSHED BY THE
CLOCK AND THE SLIDE.

TIME COMPRESSION: Dense agendas reduce
complex exploration to mere minutes, heavily
penalising ideas that require deep thinking and
context.

THE BULLET-POINT FILTER: Translating rich
thinking into highly compressed slide decks strips

away nuance and emotional impact, leaving a
weakened representation of the original concept.

SEQUENTIAL PRESSURE: Competing agenda
items force participants to unconsciously push
discussions toward premature judgement rather
than thoughtful exploration.




THE BIAS TOWARD THE SAFE
AND THE FAMILIAR.

COGNITIVE OVERLOAD: SOCIAL SIGNALLING:

Overwhelmed brains default to Early reactions from influential
heuristics, favouring safe, familiar, participants instantly steer the
and easily digestible options. group toward perceived consensus.

THE PERFORMANCE EMOTIONAL FLATTENING:
TRAP:

Presenters are forced to pitch Formal settings suppress
confidently rather than explore emotional resonance—a critical
uncertainties collaboratively, factor for evaluating marketing and
masking genuine idea creative concepts.

development.



A BROKEN NARRATIVE
MEETS A BINARY WALL.

INTERRUPTION
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THE BINARY CHOICE

THE FRAGMENTATION: THE ONE-SHOT ENVIRONMENT: THE BINARY WALL:

Constant mid-presentation interruption Ideas are given limited space for Framing decisions strictly as approve
prevents coherent narrative building. iteration. They are presented, judged, or reject forces the room to default

A broken narrative makes even strong and decided upon in an all-or-nothing to the safest option, rather than

ideas appear weak or inconsistent. dynamic. exploring, refining, or testing the most

promising one.



The Anatomy '
of a Rejection

Idea Survival Probability
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Minute 5: Curve
drops.

Idea stripped of
context and
emotion via slide
compression.
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Minute 12: Curve drops
sharply. Coherent narrative
broken by early interruption.

Minute 22: Curve steadily
declines.

Premature consensus
forms via social signalling
from senior leaders.

Minute 28: Curve
hits zero.

Forced outcome under
binary decision
pressure and agenda
constraints.

12 22 28 40
Meeting Time (0-60 mins)

50

60




THE GRAVITY OF
INCREMENTALISM.

The cumulative effect of these dynamics is not just a
few rejected ideas. It is a systematic bias toward the
safe and simple. Over time, organisations continue to
perform in the short term while quietly losing their
capacity to generate and act on breakthrough ideas.




WE GANNOT SIMPLY
DEMAND BETTER
IDEAS. WE MUST
REDESIGN THE

ENVIRONMENT THAT
EVALUATES THEM.
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REDESIGNING THE
EVALUATION PARADIGM.

THE HOSTILE ENVIRONMENT | THE RECEPTIVE ENVIRONMENT
BINARY APPROVE STAGED COMMITMENTS

VS. REJECT OUTCOMES (TEST, REFINE, PILOT)
ONE-SHOT ITERATIVE LOOPS AND
PRESENTATIONS RETURNING IDEAS

MID-PITCH INTERRUPTION PROTECTED NARRATIVE

AND FRAGMENTATION FLOW

DECISIONS FORCED UNDER | DEDICATED, PRESSURE-FREE
INTENSE TIME PRESSURE EXPLORATION TIME




Rule 1: Change the Structure.

Step 1 (Highest Impact): Separate Exploration from Decision.
Remove the immediate pressure to decide. Allow the idea to
be properly understood before being judged.

Step 2: Reduce Agenda Density. Strictly limit the number of

topics per meeting to lower cognitive load and allow deeper
engagement.

Step 3: Improve the Pre-Read. Provide richer materials that
preserve context and nuance beyond bullet points, ensuring
participants make better judgements under time constraints.




Rule 2: Change
the Dynamics.

Step 1: Protect Narrative Flow.

Explicitly ban interruptions until the presenter has
completed their coherent narrative. Build-up and
context are essential.

Step 2: Manage Early Reactions.

Require senior members to deliberately delay initial
reactions until after the group discussion to prevent
premature consensus.

Step 3: Explicitly Separate Evaluation Criteria.

Divide the conversation into two distinct phases:
evaluating the idea’s core potential versus evaluating
its execution readiness.




Rule 3:
Change the
Outcome.

Step 1: Kill the
Binary Choice.

Stop framing innovation as immediate
approval or rejection. Align decision-
making with how good ideas actually
develop.

Step 2: Adopt Staged
Commitments.

Shift the meeting’s ultimate goal from a

final verdict to answering a new question:

Do we Test, Refine, or Pilot?

Step 3: Encourage
Iterative Returns.

Mandate that early-stage, unconventional
ideas return in refined form, supporting
their natural evolution rather than forcing
a one-time decision.



The Central
Challengeis
Preservation,

Not Invention.

Organisations that redesign their meeting
environments gain an immediate structural
advantage. They create the exact conditions
where a fragile, brilliant idea can survive long
enough to be understood, tested, and
transformed into a breakthrough.




Read the full paper: Why Meetings Are Often Hostile to New Ideas by Neo Matsau & Team.
Redesign your evaluation environment.



