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“There’s an old saying, ‘Things move at the speed of trust,’ ” Brian Chesky, co-
founder and chief executive of Airbnb, said on Wednesday at The New York Times
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as what needs to change to regain that
trust.

Bill Gates, the billionaire philan-
thropist, talked about the distrust be-
tween the United States and China, and
his worries that such mistrust is missing
a bigger point.

“If you’re so paranoid,” he said, “you
know, what about the code that’s being
written by somebody whose grand-
mother was Chinese, or great-grand-
mother was Chinese? My God, just think
about it. I mean, is there any piece of soft-
ware in the world that you’re willing to
trust?”

Hillary Clinton said she was worried
about Facebook’s decision to allow paid
political advertising.

“Information is the bloodstream of a
democracy,” she said. “And if we are liv-
ing in a world increasingly where the
press — the historic, traditional press —
is under constant attack, the internet is
filled with all kinds of unreliable and of-
ten blatantly false information, how do
we even begin to judge that?”

Dennis A. Muilenburg, the chief exec-
utive of Boeing — which is in the midst of
a crisis concerning its grounded 737 Max
— talked about trying to regain the
public’s trust in personal terms.

“It’s fair to say I’ve thought about” re-
signing, he said. “But to be frank, that’s
not what’s in my character. I don’t see
running away from a challenge, resign-
ing, is the right solution.” He added that
the way he grew up, “what I believe in
today, and the values I try to share with
my team, is when we have challenges we
face into them.”

But the issue of trust — or lack of it —
crystallized in the discussion with Mr.
Chesky.

“I think many of us in this industry

over the last 10 years are going from a
hands-off model, where the internet’s an
immune system, to realizing that’s not
really enough, that we have to take more
responsibility for the stuff on our plat-
form,” he said. “And I think this has been
a gradual, maybe too gradual, transition
for our industry.”

Mr. Chesky’s comments came in the

wake of a shooting that killed five people
and injured several others at an Airbnb
property on Halloween.

Mr. Chesky said he planned to change
the way the company operates — no
longer relying solely on crowdsourced
reviews. He plans to verify the proper-
ties on his site, often manually. It is a re-
versal from the way so many tech com-

panies have operated for years, relying
on customers to provide star ratings to
other customers rather than vet much of
what’s on their platforms themselves.

“When I came to Silicon Valley 10
years ago, the word ‘technology’ may as
well have been a dictionary definition for
the word ‘good,’” he said. “We all be-
lieved it: Technology equals good. Be-

cause technology is progress, and every
piece of progress is a step forward for hu-
manity. So therefore if you’re in the tech-
nology business, you’re ‘making the
world a better place.’

“And I think the problem with that cul-
ture is it made us not ask really thought-
ful questions about, well, what is the im-
pact of our technology on society?”

That conversation is clearly beginning
to happen, both within the world of busi-
ness leaders and policymakers and be-
yond. Even Kim Kardashian West
jumped in to the trust debate on social
media, long her preferred medium. She
is particularly concerned about social
media’s impact on young people.

“I think taking the ‘likes’ away — tak-
ing that aspect away from it — would be
really beneficial for people” and their
mental health, she said.

Businesspeople and policy leaders are
scrambling for new ways to engender
trust with constituents, including share-
holders, employees and regulators.
Some are trying to be more transparent.
Others are diving into political and social
issues that used to be verboten. Perhaps
more than anything, they’re speaking
publicly more about their thinking.

Alex Gorsky, the chief executive of
Johnson & Johnson, explained how he
had tried to communicate more with his
employees.

“It’s a little bit like a bank account,” he
said. “If you have an ongoing conversa-
tion, and you’re making contributions to
that account over time, you’re building
trust, you’re being open, you’re being
transparent, you’re being authentic with
them.” He said he was giving “them the
opportunity to have a debate.” He added:
“Then I think you’re going to build a lot of
trust. Because someday you’re likely go-
ing to need to make a withdrawal.”

FROM THE CONFERENCE

In a Complex World, Seeking a Path to Trust
CONTINUED FROM PAGE F1
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Andrew Ross Sorkin onstage in New York at the DealBook conference, where issues of trust were a recurring theme.

Bill Gates, one of the world’s richest
people, has given away $50 billion of his
fortune. He talked with Andrew Ross
Sorkin about politics, the Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, family and his friend-
ship with Warren Buffett in a wide-rang-
ing conversation. This report has been
edited and condensed.

There has been a question about the
idea that vast fortunes in this country
are able to be moved from the private
sector into a foundation without paying
tax. So the shares of Microsoft that you
were able to generate, the shares that
Warren Buffett was able to generate,
there’s no capital gains on that, there’s
no step-up on that. And so the U.S. tax-
payer — the U.S. citizen — it’s not clear
that they are beneficiaries of your suc-
cess, to the extent you believe that they
should be. What do you think of that?
Would you ever be in favor of taxing
philanthropy in that way of some sort?

We can raise taxes in a lot of ways,
including, you know, making some gifts
to foundations more taxed. We have a lot
of room. The current thinking is not
either in terms of encouraging philan-
thropy or discouraging and forming new
business. We’re not close to the limit ...
And it is important to separate out the
question of should rich people pay more
in taxes. The answer is yes.

For whatever remainder of money
they have left over, I do think philan-
thropy is a good thing. I think it plays —
that 2 percent of the economy — plays a
role that neither the private sector nor
the government are able to do in terms
of various innovative approaches to, say,
malaria, or nutrition, or trying out new
models of education through things like
charter schools.

But what do you think of this larger idea
that underneath all of this you hear
people who say, “There shouldn’t be
billionaires in society,” that if you really
understand what this wealth tax is about
... In fact, one of our authors at The New
York Times describes it almost as a
cigarette tax, with the ultimate goal of
there being less of it.

Maybe I’m just too biased to think that if
you create a company that’s super valu-
able, that at least some part of that you
should be able to have a little bit for
consumption, and hopefully the balance
to do philanthropic things. Now there
are people who think that politically
those fortunes being used for things like
lobbying or giving to candidates, that
that’s tilting the playing field.

The last election was not, or at least
the presidential piece was not, a money-
driven phenomenon. The candidate who
spent more did not win in that case. But
I agree, the First Amendment wasn’t
designed at a time when rich people
could essentially buy this big mega-
phone. I choose not to participate in
large political donations. There are times
it might feel tempting to do so, and there

are other people who choose to do so,
but I just don’t want to grab that gigan-
tic megaphone.

Let me ask you a personal question. I
just wonder, on a very personal level,
when you think about your own life, how
you can be Bill Gates out there in the
world, and then how you can be the Bill
Gates that you are in private, and how
you think about that, and how you may-
be even can find some space between
the two.

Well, part of it is that you limit the
amount of time you go out into the
world, because it’s a little distortive. And
you have people around you, like War-
ren Buffett or my wife, Melinda, who,
you know, if I come back and I look like
I’m all puffed up, they cut me down to
size a little bit. And I do the dishes ...

Do you?

Absolutely.

You do the dishes?

I drive kids to school. I have kids that
think I don’t see the world in a modern-
enough way, including even some tech-
nology things they use that they find it
amazing.

Like what?

Oh, I’m not as phone-centric as they are.
I mean, I have to tell myself, oh, I’ve got

to check Instagram because my young-
est daughter likes to communicate there.
Or I have to check WhatsApp because
another child likes to communicate
through that. It’s, like, oh my God, I have
to do all this. But, you know, if I forget to
do it, then it’s, like, “Wow, you’re not
paying attention to my life.” I like to read
email, and it bugs them that I’m so
email-centric, and that I’m very large-
screen oriented.

So just take today. Today I got to meet
a top scientist working on solving mal-
nutrition. So I get a huge benefit when I
go out in public of these interactions, of
how can we drive things forward.

So the idea that, O.K., I give up some
privacy in certain settings — as long as
it’s not when I’m with my kids, it’s fine;
it’s part of the deal.

What’s the coolest technology or thing
that makes you the most optimistic?

The thing that is the most amazing is
that part of the reason poor countries
have such a tight time is that over 40
percent of the kids there never develop
either their physical body or their brain.
Because of malnourishment from an
early age, they have very low I.Q., very
low physical capacity. And so in Africa
that’s over 40 percent of the kids. And
it’s never been understood why.

It’s not like starvation — they are
getting enough food. Their twin brother

is on their growth path and they’re not.
We’ve discovered — the foundation’s
researchers we fund — that you get
inflammation in your stomach that
relates to the bacterial species, the
so-called microbiome. And so we are in
trials right now with very low-cost
things that can get rid of that inflamma-
tion and allow the kid to get back on
their growth path.

And so not only will less kids die —
because kids on their growth path are a
third as likely to die from pneumonia or
diarrhea or malaria — but also as the
kids survive, their ability to learn and do
work. Every society has benefited from
food input — you got more and more
protein, and so less kids had malnourish-
ment. Here we can short-circuit that,
and even in very poor countries we can
essentially get rid of malnutrition. That
— I mean, I get to work on a lot of cool
things — that is the most cool thing I’m
working on.

Can you just tell us about this friendship
with Warren Buffett? And I’ve gotten to
see you guys together, but the reason I
ask is it’s kind of a coincidence of sorts
that two of the wealthiest people in the
world become best friends. And I’m not
sure it has anything to do with the
money, but maybe I’m wrong.

No, certainly not. And I didn’t even want
to meet Warren because I thought, hey,

this guy buys himself things, and so he
found imperfections in terms of markets.
That’s not value-added to society; that’s
a zero-sum game that is almost parasit-
ic. That was my view before I met him.

And, no, he wasn’t going to tell me
about inventing something. But then I
meet him, and I realize that everything
he does is based on a framework of the
world where he’s judging — judging
markets, judging people, judging how
things work, in a very deep way. And so
he asks me questions about Microsoft,
like, “Why can’t IBM crush you in a
second?” That is the world’s most obvi-
ous question, and nobody had ever
asked me before.

And so I got to ask him about newspa-
pers, and retailers, and good invest-
ments, bad investments, and how he
figured all that out. And I realized we
both — although we come from different
places — we’re both trying to model the
world and what goes on. And the world,
I have to say, has been even more fasci-
nating in some unexpected ways than
when we first became friends.

A number of things Warren and I call
each other up and go, “Oh my God, can
you believe what’s going on? This is so
interesting. Unexpected. What the hell’s
going to happen?” We can talk forever
because we’re both trying to figure it
out.

Keeping Gates in Perspective
He works to end poverty and suffering, 
but he’s not above doing the dishes.

MIKE COHEN FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES

Bill Gates says his children help keep him grounded. “I like to read email, and it bugs them that I’m so email-centric, and that I’m very large-screen oriented.”
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The nation’s tech giants, once celebrated
as corporate heroes, are suddenly seen
as bullies in the schoolyard of the Ameri-
can economy.

In recent months, federal agencies,
states and Congress have started inves-
tigating the market power and potential
anticompetitive behavior of Google,
Facebook, Amazon and Apple, col-
lectively known as Big Tech.

What, if anything, should be done to
rein in the Big Tech companies? New
rules? Tougher enforcement? Break
them up?

That is a hot topic in the United
States, and in other countries. And it
was a theme at The New York Times
DealBook conference last week, ad-
dressed most pointedly by two partici-
pants: Makan Delrahim, chief of the
Justice Department’s antitrust division,
and Bill Gates, a co-founder of Microsoft,
the target of the government’s last big
case against a technology company.

Policing the Big Tech companies, Mr.
Delrahim said, should be left to the
nation’s federal competition officials
rather than beefed-up regulation.

Congress is looking at creating a new
digital authority or significantly expand-
ing the powers of the Federal Trade
Commission to regulate the tech giants.
In congressional hearings, expert wit-
nesses have made that recommendation.

Other countries, including Australia
and Britain, have either set up or are
creating regulatory agencies focused on
digital markets, as a way to respond
more quickly to allegations of anticom-
petitive practices and other abuses.

“I hope we don’t go there,” Mr. Del-
rahim said.

Antitrust laws, dating back a century,
he said, should be nimble and flexible
enough to cope with competition issues
in the fast-moving digital markets.

“That’s the challenge for us,” he said.
Traditional antitrust enforcement has

relied on higher consumer prices as a
key signal of monopoly power and anti-
competitive behavior.

But the internet services from Google
and Facebook are free to consumers.
The old yardstick no longer applies,
prompting calls for new rules for the
digital giants.

Prices matter, Mr. Delrahim said, but
he emphasized that they were only one
consideration in antitrust enforcement.
Others, he said, are the impact a domi-
nant company’s actions have on con-

sumer choice, quality of service and
innovation.

Free offerings are not new in antitrust
law.

In the Microsoft case in the 1990s, Mr.
Delrahim noted, the company bundled
its Internet Explorer browsing software
to its dominant Windows system as a
free add-on. That undermined competi-
tion from a new competitor, Netscape
Communications, the commercial pio-
neer in internet browsing software.

At the time, Mr. Delrahim was a young
lawyer working on the Senate Judiciary
Committee, which held hearings on

Microsoft. Asked if he were in the Jus-
tice Department then, would he have
pursued the Microsoft suit?

“I absolutely think that was a case to
bring,” Mr. Delrahim replied.

Not surprisingly, Mr. Gates disagreed.
And he recalled his time at the center of
an antitrust case and the personal and
corporate energy consumed by it.

Microsoft was found guilty of repeat-
edly violating antitrust laws, and in a
settlement agreed to stop some tactics.

Asked if the suit made the technology
market more competitive, Mr. Gates
said: “No. Everyone else can say that if

they want. It’s not true to me, and I will
never change that opinion.”

Still, Mr. Gates said, the lawsuit hurt
Microsoft, distracting him and the com-
pany from moving quickly enough in
new markets, like mobile computing and
cellphones. “But that’s not a pro-con-
sumer thing,” he said.

The most drastic remedy would be to
break up the Big Tech companies. The
most detailed proposal is a split-up plan
for Facebook from two antitrust experts,
Scott Hemphill of New York University
and Tim Wu of Columbia University, and
Chris Hughes, a co-founder of Facebook.

They propose forcing Facebook to
shed two companies it acquired — Insta-
gram, a photo-sharing service, and
WhatsApp, a messaging service. Those
purchases, they say, were the biggest
ones in a Facebook campaign to take
over nascent competitors. A century
ago, Standard Oil was broken up under a
similar theory of “predatory” acquisi-
tions as an anticompetitive strategy.

At the DealBook conference, Kevin
Systrom, co-founder of Instagram, was
skeptical that breaking up Big Tech
companies would be an appropriate or
effective solution to the perceived prob-
lem: the power the companies have over
the economy and public discourse.

“Don’t think that if you were to peel
off WhatsApp and Instagram, that all of
a sudden solves that problem,” he said.
“You still have two and a half billion
people on Facebook.”

He also defended big companies buy-
ing small ones as often vital to acceler-
ate the spread of innovation, given the
greater reach and resources of large
corporations. Buyouts can also be ex-
tremely lucrative for the sellers, as it
was for the fledgling Instagram in 2012.
“When someone comes to you and offers
you $1 billion for 11 people, what do you
say?” Mr. Systrom said.

Regulation in the Digital Age
Justice Department and two tech
pioneers weigh in on the issues.

By STEVE LOHR

From left, Makan Delrahim, chief of the Justice Department’s antitrust division; Chris Hughes, co-founder of Facebook;
and Kevin Systrom, co-founder of Instagram, discussing antitrust issues at the DealBook conference on Wednesday.
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Hillary Clinton has been touring the
country with her daughter, Chelsea,
talking about “The Book of Gutsy Wom-
en.” But she took time to talk with An-
drew Ross Sorkin at the DealBook confer-
ence about, among other things, health
care, impeachment and the 2020 election.
The following conversation has been
edited and condensed.

I want to talk to you a little bit about
health care, because I know it’s an issue
that you care so much about, and have
thought a lot about. Because we seem to
be in a very divided world, not just
among two different parties, but even
within the Democratic Party. “Medicare
for all” versus public option — you look
at what Elizabeth Warren presented and
you think what?

I think that the debate within the Demo-
cratic Party is a very healthy debate to
try to figure out how to achieve the goal
of covering everybody with quality,
affordable health care, O.K.? My view on
this, having been working on it for many
years now, is that the Affordable Care
Act took us to 90 percent of coverage,
the highest we’d ever gotten in our
country, after many, many efforts, in-
cluding the one I was involved in, you
know, more than 25 years ago.

We have a 10 percent gap to fill, and
we have a lot of learning to do about the
best way, not only to fill the gap, but
then to drive down costs as much as it’s
possible to do so, without undermining
quality advancements. O.K. So I believe
the smarter approach is to build on what
we have. A public option is something
I’ve been in favor of for a very long time.
I don’t believe we should be in the midst
of a big disruption while we are trying to
get to 100 percent coverage and deal
with costs, and face some tough issues
about competitiveness and other kinds
of innovation in health care.

And if you look at our major competi-
tors, a lot of them have mixed systems
and produce very good outcomes — like
Switzerland, Germany, etc.

O.K., philosophical question for you,
maybe personal. When you think about
the role that you were trying to get
before President Trump got the job and

now — do you think it’s now a different
job fundamentally, that it’s been
changed forever?

Wow, that’s a really — that’s a really
interesting question, Andrew. I hope not.
Because what I see is governance by
impulse, by personal grievance, a sense
of, you know, vengeance, vindication, a
disregard for the rule of law, and under-
mining of our institutions, so I hope not.
Because if that becomes the model. . . .
Now, it is the model, unfortunately, for
other leaders right now, you know?

Not just here in the United States, by the
way.

That’s my point. That’s my point. I
mean, you have all kinds of wannabes
around the world who are cracking
down on the press, who are trying to
subvert or at the very least avoid institu-
tions, the rule of law, etc. You’ve got that
happening right now. And so I would like
us to return to a presidency where we
don’t have to wake up every day worried
about what the president’s going to
tweet, what’s going to happen next.

Throughout this whole conversation we
have not raised — or at least I have not
raised — one word, which is “impeach-
ment.” And you know a lot about im-
peachment.

Oh, yes I do.

So we can talk about that. But what I
wanted to understand from you, know-
ing what you know about the situation
with Ukraine and the president, would
you say unequivocally that you’d im-
peach him today?

Based on what I know, yes. And here’s
why. And as you alluded, I was on the
staff as a very young lawyer that inves-
tigated President Nixon. So I spent
18-hour days for, you know, seven
months collecting evidence, analyzing it,
doing the legal analysis, obviously the
constitutional analysis. Why did our
founders put that in there?

You know, we have elections, so you
don’t like somebody or you think they’re
not performing well, you know, you vote
them out. But they worried so much
about somebody being in power, particu-
larly the presidency, in between elec-
tions who would do irreparable damage

to the country. And the high crimes and
misdemeanors was a way, borrowed
from ancient Anglo-Saxon law, to ex-
press their concern and to put a mecha-
nism into the Constitution. So I think
Nancy Pelosi resisted, you know, the
calls that a lot of people had after what-
ever happened, emoluments this, ob-

struction of justice that. You know, no.

Would you have impeached on those
issues?

No. But I wouldn’t necessarily exclude
them now from articles of impeachment.
But the reason why Ukraine broke
through is that it was abundantly clear,

even to people who were indifferent
toward all the other challenges or ques-
tions about Trump, that there’s got to be
something really wrong with a president
using the power of the office to intimi-
date, extort, bribe the president of an-
other country to do his bidding by manu-
facturing scandalous material about
apparently the opponent that he was
most worried about.

Let me just ask you this. Case for opti-
mism: You wrote a book called “The
Book of Gutsy Women.” And I want to
understand, if you could, to give us the
case for optimism today.

You know, I am fundamentally opti-
mistic, because I think the worm is
turning. I think that, you know, people
are beginning to wake up and say, you
know, “Hey, come on, this is — you know,
this doesn’t make sense.” We need to get
back to our usual political arguments,
not what’s happening now.

And so my daughter and I wrote a
book called “The Book of Gutsy Women”
because we wanted to highlight women
whose courage, resilience, really in-
spired us, and women from the past,
obviously women of our current time.
And some of them faced extraordinary
burdens, and challenges and tragedies of
all sorts. But they didn’t quit; they kept
going. And part of that was their gutsi-
ness, but it was imbued with an opti-
mism.

You were on “Good Morning America”
recently with Chelsea. And it almost
went without comment, so I wanted to
ask you about it: You were asked what
was your gutsiest personal moment.
And you said staying with your husband.

Yes, it was. It was really hard. It was not
by any means an easy or foreordained
decision. But at the end of it, after a lot
of soul-searching, and prayer, and coun-
seling, and talking to my closest friends,
thinking about my family, thinking
about, you know, how much we loved
each other and all we’d been through I
decided it was the right thing for me.
But I have always said it’s not necessar-
ily the right thing for everybody. People
have to make their own decision in such
a personal moment.

FROM THE CONFERENCE

Health Care, Impeachment and Gutsy Women
Hillary Clinton discusses the current political climate, 
and says she is a fundamentally optimistic person.

CALLA KESSLER/THE NEW YORK TIMES

Hillary Clinton said she was in favor of expanding the current health care
system. “I believe the smarter approach is to build on what we have. A public
option is something I’ve been in favor of for a very long time.”



F6 NY THE NEW YORK TIMES, TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2019

C M Y K NYxx,2019-11-12,F,006,Bs-4C,E1

Kim Kardashian West and Kris Jenner
discussed with Andrew Ross Sorkin the
rise of their social media presences and
businesses. Kanye West joined the con-
versation from the audience. Here are
some notable moments from the inter-
view, which has been edited and con-
densed.

Social Media

Kim: I think about when I raise my kids
and screen time, phone time, what to
post, what not to post, even posting
things in real time. I learned from a bad
experience that I had when I was robbed
that people really knew my every move,
they knew what I had, they knew where I
was, what I was doing, and that to me
really changed maybe the things that I
post. I still want people to feel like they’re
along that journey with me, but I might
video something and then post it like 30
minutes later, when I’ve left the location
more for privacy.

Oreos

Kim: When I mentioned I was having a
CBD baby shower because I needed
some calm before the storm of a fourth
kid coming, every CBD company on the
planet reached out. And it’s kind of this
joke also that I do, if I really want some-
thing and I’m a bit lazy, I can tweet, “I’m
loving Oreos, I’m craving Oreos right
now,” and then on my doorstep, every
flavor Oreo will show up.

Didn’t Get Milk

Kris: I thought Kim would be so great in
a “Got Milk” campaign, remember like
everybody did these “Got Milk” cam-
paigns? And I thought, oh, well she’s
perfect for that — I don’t know where
that came from, and I’m sure I was a lot
more excited and enthusiastic about this
idea then the “Got Milk” people were, so
that really never came to fruition. A
couple years ago, Kim was in a music
video, and she was taking a milk bath
and I thought, “You did it Kim, you got
milk all over that body!”

The Power of Saying ‘No’

Kim: I will say a cute story since my
husband’s here. So there was a fast-
fashion brand, a few of them, and they
would knock off Yeezy all the time, his
color palette, designs. So this fast-fashion

brand offered me a million dollars for an
Instagram post and I thought, “O.K., well
that’s easy” — just to wear clothes that I
could pick, anything that I wanted, it’s a
quick post — and when I told him about it
he asked me not to do it and said out of
respect, I don’t think that we should be
giving them everything, they copy every-
thing.

I completely understood why he said
no. I gladly said no. And then for Moth-
er’s Day, he handed me an envelope and
it was a check for a million dollars say-
ing, “thank you for not posting for the
other brand.” And then — I don’t know if
I’m supposed to say this or if I have —
and a contract to be an owner in Yeezy as
a thank you. So there is power in saying
no sometimes.

Meeting With President Trump

Kim: I focus on prison reform, and the
president has done amazing things in
prison reform. But that was a big thing

where so many people advised me,
“Don’t go to the White House.” And that
didn’t make sense to me because I was
like, if someone can get out of prison and
get their life back versus my reputation
of going to the White House — when
there is only one person on this planet
that can make the decision and that
would be the president — and that was
even a question for the media, that just
absolutely didn’t make sense to me. I
would go see anyone in power that would
have that decision to change someone’s
life.

Starting a Law Firm

Kim: Now when I’m studying contracts
and these are like actual life things that
I’m dealing with now, and now that I own
my own home and I’m old enough and
I’m studying torts and I’m learning about
personal injury, like everything I’m so
interested in, it actually pertains to my
life. I’m definitely working really hard,

and it’s a commitment that I’ve chosen
to take this time away from my family to
study and to not go out with my friends
and live a different life.

And I’m so O.K. with that. I love it and
I just hope that one day I can start a firm
that will help with prison reform. I would
love to hire these men and women that
are behind bars because they know the
law better than most lawyers.

Family

Kanye: I think if my family wasn’t so,
that they didn’t work so hard and they
weren’t so omnipresent, maybe I would
just rest on my laurels of just being the
greatest artist of human existence and
that would just be enough. But that’s
shown that is not enough, that you have
to hit the gym, that you have to commu-
nicate, that you have to, it’s like modern-
day Medici or Rome, it’s an era that
people remember for all of human exist-
ence.

Starting a Church

Kanye: But just as a male opinion,
looking at my daughters and looking at
my family and as we are starting this
church and saying that this innovation
and community and what we’re doing
with education and what we’re doing
you know in politics even now like we
have 12,500 acres in Cody, Wyo. Trump
has actually opened up the ability to
buy more land, and in America — you
know America, you can buy land and
we can be owners and we don’t often
have to be just the product of what
Black Twitter tells us what we’re sup-
posed to do.

This has been taken out of every
single one of my interviews, so I’m
going to say it now: My father’s a Black
Panther, my mother was arrested to
fight for us to have the right to vote,
but it was the right to vote for who we
tell you to vote on.

Inside the Kardashian-West-Jenner World
From law school (Kim) to starting a church (Kanye)
to the one that got away (Kris).

By SANAM YAR

FROM THE CONFERENCE

Kim Kardashian West, Kris Jenner and Kanye West on Wednesday. “I focus on prison reform, and the president has done amazing things in prison reform,” Ms. Kardashian West said.
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What’s next for Goop?
A line of food, perhaps. Or maybe a

broader push to emulate the brand power
of a company like Disney, which has
served as “a bit of a North Star for Goop,”
said Gwyneth Paltrow, the Oscar-winning
actress who runs the lifestyle-and-well-
ness e-commerce business.

In a wide-ranging conversation with
Andrew Ross Sorkin, Ms. Paltrow ac-
knowledged that she had made mistakes
since starting the company in 2008. Over
the years, Goop has been criticized for
circulating pseudoscientific claims about
the potential health benefits of its mer-
chandise.

In the company’s early days, Goop
would sell third-party products and sim-
ply restate claims the creators of those
products made online — some of which
turned out not to have any basis, Ms.
Paltrow said. Now, she added, Goop has a
team of scientific and regulatory experts
to vet such claims.

While she said a line of food was
among a number of “options” for the
company, Ms. Paltrow stayed mostly
tight-lipped about the future of her busi-
ness and said she really just wanted to go
one quarter at a time.

The following conversation has been
edited and condensed.

I want to start the conversation around
when you started this company and
specifically around the idea and the word
ambition. Because I wasn’t sure if you
ever really wanted to own the idea of this
being this big ambitious company, and I
feel like now you have, and I want to
understand what that is.

Well, I think you know growing up as an
actor in the ’90s — an actress at the time;
we didn’t say actor at the time — ambi-

tious was actually a very dirty word for
a female actress. So I think we were
taught to be compliant and pliable and
not to be difficult, and I think if you
demonstrated great ambition for a big
career it was looked down upon. And
then I did the crazy thing of kind of
putting that down and deciding to start a
business, with great trepidation.

And so, yeah, I was ambivalent about
my own ambition for a long time. And
even as I started to really just create
content for the first five years before I

even thought about any kind of moneti-
zation or anything, I didn’t think that I
had the authority to create a business or
to even think my way around it. So it has
definitely been a humbling process to
embrace my ambition and to really start
to feel that being ambitious is actually a
beautiful thing for a woman.

So when did you decide that you actually
knew what you were doing?

It still hasn’t happened, but it’s a
process. And I think I’m very comfort-

able running Goop. I know the business
backward and forwards and I have, you
know, very granular knowledge of the
business and very kind of big day-
dreams about where the business is
going, and I think I’m getting well
equipped to run this particular company,
but. . . . 

O.K., I want to pivot the conversation
just one second. I have sort of a strange
MeToo question. I imagine you must
have a very complicated view of Harvey

Weinstein, given that you knew him for a
very, very long time. How do you feel
about him today?

I have not been asked this before. You
know, I don’t like to be binary about
people or about things. I think we’re all
equal parts or varying percentages light
and dark, and I think that, you know, he
was a very, very important figure in my
life. He was my main boss, he gave me
incredible opportunity, and yet during
that time we had a very fraught, compli-
cated relationship, highs and lows. And
the postscript to that chapter of my life is
where it gets extremely complicated for
me because information came to light
about who he was and how he was be-
having that I didn’t know during my
already very difficult time with him, so
I’m not sure. I’m not sure how I feel.

Final question. Tell us what’s going on
with this: There seems to be some kind
of back-and-forth that you’ve been hav-
ing with Jeff Bezos. I know that he’s one
of the few people who you’ve been trying
to reach for a very, very long time, and I
gather that he’s ghosted you, and I don’t
really understand what’s happening.

Yeah, yeah. You know, you win some, you
lose some. You know, I had reached out to
him. Look, I’ve learned so much by being
brazen and reaching out to people and
saying, ‘Could I have a conversation with
you? Would you mentor me?’ So he was
one of the people who I reached out to,
and he never really wrote me back. I
tried a couple times, and then I told this
story, I think in The Wall Street Journal,
and then he emailed me back and he said
it’s Jeff, and The Wall Street Journal tells
me that you would like to get in touch
with me, so that there began our very
brief conversation because after that,
yeah, not so much.

Goop and Beyond
Once ambivalent about her own
ambition, Paltrow now embraces it.

By DAVID YAFFE-BELLANY

Andrew Ross Sorkin talked with Gwyneth Paltrow about Harvey Weinstein, Goop and how she came to embrace ambition.

JEENAH MOON FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES



F8 NY THE NEW YORK TIMES, TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2019

C M Y K NYxx,2019-11-12,F,008,Bs-4C,E1

Let’s get this out of the way. Netflix will
not do any of the following anytime
soon.

Show ads, like Hulu.
Make games, like Fortnite.
Produce news, like television.
Create short-form content, like Quibi.
Show sports.
That fast-forward button? That’s real.

Just an experiment — for now.
Reed Hastings, the chief executive of

Netflix, made all that clear in his appear-
ance at the DealBook conference on
Wednesday at Jazz at Lincoln Center in
Manhattan. He shook his head, offered
his trademark grin and waved off the
possibilities. “That’s not what we do,” he
said. He seemed most at ease when
talking about the new competitors:
Apple TV Plus and Disney Plus,
launched this month, and HBO Max,
coming early next year. Even Quibi.

“There’s lots of competitors through-
out the world,” he said. Netflix has al-
ready been up against Amazon, Hulu
and YouTube for the past decade, he
added. The idea of fighting for sub-
scribers is nothing new.

“The four of us have been competing
hard all this time, and now it’s like,
‘Wow, this internet thing really works,’”
he said. Disney and Apple and AT&T are
only now getting in the game.

“The tricky thing in this streaming
war is Apple and Disney are not going to
break out revenue,” he said. Unlike
Netflix, Apple and Disney own several
businesses, and sales figures for stream-
ing will be mixed in with those from
other divisions.

“The real measurement will be time,”
Mr. Hastings said. “How do consumers
vote with their evenings.” It’s worth
noting that Netflix has been notoriously
stingy with its viewership data and has
doled out figures for only its original
series and films. The company has said
it plans to become more transparent
with its ratings.

Netflix has won many evenings. The
company’s 158 million subscribers, with
60 million in the United States, have
spent thousands of hours bingeing on

original hits such as “Stranger Things,”
“Umbrella Academy” and “Bird Box.”

Mr. Hastings said that most of the
streamers should win as people continue
to cut the cord. “Linear TV is declining;
that’s fueling the growth of subscribers,”
he said. In other words, the battle isn’t
against each other so much as it is about
converting regular TV viewers into
full-time streaming viewers.

Still, it became clear that Mr. Hastings
was eyeing one competitor in particular:
Disney. When asked about Quibi, the

forthcoming mobile streaming service
from the Hollywood entrepreneur Jeff-
rey Katzenberg, Mr. Hastings furrowed
his brow, asked when it would start and
replied: “Those are great guys, but
Disney’s an amazing company — I think
they’re going to have great success.”

What about Apple? “There’s a bunch
of tech companies that are in entertain-
ment, but I think Disney is the one we
have the most to learn from in terms of
entertainment,” he said.

It was a point he stressed throughout:

Netflix is an entertainment company. He
underlined it when asked why in Janu-
ary Netflix had blocked an episode of its
show “Patriot Act With Hasan Minhaj”
in Saudi Arabia after the government
complained about a segment that was
critical of the kingdom’s crown prince.

“We’re not in the news business,” he
said. “We’re not trying to do truth to
power. We’re trying to do entertain-
ment.”

On the question of whether the
streaming business is in a financial
bubble, Mr. Hastings said: “The defini-
tion of a ‘bubble’ is it goes down again,
and I don’t think subscribers or media
spending is going to go down.”

Netflix, he said, intends to increase its
spending and its reach.

“We’ve got a long way to go, espe-
cially on a global basis. That’s the thing
that I think people underestimate. Here
in the U.S. is 5 percent of the world’s
people. And 95 percent — all of those
people around the world — love enter-
tainment, love television.”

He also predicted Netflix would con-
tinue its “cancel anytime” option, even
as competitors are considering less
flexible subscription plans.

“What we focus on is how do we have
a service people want more,” he said.
“We don’t focus on how to lock them in.”

“Anytime you want to relax, you’re in
front of the TV and you think, you know,
‘Do I turn on the cable? Do I turn on
YouTube? Do I turn on Netflix?’” We
want you to choose Netflix because
you’re in the middle of a great show,
because you know you’re going to find
more. So that’s the main focus.”

An Eye on the Mouse
More companies are streaming,
but Netflix is watching one: Disney.

By EDMUND LEE
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Reed Hastings, chief executive of Netflix, says, “Disney is the one we have the most to learn from in terms of entertainment.”

For Brian Chesky, the chief executive of
Airbnb, the deaths of five people in a
Halloween night shooting at an Airbnb
rental in Northern California cut to the
heart of the trust on which his business
— and many internet companies — is
based.

At the DealBook conference last week
in New York, he outlined a series of
initiatives the company was undertaking
to give customers “peace of mind.” They
range from checking the accuracy of
photographs, addresses and other infor-
mation posted for each property to
verifying that the listings meet safety
standards and that the hosts are who
they say they are.

In addition to those measures, he said
at the conference, the company would
conduct especially rigorous reviews of
“high risk” reservations that seem likely
to lead to parties. It would also establish
a hotline to address concerns from
neighbors, he said, and guarantee a new
Airbnb placement or a full refund to
guests who check into a property that
does not match the description on the
website.

“About two million people a night stay
in Airbnbs and most without incident,”
Mr. Chesky said. Still, he added, “It’s
hard to prevent every bad thing happen-
ing.”

Across the technology sector, compa-
nies are reckoning with the unintended
consequences of how people use their
platforms, including the spread of disin-
formation on Facebook and racist taunts
on Twitter.

“Many of us in this industry over the
last 10 years are going from a hands-off
model where the internet is an immune
system to realizing that’s not really
enough,” Mr. Chesky said. “We have to
take more responsibility for the stuff on
our platform. This has been a gradual,
maybe too gradual, transition for our
industry.”

Airbnb has faced backlash from critics
who argue that its rentals push often
unruly tourists into residential areas.
The company suffered a major defeat in
Jersey City, N.J., where residents voted
overwhelmingly in favor of stricter
regulations on short-term rentals that
will almost certainly shrink the number
of listings in the city, which is just a
short train ride away from Manhattan.

Airbnb plans to go public in 2020,
joining a series of tech companies that
have made public stock offerings, with
varying levels of success. Rather than

hold a standard initial public offering,
some of those companies have chosen to
stage “direct listings,” in which the com-
pany does not issue new shares or raise
capital. Instead, its stock simply begins
trading.

Asked on Wednesday about an I.P.O.
versus a direct listing, Mr. Chesky was
noncommittal, saying, “I certainly don’t
have any news to make.” But, he added,
“We also don’t need to raise new money.”

Here are excerpts from his exchange
with Andrew Ross Sorkin. They have
been edited and condensed.

I know that you have probably not slept
in the last five days since the shooting,
thinking about how you wanted to change
the company fundamentally. So why don’t
you just tell everybody, A, what the past
five days have been like, and, B, what
you’ve decided to do about it.

It was a huge tragedy. Airbnb is founded
on the premise of trust. When we started
Airbnb, I remember telling people about
the idea. And people said, “You’re crazy.”
And I said, “Why am I crazy?”

They said, “Strangers will never trust
one another to stay in homes.” And over
the course of the last 10 years I think
what we created, what we invented,
wasn’t really a way to book a home. I

think what we invented was a way for
strangers to trust one another to stay in
homes.

And for the most part it’s reinforced
this basic belief that we’ve had, maybe
naïve, that people are fundamentally
good. And statistically speaking it’s true.
About two million people a night stay in
Airbnbs, and most without incident. But,
you know, very often there are moments
in your company’s history — and there
was a moment in our past that defined
us, and this is another one of those
moments — where a tragedy happens
and we say, “Enough is enough.”

We are making the most significant
change to our platform to increase the
amount of trust in our platform. And so
we’re rolling out four different things.
The first thing we’re going to do is make
sure that 100 percent of hosts and 100
percent of listings will be reviewed by
the end of next year, with the intention
of having 100 percent of the things on
Airbnb being verified.

When you say “verified,” you mean
verified by the company, not by a star
system of users?

It will be essentially a combination of
the company and the community. We’re
going to use technology, we’re going to

use guests, and we’re going to basically
get a confidence score. But we’re going
to make sure that we can stand behind
every single listing, every single host, to
make sure that every single listing is
accurate, the information’s accurate, the
photos are what you say they are, the
addresses are accurate, they meet min-
imum standards, they meet basic safety
protocol, and the host is who they say
they are, and you know what the iden-
tity is.

So let’s say I’m a first-time customer
listing my apartment. How would you
verify that the apartment you’re seeing
is really mine?

The team is working on these details
now. What will probably happen is in the
near term we’re going to demarcate the
difference between a listing that is veri-
fied and one that we don’t know enough
information about.

O.K., so what is the cost of all of this
going to be? Having individuals verify-
ing all of this is expensive.

Yes. I mean, it is a significant invest-
ment. But I’ll say this — Airbnb, we
raised $3.2 billion of capital from invest-
ors. We have more money in the bank
than we’ve raised. The time is now to
make these investments. And ultimately

we’re in the business of trust, so we have
to make these investments to protect
our users.

Speak to this idea of a public listing next
year, because you’ve put out a one-
sentence release saying that this com-
pany intends to be public in 2020.

Yes.

Why? Most companies don’t necessarily,
you know, put the flag in the ground that
way.

We just wanted to put the rumors to rest
about are we going to go public any
month, and just be very, very clear about
what our general timeline is. We don’t
want to pin down an exact month, but
we just wanted to lay to rest any ques-
tions about something being imminent
before the holidays.

You put your own home up on Airbnb,
made it available. You also still stay at
Airbnbs. What’s your craziest Airbnb
experience?

Well, we’ve had all sorts of pretty weird
ones. I’ll give, like, one or two. One time,
I booked a woman’s home and had the
novelty of having a parrot in the listing.
And I thought that was really cool until I
got to the listing and I realized it was a
studio apartment, that she would be in
the space with me, with the parrot, and
that she slept on the couch, I slept in the
bed, and the parrot joined me in the bed.
And it wasn’t really wanted, but, you
know, I didn’t fight it.

But we also have some really weird
things. We get millions of customer calls
every day, and we get some of the most
bizarre calls. One day a customer calls
us and says they want a full refund. We
say, “Why do you want a full refund?”
They said, “Because the house is
haunted and there’s a ghost in the
house.” And we’re, like, “O.K., well, we
have to adjudicate this.”

So we call the host, and all the host
has to do is deny it, because there’s no
photo evidence of ghosts. Well, unfortu-
nately the host confirms the ghost, says
that it’s a friendly ghost named Stanley,
and that the ghost Stanley is in the
listing description.

We read the listing description, Stan-
ley is mentioned. So we go back to the
guest and the guest says, “Yes, we knew
about Stanley, that’s why we booked it.
But Stanley has been harassing us all
night.” How do you adjudicate that? So I
guess the point is in this new economy
built on trust you can only imagine the
kind of issues you deal with. There is no
playbook for this stuff.

A Plan to Restore ‘Peace of Mind’
Airbnb will roll out efforts to verify
listings after a deadly shooting.

By DAVID YAFFE-BELLANY

FROM THE CONFERENCE

Brian Chesky, Airbnb’s chief executive, said all the company’s hosts and listings would be reviewed by the end of 2020.
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Paid political advertisements on
social media have emerged as an
early flash point in the 2020 presi-
dential race. Facebook, citing the
importance of free expression, says it
will continue to allow them, even
when they contain fabrications.
Twitter has taken the opposite
stance, banning all political ads to
prevent the viral spread of mislead-
ing information.

“Twitter got it right,” Hillary Clin-
ton said last Wednesday at the Deal-
Book conference in New York. “That
should be the decision that Facebook
makes as well.”

The opposing approaches that
Facebook and Twitter have taken
were a recurring topic of debate at
the conference, where political fig-
ures and leaders in the technology
industry discussed the benefits and
drawbacks of eliminating political
ads from social media.

David Marcus, a Facebook execu-
tive who is leading the company’s
cryptocurrency project, defended the
decision to keep the ads, making the
same arguments that Mark Zucker-
berg, the company’s founder and
chief executive, has advanced in
speeches and congressional testi-
mony.

“Mark believes this is a question of

principle,” Mr. Marcus said, “that
political speech is actually good
speech, and people should be able to
see it for themselves.”

But Valerie Jarrett, who was a
senior adviser to President Obama,
said she sided with Twitter.

“What Twitter said basically was,
‘Let’s put a pin in this until we figure
it out,’ and I respect that,” Ms. Jarrett
said. “What they’re saying is, ‘Let’s
figure it out and in the meantime not
perpetuate what we know to be false
on a platform we know is influen-
tial.’”

Twitter’s chief executive, Jack
Dorsey, announced the decision at
the end of October, saying that politi-
cal ads, including manipulated videos
and the spread of misleading infor-
mation, presented challenges to civic
discourse, “all at increasing velocity,
sophistication and overwhelming
scale.” He said he worried the ads
had “significant ramifications that
today’s democratic infrastructure
may not be prepared to handle.”

Mrs. Clinton and Ms. Jarrett are
hardly alone in urging Facebook to
follow Twitter’s lead. Democrats —
including the campaign of former
Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. —
have attacked Facebook for its
stance. And last month, hundreds of
Facebook employees signed a letter
to Mr. Zuckerberg asking him to

reconsider how the company treated
political ads.

“Free speech and paid speech are
not the same thing,” the letter said.
“We strongly object to this policy as it
stands. It doesn’t protect voices, but
instead allows politicians to weap-
onize our platform by targeting peo-
ple who believe that content posted
by political figures is trustworthy.”

For Democrats like Mrs. Clinton, of
course, the proliferation of misleading
political ads on Facebook feels per-
sonal.

“During the 2016 campaign, they
were taking ads from a number of
sources and later revealing that
actually ads paid for in rubles were
part of what they were putting out,”
Mrs. Clinton said. “So let’s call a halt
to that.”

Mrs. Clinton said the spread of
misleading political advertising was
“a real threat to our democracy.”

“It’s very difficult for the average
person to make sense of it,” she said.

And given that the platforms have
not found an effective way to deter-
mine which advertisements pass
muster, she said, “Twitter made the
right decision to say, ‘We don’t want
to get into the judging game.’”

“Let them figure out a better way
to do it,” she said, “or refrain from
doing it.”

‘Good Speech’ or Misinformation?
Social media companies wrangle
with political ads as 2020 nears.

By DAVID YAFFE-BELLANY
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Valerie Jarrett, a former senior adviser to President Obama, supported Twitter’s move on advertising.
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David Marcus said he knew there would
be an enormous amount of pushback to
Libra, Facebook’s cryptocurrency effort
announced earlier this year.

Mr. Marcus, the Facebook executive in
charge of Libra, acknowledged he would
have done things differently in announc-
ing the initiative. He would have stayed
away from any intimation that Libra was
a “new currency” and underlined the
idea that creating new infrastructure
would help people, especially people in
developing countries, move money
around the globe, he said.

He added that the “status quo of the
financial system” was prejudiced against
populations in developing countries, and
noted that “unbanked” people moving
cash across borders usually have to pay
higher fees.

Since Facebook revealed the Libra
project in June — after it secretly incu-
bated it inside the company for over a
year — the effort faced a torrent of
criticism from regulators and central
bankers who cautioned against the idea
of a new, unregulated method of trans-
ferring money across borders. President
Trump and Treasury Secretary Steven
Mnuchin have expressed their disap-
proval of the effort. And the questions
surrounding Libra come at a particu-
larly inopportune time, as Facebook
grapples with larger issues around
privacy, antitrust and disinformation as
the 2020 presidential election nears.

In June, Facebook also announced an

initial 28 partners that it hoped would
help give the cryptocurrency legitima-
cy and spread it; now only 21 remain.
But Mr. Marcus said he was confident
that the partners who had dropped out
— including big names in the financial
services industry like PayPal, Master-
card, and Stripe — would ultimately
want to be “part of the innovation” that
is Libra.

It made sense that the partner com-
panies would want to weigh whether to
“take the risk full-on or wait for the
dust to settle” around regulations, the
Facebook executive said. He added that
Libra would never supplant the Ameri-
can dollar in the future: “The answer is
really a firm no.”

Mr. Marcus conceded that some of
the pushback on Libra may have to do
with larger concerns from the public
over whether it can trust Facebook.

“I think that, yes, for sure the fact
that this started at Facebook didn’t
make things easier given the times
we’re living in and the role that the
company has in all of the issues that
we’ve faced,” he said.

Mr. Marcus added: “But the way I
think about it is almost as a responsibil-
ity that we have to innovate on behalf of
the very people we serve. It’s a little bit
like the telecom industry pre-internet,
where we were paying a dollar a
minute for an international call. And
suddenly the internet has enabled
anyone with a $30 smartphone to make
unlimited calls. The same has not hap-
pened with financial services.”

‘We Have to Innovate’
Facebook executive admits some
mistakes were made with Libra.

By DAVEY ALBA

David Marcus, right, was questioned about Libra at a House Financial Services Committee
hearing in July. Mark Zuckerberg, Facebook’s chief executive, is visible on the screen.
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In the midst of a profound market shift,
Uber considers itself a leader among
the larger private companies that went
public in the past year, said Dara Khos-
rowshahi, the ride-hailing company’s
chief executive. In an atmosphere of
high pressure to deliver profits, Uber is
on a “strong path” to execute its goals,
he said.

“Thank God we went public when we
did,” Mr. Khosrowshahi said at the
DealBook conference last Wednesday.
“Fundamentally, the ride-sharing busi-
ness is upscale, is global, is an attrac-
tive business and is only going to get
better in a competitive market.”

Uber, the most prominent tech com-
pany to go public in 2019, has gone
through a striking transition in the past
two years, from the forced resignation
of its first chief executive and founder,
Travis Kalanick, to its initial public
offering in May.

In recent months, the company has
been confronted with an especially
difficult period as Mr. Khosrowshahi
began a belt-tightening operation to
cater to company investors’ appetite
for a clearer path to profitability. Uber
laid off more than 1,000 workers in
three rounds of cuts, removed top
executives and saw board members
leave (although Mr. Kalanick remains
one).

It has introduced temporary hiring
services and financial products for
drivers, and moved deeper into the
grocery delivery space, recently ac-
quiring a majority stake in one such
start-up, Cornershop.

Mr. Khosrowshahi’s efforts appear to
be making some headway. This month,
Uber announced financial results that
exceeded Wall Street’s expectations,
reporting that third-quarter revenue
had risen 30 percent from a year earli-

er, to $3.8 billion, above Wall Street
estimates of $3.6 billion. It posted a net
loss of $1.2 billion, wider than the $986
million loss a year earlier, but less than
the $5.2 billion in the previous quarter.

Still, Uber has been under close
scrutiny as a potential paradigm for
how tech’s so-called unicorns — start-
ups valued at $1 billion and above in
the private markets — should be navi-
gating the shifting landscape in Silicon
Valley and how they manage the recali-
bration of expectations from investors.

Wednesday represented a milestone
in the arc of Uber’s story, as the compa-
ny’s post-initial public offering lockup
expired — meaning that shares held by
early investors became eligible to trade
on the market. As Uber shares become
available, and more risk-averse invest-
ors sell their stocks, Mr. Khosrowshahi
said the company was “going to find

alternative investors who believe in the
story and believe in the numbers.”

Asked about WeWork, the troubled
office-space company, Mr. Khosrow-
shahi said Uber’s business challenges
were fundamentally different, in spite of
both companies’ showing vast operating
losses of more than $1 billion a year.

“We’re very, very, very different than
WeWork,” he said of the company, which
ultimately failed to deliver one of tech’s
most highly anticipated I.P.O.s of the
year and had to be bailed out by Soft-
Bank, the Japanese investment power-
house that also happens to be a major
investor in Uber.

Still, Mr. Khosrowshahi said, he did
not believe it was “proper or fair” to
judge Masayoshi Son, the chairman and
chief executive of SoftBank, for taking a
$4.6 billion hit from his investment in
WeWork.

“He definitely pushed up valua-
tions” of start-ups, Mr. Khosrowshahi
said, but his track record was “going
to be determined over a long period of
time.” SoftBank — which apart from
investing in WeWork and Uber, put
$335 million into the work productivi-
ty company Slack — reported its first
quarterly operating loss in 14 years
Wednesday, about $6.5 billion in total.

Mr. Khosrowshahi also defended
Uber’s position that it was a tech
services company that would not be
reclassifying its drivers as employees
in light of a recently passed law in
California on independent contractors.
“Ninety-two percent of our drivers
work less than 40 hours a week,” he
said. “I think this law is misguided,
and we’re going to fight it.”

He argued forcefully that Uber was
starting to grow more carefully, in
spite of its inherently low-margin
business because of its high operating
costs. The company did not hesitate to
concede defeat in — and pull out of —
some of its tougher markets, he said,
including China and Southeast Asia.
He compared Amazon’s cloud services
platform, Amazon Web Services, to
Uber’s core ride-hailing business and
said these represented the consistent
moneymaking assets for Amazon and
Uber.

Mr. Khosrowshahi said Mr. Kalanick
had done “an incredible job” of build-
ing the company. But Uber has en-
tered a new period of focusing on
profits.

“I think I’m the right guy now,” Mr.
Khosrowshahi said. “Now, we’re going
to deliver.”

Following are excerpts from the
conversation with Andrew Ross
Sorkin. They have been edited and
condensed.

You announced earnings this week —
arguably better than the market had

anticipated — but the stock goes
down. Peloton, same thing happened
this week. So the question is what do
you think is happening to the unicorns
of Silicon Valley, and what do you
think that shift is really about?

So I think what’s happening is that
there has been a fundamental revalua-
tion of revenue growth, and the value
of profits in an increasingly uncertain
world, right? So the world around us,
everything going on in politics, the
global landscape, has fundamentally
changed over the past two years. And
I think the appetite for the unknown
and high-risk in the public markets,
it’s just gone down. And that has con-
sequences. You’ve got some of the
safety stocks doing much better, utili-
ties, etc.

A lot of the conversations we’ve been
having today have been about the
intersection of business and policy.
And one of those is about how drivers
are treated as employees or nonem-
ployees, what benefits they should be
getting, what benefits they shouldn’t
be getting. A law was put in place in
California that would treat these driv-
ers as employees. And you say you
believe that this law somehow doesn’t
apply to you.

The law is based on a court decision
about a year and a half ago. So we’ve
been operating under the law in one
way or the other for a year and a half.
We do think that based on how we run
our marketplace, we are a technology
services company. We’re not in the
business of driving. Our drivers are
independent, and they can get on and
off the service anytime they want. The
law is quite technical as to how it deals
with these issues. And just because
the hurdle got harder doesn’t mean we
don’t think we’re going to pass the
test.

Uber Is Making Some Headway
A new chief executive brings changes, saying
the business is ‘only going to get better.’

By DAVEY ALBA

Dara Khosrowshahi of Uber at the DealBook conference on Wednesday.

JEENAH MOON FOR THE NEW YORK TIMES
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A select group of 11 executives and activists struggled to
tackle the role of the corporate world in combating one of the
most polarizing issues in the United States today: guns.

They didn’t solve the problem. No one has yet. Which is
why they were there.

At the head of the table sat two fathers of students who
died in the Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School massa-
cre in Parkland, Fla., on Feb. 14, 2018. At one corner next to
them sat two staunch defenders of the Second Amendment
who were worried about having to relinquish their firearms.

Understandably, the two parties clashed. Tensions sizzled
and tempers briefly blew. In the end, they committed to
continuing the urgent conversation.

“If you, as businesspeople, don’t think as we go forward
that you won’t find yourself having personal connections to
gun violence, you’re wrong,” said Fred Guttenberg, the father
of 14-year-old Jaime Guttenberg, who died in Parkland.

“I am desperate for leadership from somewhere, whether
it be government or business, and I’m counting on it more
from business,” he said at the end. “The cost of not doing so
will only get worse.”

Momentum to help find a solution has been growing in the
corporate world since 17 people were killed in Parkland.
Companies like Dick’s Sporting Goods stopped selling assault
rifles, while Walmart also tightened their buying policies.

Prompted by the mass shootings this summer in El Paso
and in Dayton, Ohio, 145 chief executives, including those
from Levi Strauss, Twitter and Uber, wrote to the Senate
urging stricter background checks and laws to prevent peo-
ple who pose a threat from buying guns. The number of
signatures continues to grow.

“We are a people business, and our people wanted us to
take a stand,” said Richard Fain, the chief executive of Royal
Caribbean Cruises, based in Miami. He told the participants
around the table why he signed the letter. “We don’t think
this is controversial. The vast majority of Americans want
something to happen. Frankly, I’m being responsive to what

our people want.”
A number of his employees,

he said, had children at Mar-
jory Stoneman Douglas High
School.

But what of Citigroup,
which does not underwrite
gun manufacturers like other
global banks do, and which
has no obvious connection to
the gun violence epidemic?
The banking company, ac-
cording to Edward Skyler, the
vice president of global public
affairs, has employees in
Florida and in Las Vegas who
were affected by mass shoot-

ings there. They asked Citigroup to take a stand.
A little more than a month after the shooting in Parkland,

Citigroup said it would require retail clients not to sell fire-
arms to customers who had not passed a background check
or who were under 21. It also barred the sale of bump stocks
and high-capacity magazines.

“This isn’t a question of trying to keep guns away from
legal owners; this isn’t a challenge to the Second Amend-
ment,” Mr. Skyler told the group. “This is about trying to put
in place best practices about trying to reduce risk.”

That’s not at all how the defenders of gun owners’ rights in
the room saw it. Dianna Muller, a former police officer from
Tulsa, Okla., now runs the DC Project, which appeals to state
legislators to protect the rights of legal gun owners.

“This isn’t just about background checks, this isn’t about
red flag laws, this isn’t going to stop until we disarm Amer-
ica,” Ms. Muller said, adding that she did not trust the gov-

By LIZ ROBBINS

Guns

‘We all want a safe
country. But on the
question of morality and
good, what does good
mean? And in the
context of companies
doing good with gun
rights or gun control.’
CHRIS CHENG
SEASON 4 CHAMPION, HISTORY
CHANNEL’S ‘TOP SHOT’

CONTINUED ON PAGE F16

What Is the Role of Corporate America?

Task force moderator: David Gelles. Members: Tim Arm-
strong, founder and chief executive, the dtx company; Jeffrey
L. Brown, founder and chief executive, Rebuilding Every City
Around Peace; Chris Cheng, Season 4 champion, History
Channel’s “Top Shot”; Richard Fain, chairman and chief
executive, Royal Caribbean Cruises; Erica Ford, co-founder
and chief executive, LIFE Camp; Fred Guttenberg, founder,
Orange Ribbons for Jaime; Dianna Muller, founder, DC
Project; Manuel Oliver, founder, ChangetheRef.org; Edward
Skyler, executive vice president of global public affairs, Citi-
group; Anna Walker, vice president of public affairs, Levi
Strauss & Company; Kathryn Yontef, director of corporate
initiatives, Everytown for Gun Safety.

Stephen K. Bannon, the former White House adviser, calls
the United States’ relationship with China’s Communist Party
an economic and information “war,” while Eric Schmidt, a
Google founder, says American interests are entangled with
China, our biggest competitor in the race for global techno-
logical dominance.

The next phase of the relationship between the two coun-
tries could set the tone for the rest of this century.

That was the consensus of nine China policy experts in a
discussion moderated by Thomas Friedman, a New York
Times columnist, at the DealBook conference in New York.

Tensions have been rising between the United States and
China for more than a year. President Trump has been pres-
suring the Chinese by imposing tariffs on $360 billion of
Chinese goods. China, in turn, slapped tariffs on American
imports to its country.

Uncertainty lingers while both sides hammer out the first
phase of a trade deal. On Friday, President Trump said he
hadn’t decided whether to lift some of the tariffs. That con-
tradicts the Chinese government, which said Thursday that
the Trump administration agreed to roll back at least a por-
tion of the levies if a deal was reached.

The trade battle is only one part of the evolving relation-
ship. China faces accusations of unfair trade practices, in-
cluding stealing American technology. It has cracked down
on pro-Democracy protesters in Hong Kong. And the United
States and other Western nations have challenged China’s

mass detention of more than
one million Muslim Uighurs
in the Xinjiang region.

A decades-old policy of
peaceful engagement with
China directly has given way
to an era of confrontation and
conflict.

“We’re at the end of one
moment and the beginning of
another,” said Orville Schell,
the director of the Center on

U.S.-China Relations at the Asia Society.
China is about halfway through a 10-year plan to gain

dominance in high-technology manufacturing, including
artificial intelligence, 5G communications and aerospace.

Mr. Friedman, a Pulitzer Prize winner who writes about
foreign affairs for The Times, asked the panelists to describe
what they see as the main challenge in the relationship be-
tween the United States and China and how to solve it.

Mr. Bannon said the United States should cut the Chinese
Communist Party off from Western financing. “We’re in an
information and economic war now, a technology war.”

He added: “I think we cannot appease this power. I think
we cannot accommodate this power.”

Samm Sacks, a fellow in cybersecurity and China’s digital
economy at New America, a centrist think tank, said it was
not so much a war as a struggle over new technologies. The
Chinese government has been using face-recognition and
other artificial intelligence to surveil its own people and is
exporting those technologies elsewhere.

In the meantime, the United States has been grappling
with privacy, data protection and security while remaining
mostly hands-off in other aspects of the internet. “The Com-
munist Party is moving aggressively and assertively to use
technology in deeply troubling ways,” Ms. Sacks said. “We
need to offer a compelling alternative to that.”

Mr. Schmidt, who chairs the Department of Defense’s
Defense Innovation Board and Congress’s National Security
Commission on Artificial Intelligence, insisted that the an-
swer was to establish American-made technology as the
global standard.

“We’re much, much better off trying to have again Western
technology win,” he said. “And I would argue that my posi-

FROM THE CONFERENCE

Tough Questions, Tougher Answers
Business leaders and activists met in task forces at the DealBook conference
in New York to address some of the most vexing issues of the day — on
relations with China, regulating big tech and addressing gun control.

By LIZ MOYER

China

CONTINUED ON PAGE F16
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Experts on China policy took part in a discussion moderated by Thomas Friedman at one of the task forces held during the annual DealBook conference in New York.

U.S.-China Relations: The Next 20 Years

‘We have to focus on
what we do to compete
because we’re not going
to be able to change
China.’
JAMES McGREGOR
APCO WORLDWIDE

Task force moderator: Thomas L. Friedman. Members:
Stephen K. Bannon, former White House chief strategist and
senior counselor; Elizabeth Economy, director of Asia stud-
ies, Council on Foreign Relations; James McGregor, greater
China chairman, APCO Worldwide; Sophie Richardson, China
director, Human Rights Watch; Samm Sacks, cybersecurity
policy and China digital economy fellow, New America;
Orville Schell, Arthur Ross director of the Center on U.S.-
China Relations, Asia Society; Eric Schmidt, technical advis-
er, Alphabet Inc.; Sheryl WuDunn, managing director, Mid-
Market Securities; Jianying Zha, author and journalist.

The time is now.
Government regulation, public pressure, worker action

— all these and more are needed to rein in the big tech
companies, which have been allowed to operate largely
unhindered for too long.

That was the view of most participants at The New York
Times DealBook conference task force — made up of eight
technology experts in the public and private sectors —
looking at the question of “How Big Should Big Tech Be?”

“I think we have lived for decades now with no regula-
tion, so to speak, of tech,” said Chris Hughes, a co-founder
of Facebook and now the co-chair of the nonprofit Eco-
nomic Security Project. “And the time’s come due for regu-
lation, for structural solutions and for a general cultural
rethinking of how to ensure that these platforms are work-
ing for us rather than us working for the platforms.”

The challenges include increasing concerns about how
private data is collected and used; the spreading of false

information that could influ-
ence the 2020 election, by both
foreign and domestic actors
on social media; and whether
behemoths like Facebook,
Google and Amazon should be
split up.

“I definitely think we need
market regulation,” said Ga-
briel Weinberg, the founder
and chief executive of the

search engine DuckDuckGo. “I think it’s the only way to
correct systemic market failures.”

But addressing the myriad issues is not a one-time affair.
“I’m worried Congress is thinking that we’re going to pass
one privacy bill and be done for 20 years,” he added.

And one tool will not resolve all the different and com-
plex issues, said Noah Phillips, commissioner of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission. First, “we need to ask what is the
harm that we’re solving and how does the remedy address
that harm?”

If the question is competition, he said, then that’s what
antitrust laws are for. Privacy, on the other hand, will re-
quire other approaches. And therein, he and others have
said, lies the crux of the dilemma.

For there to be any change in how the big technology
companies are operating, most agreed that there must be a
confluence of several factors: a strong congressional man-
date, leadership to address long-term needs, more re-
sources for agencies like the Federal Trade Commission
and a public willingness to lose some of the ease and con-
venience people now get through companies like Amazon.

Steve Huffman, the chief executive of Reddit and the
only head of a social media company in the room, said:
“When it comes to regulation it’s the detail that matters. I
don’t want to see regulation that’s knee-jerk or comes from
a position of fear.”

But he acknowledged, “The state of our political dis-
course is as toxic as it’s ever been in my lifetime.”

Mr. Huffman said Reddit was not following Twitter’s lead
in banning political ads — something Facebook has refused
to do. He said he believes such an action favors incum-
bents, but Reddit is considering enabling comments on all
political ads. Currently, those who buy the ads can decide
whether or not they are open to comments.

Such discussion reflects “a healthy debate about how we
treat political ads in this country,” Mr. Huffman said.
“While I don’t agree with their decisions, I also don’t really
agree with the status quo.”

Some said, though, that the workers inside companies
can make a bigger difference than government officials
coming in from the outside.

“I’ve seen more regulation go bad in technology than 

By ALINA TUGEND

Tech

‘We can get regulation
right. We do it with
airlines. We do it with
pharmaceuticals.’
CHRIS HUGHES
CO-FOUNDER OF FACEBOOK

CONTINUED ON PAGE F16

How Big Should Big Tech Be?

Task force moderator: Kara Swisher. Members: Ruzwana
Bashir, chief executive, Peek.com; Kate Crawford, co-
founder, AI Now; Steve Huffman, co-founder and chief exec-
utive, Reddit; Chris Hughes, co-chair, Economic Security
Project, and co-founder, Facebook; Craig Newmark, founder,
Craig Newmark Philanthropies and Craigslist; Noah Phillips,
commissioner, Federal Trade Commission; Alexa von Tobel,
founder and managing partner, Inspired Capital; Gabriel
Weinberg, founder and chief executive, DuckDuckGo.
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tion is an America-first strategy.”
Encouraging high-skills immigra-

tion and spending on technology
education and research should be key
priorities, Mr. Schmidt and some
other panelists said.

“We don’t invest in what we need to
invest in,” said Sheryl WuDunn, who
won the Pulitzer Prize covering Chi-
na’s Tiananmen Square crackdown 30
years ago for The Times. “We could
do more on our domestic front to
compete.”

The End of Engagement
Engagement, a policy dating back to
the 1970s, was aimed at opening
China to the rest of the world. United
States-China relations also counter-
balanced the Cold War with the Soviet
Union.

“Bit by bit, every interaction would
bend the metal,” Mr. Schell of the Asia
Society said. “It was the idea of con-
vergence.”

But, as Mr. Friedman and others
acknowledged, the relationship with
China became something very differ-
ent from America’s interaction with
the Soviet Union, which collapsed in
1991 after years of American political
and economic pressure. “We only
bought caviar, vodka and nesting
dolls from them,” Mr. Friedman said.

China, on the other hand, emerged
as the second-largest economy and
America’s biggest trading partner. It
produces and consumes much of the
world’s goods and materials. It also
happens to own $1.1 trillion in United
States government debt. Over time,
this interdependence provided a
framework for getting along.

Human rights issues and growing
intolerance of China’s business poli-
cies — protecting its own industry
while shutting out the rest of the
world and forcing technology compa-
nies doing business there to hand
over critical information — sparked
the turn away from engagement.

“I feel a lot of us have been hopeful
that in engagement, China will
change,” said Jianying Zha, a journal-
ist and author. “It did not happen.”

China’s pride and growing national-
ism challenge American interests,
said Elizabeth Economy, the director
of Asia Studies at the Council on
Foreign Relations. China is exporting
its values, including control over the
internet and citizen surveillance. “It
is precisely at the intersection of that

repression at home and ambition
abroad that is particularly troubling,”
she said.

Mr. Friedman agreed: “China is so
much more open than it was 30 years
ago and so much more closed” than it
was 10 years ago.

Human rights issues are growing,
said Sophie Richardson, the China
director at Human Rights Watch. “I
think that the world has for many
reasons been slow to respond, and I
think that’s a function of ignorance, of
greed, of normalization,” she said.

Ms. Economy and Ms. Richardson
took issue with Huawei’s sponsorship
of the DealBook conference, and of
the Times’s past publication of paid
ads for the state-controlled China
Daily. Ms. Richardson said she would
have liked to have known about the
Huawei sponsorship in advance.

“It’s extraordinary that The New
York Times, yes, runs the paid adver-
tising from The China Daily, but
would also have a conference sup-
ported by Huawei when The New
York Times itself is banned in China,”
Ms. Economy added.

Huawei, a Chinese telecommunica-
tions firm, was banned from doing
business with government agencies

in the United States over security
concerns.

Mr. Friedman said he had nothing
to do with the sponsorship.

Reached later, a Times spokeswom-
an said: “The Times reports ag-
gressively on the Chinese govern-
ment, most recently on its mass de-
tention of the Uighurs. As a result our
journalists have faced serious retalia-
tion and China blocks access to Times
journalism in mainland China. New
York Times events are programmed
solely by Times editorial staff. Spon-
sors are not involved in programming
any session, and have no impact on
the conference’s content.”

The China Daily ads were paid
inserts that also ran in other publica-
tions, she added.

Mr. Schell said it seemed that Chi-
na’s president, Xi Jinping, himself put
a “stake through the heart of engage-
ment,” against conventional wisdom.
“He had America neutralized eating
out of the palm of his hand,” he said.
“This could have been Xi’s biggest
misstep.”

The China Advantage?
Mr. Friedman asked whether the rise
of Mr. Xi was inevitable.

Ms. Richardson pointed to his
efforts to clean up corruption and his
elevation of China on the global stage
as reasons his countrymen supported
him. “I think even for people that are
not happy with the direction which
he’s moving the country domestically,
there still is a source of national
pride.”

James McGregor, a journalist and
chairman of APCO Worldwide, a
consulting firm, said Mr. Xi was
brought in to save the party but said
he was not sure if he was expected to
take things “to these extremes.”

Mr. Schell from Asia Society said
that China had gradually moved away
from calling it the China Model to-
ward using the term the China Ad-
vantage.

This means that China is breaking
away, or decoupling, from Western
institutions, Mr. Bannon said, and
aligning itself with other nations in
Eurasia. “They are going to have
their own standards,” he said.

That is creating a technological
insecurity in the West, especially if
China succeeds in leading the world
in the development of 5G, the next
iteration of communications network
technology that touches everything

from mobile phones to driverless
cars. “We need to think more systemi-
cally,” Ms. Zha said.

Mr. Schmidt said continued cooper-
ation would be more productive. “I’m
an advocate, a strong advocate that
we find ways to work constructively,
while we disagree on some of these
issues, in order to achieve objectives.”

Changing the narrative
The United States should redefine the
terms of its relationship with China,
according to the panelists. Some
suggested that moving back to multi-
lateral trade agreements such as the
Trans-Pacific Partnership, which
President Trump exited, would send a
new message.

“It appears we’re operating from a
position of weakness and defensive-
ness, and the narrative is an ugly
one,” Ms. Economy said. “Instead
what we should be doing is promoting
U.S. values in a positive way.”

“When we focus on areas where
China cheats we have all of our allies
with us,” she said.

Mr. Friedman said had the United
States stayed with other countries in
the trade pacts, they collectively
could have put up a united front. “It
was really a strategic error.”

Mr. Schell proposed sending a
delegation of American business
leaders to China as part of a new
policy of selective engagement. The
problem with that, as other panelists
noted, is that American companies
aren’t necessarily willing to antago-
nize Beijing, considering the profits to
be made in China.

“They don’t seem to think that’s
pumping the blood, American money,
to fuel the next round of competition
with the U.S.,” Ms. Zha said. People
should “rev up their shame factor” on
companies looking to maximize profit
there.

The Trump administration put 28
entities, including the makers of
surveillance and artificial intelligence
technology, on a blacklist, citing con-
cerns about human rights violations
related to China’s campaign to inter
Muslim minorities in Xinjiang.

Mr. Friedman noted the “stunning”
silence in the Arab Muslim world
about the Xinjiang situation.

“There’s a very quiet debate in
China in the party on who lost Amer-
ica,” Mr. McGregor said. “The ex-
treme direction China has gone has
really pushed America away.”

Defining U.S.-China Relations
CONTINUED FROM PAGE F14

The rise of Xi Jinping: ‘He’s
made China both more
repressive in the foreign territory
at home and more ambitious and
expansive abroad. And it is I
think precisely at the intersection
of that repression at home and
ambition abroad that is
particularly troublesome.’
ELIZABETH ECONOMY
COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

CALLA KESSLER/THE NEW YORK TIMES

ernment to allow law-abiding owners
to keep their guns. “And that’s what
we are fearful of.”

These entrenched positions amount
to a “zero-sum game,” said David
Gelles, a reporter from The New York
Times who was moderating the discus-
sion.

“Too often this debate seems to me
any little inch of ground the other side
gets is somehow seen as a loss for the
other side, and that’s not going to be
constructive,” Mr. Gelles told the par-
ticipants. “That’s not going to save
lives.”

“It’s like a Knicks game,” said Erica
Ford, a Queens native, lightening the
mood. Ms. Ford founded LIFE Camp
in Jamaica, Queens, a community
organization focusing on gun violence
prevention and intervention.

As the only black woman in the
group, she pleaded for the corpora-
tions not to ignore communities of
color.

“Because black kids have been
killed forever,” she said. “And carrying
a gun didn’t make anyone safer. The
moral compass of men and women in
America should be about saving lives.”

The Rev. Jeffrey L. Brown founded a
national faith and community-based
organization in Boston, Rebuilding
Every Community Around Peace, that
works to reduce gang violence.

He said company leaders needed
first to understand the systemic prob-
lems in the inner city — poverty, hous-
ing and failures of education — that
have led to gun violence. And they
need to “embrace” just how emotional
an issue this is.

According to Kathryn Yontef, the
director of corporate initiatives for
Everytown for Gun Safety, the issue is
personal: 58 percent of people in the
United States say they or somebody
they love has been affected by gun
violence. Every day, 100 people in this
country are killed by guns.

She said corporations needed to take
a stand, in the least by offering em-
ployee assistance.

But Chris Cheng, a former Google
employee who won the 2011 “Top Shot”
competition for the History Channel,
said that it was not appropriate for
businesses to set gun policy. He said
he did not think that individual busi-
nesses should declare open-carry,
conceal-carry or gun-free zones be-
cause it would be a confusing “patch-
work” for gun owners. He also did not
want companies imposing morality on
his consumer habits.

“I’m just very tired of having to run
a gay rights or gun rights filter
through my purchasing decisions,” Mr.
Cheng said. “I love Levi’s, but I don’t
want to feel guilty when I just want to
buy a great pair of jeans.”

Manuel Oliver, who lost his teenage

son, Joaquin, in the Parkland school
shooting, interrupted him sharply.
“That’s a minor problem, you know
that,” he said. “That’s a very minor
problem. I mean, I can help you to
solve that, and I wish you could help
me to solve mine.”

The tension escalated. Mr. Cheng,
who is gay, said he wanted to be able
to defend himself as a member of a
group often targeted by hate. He refer-
enced the 2016 shooting at Pulse, a gay
nightclub in Orlando, Fla., where 49
people were killed.

Mr. Guttenberg told Mr. Cheng that
he had talked to Pulse survivors who
told him that more guns in an already
chaotic situation — heavy smoke and
panicked club-goers — would have led
to more deaths.

“How do you know that?” Ms.
Muller, the gun rights activist, said in a
challenge to Mr. Guttenberg.

“I don’t, the same way you don’t
know that having a gun would have
saved lives,” Mr. Guttenberg re-
sponded tersely.

Ms. Muller and Mr. Cheng dismissed
the initiatives proposed by activists as
an “anti-gun thing.”

Anna Walker, the vice president of
public affairs for Levi Strauss, dis-
agreed.

“It’s not anti-gun organizations, it’s
organizations working in communities
on safety and reducing violence,” she
said. In 2018, Levi Strauss committed
$1 million to support such organiza-
tions.

“Why don’t companies do more?”
Mr. Fain said. “The discussion here is
an example of why corporations don’t.
The emotion that you see here is what

you’re seeing played out across the
country.”

He added, “The fundamental dis-
trust is scary.”

More than halfway through the
session, Tim Armstrong — a former
chief executive of AOL and the
founder and chief executive of the dtx
company, directly connecting con-
sumers and companies — brought the
conversation to a consensus.

All parties agreed with him that
more data on gun violence and own-
ership was necessary.

But then Mr. Armstrong explained
the reason for the lack of government

data: a little-known bill in 1996 — the
Dickey Amendment. Jay Dickey, a
Republican congressman from Arkan-
sas, had effectively blocked $2.6 mil-
lion toward the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention to research
gun violence as a public health threat.
Then Congress added a provision in
the bill that prevented any funds for
the C.D.C. that would promote or advo-
cate gun control.

“From a corporate leader’s perspec-
tive, I don’t want to sign any more
letters,” Mr. Armstrong said. “If we’re
going to take over for what the govern-
ment is not doing, let’s use our compa-
ny’s resources and data.”

His new company recently ran a
survey as a pilot program that drew
from 2,000 respondents in Jack-
sonville, Fla., and San Francisco, ask-
ing people on billboards, Reddit and
other online platforms to answer three
questions. The results: 48 percent said
they wanted to increase gun regula-
tions; 30 percent wanted to protect
gun owners’ rights; 22 percent wanted
to ban guns altogether.

The issue of gun control is growing
only more pervasive because one
activist group has been relentless.

“What happened in Parkland is that
a young generation reacted and that’s
the difference,” Mr. Oliver told the task
force. “This white privileged communi-
ty in Florida that brought in other
communities. Are you going to tell
them that corporations are not going
to get involved?”

The momentum, he said, belongs to
the youth. “The future of this country
is exactly that,” he said. “It’s not up to
this table.”

Corporate America and Gun Violence
CONTINUED FROM PAGE F14

FROM THE CONFERENCE
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From left: David Gelles, a Times reporter moderating the discussion about gun violence; Kathryn Yontef, director of corporate initiatives
for Everytown for Gun Safety; Richard Fain, chief executive of Royal Caribbean Cruises; and Erica Ford, founder of LIFE Camp.

‘I am desperate for
leadership from somewhere,
whether it be government
or business.’
FRED GUTTENBERG
FATHER OF A VICTIM OF THE SCHOOL
SHOOTING IN PARKLAND, FLA.

produce good,” said Craig Newmark,
the founder of Craigslist and the head
of Craig Newmark Foundations. “I’ve
been working with line workers,
grunts, my fellow nerds in these tech
companies who are now actively work-
ing to try to get their management to
do the right thing, and that’s beginning
to bear fruit.”

For Kate Crawford, a co-founder of
the AI Now Institute at New York
University, which aims to understand
the social implications of artificial
intelligence, it isn’t a matter of choos-
ing between government intervention
or worker and public action, but advo-
cating for both.

“The question isn’t whether regula-
tion works or do we need it,” Ms.
Crawford said. “I think we absolutely
need it, but the question we have to
ask is ‘Is it going to be enough?’”

She said collective action by work-
ers at companies like Google, investi-
gations by the news media and institu-
tions like hers were all shining a light
on the workings of the major technol-
ogy companies as never before.

On the question of whether the big
tech companies should be broken up —
as Elizabeth Warren has advocated in

her presidential campaign — Mr.
Hughes said it was now clear that a
majority of Americans want that.

“In a time when Republicans and
Democrats can’t really agree on any-
thing, there seems to be a pretty wide
bipartisan consensus that we should
be paying more attention to this,” he
said. “Now the question is, where does
that go, and how does that develop
over the next year?”

But Ms. Crawford warned that
breaking technology companies into
smaller entities would not necessarily
solve the problem.

“If we move from 10 major players
to 100 but don’t question the underly-
ing business model, is that really going
to address this very complex set of

problems?” she asked. “Why are we
not talking about, essentially, the sort
of rapacious excavation of everybody’s
biometric information, location data,
the use of everything that is available
to train A.I. systems? Why are we not
looking at labor practices in terms of
contract work forces?”

Or as Alexa von Tobel, the founder
and managing partner of Inspired
Capital, noted, “You can be a really
small company with incredible A.I.
and quantum computing and owning
data of enough people and be very,
very dangerous.”

While the challenges can seem
overwhelming — and at times the
conversation steered toward the apoc-
alyptic — Mr. Hughes, for one, was
optimistic.

“We can get regulation right. We do
it with airlines. We do it with pharma-
ceuticals. We do it with the F.C.C.,” he
said. “We have come to a cultural
agreement in the United States that
when private industry is crucially
important in our lives, we have to
ensure that it works for the people.”

New Thirst
For Fixing
Big Tech
CONTINUED FROM PAGE F14

‘If we move from 10 major players
to 100 but don’t question the
underlying business model, is that
really going to address this very
complex set of problems?’
KATE CRAWFORD
CO-FOUNDER OF THE AI NOW INSTITUTE

‘We’re so used to hoping that
companies and businesspeople can
solve our problems. World
poverty, that’s a problem, we got to
create an app for that.’
STEVE HUFFMAN
CO-FOUNDER OF REDDIT
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Communicating with employees is a bit
like building a bank account, according
to Alex Gorsky, the chief executive of
Johnson & Johnson: making contribu-
tions over time, developing a reservoir
of trust, because “someday you’re likely
going to need to make a withdrawal.”

The topic of trust came up repeatedly
on Wednesday, as Mr. Gorsky spoke at
the DealBook conference in New York
City along with Ginni Rometty, the chief
executive of IBM. The 133-year-old
Johnson & Johnson brand is under
pressure as the company faces more
than 100,000 lawsuits over the safety
and marketing of products like opioids,
transvaginal pelvic mesh implants and
the antipsychotic drug Risperdal. More
than 15,000 people have sued the com-
pany over its talc products, and 33,000
bottles of its baby powder were recently
recalled over concerns about asbestos
contamination.

Mr. Gorsky has frequently stressed
the safety of Johnson & Johnson’s baby
powder. On Wednesday, he said that in
some cases, “it’s important to take a
stand.”

“When you find yourself in a situation
where perhaps your products didn’t live
up to the expectations, then you need to
manage that, you need to deal with it in
a way that’s appropriate for all stake-
holders, and I think we’ve got a track
record of trying to do our very best in
those circumstances,” he said.

But he stressed that sometimes “the
headline doesn’t reflect the underlying
reality.”

Mr. Gorsky and Ms. Rometty also
addressed their work with the Business
Roundtable, a group of top executives
who made waves in August by announc-
ing that their mission had changed from
focusing solely on profit-making to a
broader effort to benefit “customers,
employees, suppliers, communities and
shareholders.”

But critics have said the Business
Roundtable’s new “stakeholder” stance
is little more than political pandering to
changing public attitudes. “None of us
agree with that, obviously,” Ms. Rometty
said. The new statement of purpose, she
said, was an effort to “write down what
we believe. We have to define what we
are.”

A single-minded focus on shareholder
value, Ms. Rometty said, is out of step
with the reality that major corporations
face today. Employees, customers and
communities, she said, are all key stake-
holders, as well as shareholders. And
that is a matter of long-term self-inter-
est. For example, Ms. Rometty said, “It’s
going to be good for business to be
inclusive.”

“Society gives us a license to operate,”
she said. And top corporate executives
need to build trust among a larger group
of stakeholders. That focus, she added,
is “what you need to endure for the long
term.”

Looking Beyond Profits
Chief executives say businesses
have a responsibility to act.

By TIFFANY HSU and STEVE LOHR

CALLA KESSLER/THE NEW YORK TIMES

The chief executives of IBM, Ginni Rometty, left, and Johnson & Johnson, Alex Gorsky.

Dennis Muilenburg, Boeing’s chief exec-
utive, said he considered stepping down
after the company’s signature 737 Max
had two fatal accidents.

“It’s fair to say I’ve thought about it,”
he said at the DealBook conference last
week, during a wide-ranging discussion
of how he has handled the fallout from
the crashes, which killed 346 people.

Mr. Muilenburg said he decided to
remain in his position because he felt
responsible for getting the company
through the crisis. “I don’t see running
away from a challenge, resigning, as a
solution,” Mr. Muilenburg said. “These
two accidents, they happened on my
watch on Boeing. And I feel obligated, I
feel responsible to stay on it.”

Mr. Muilenburg said he decided to give
up “tens of millions of dollars” in incen-
tive pay after meeting recently with
families of victims of the crashes. “I felt
it was important for me to forgo those
bonuses and send a message of responsi-
bility,” he said.

During congressional hearings late
last month, lawmakers assailed Mr.
Muilenburg for not taking a pay cut since
the accidents and repeatedly demanded
that he directly address families of the
crash victims who were there.

Last Tuesday, David Calhoun, the
chairman of Boeing’s board, said in an
interview on CNBC that Mr. Muilenburg
had revisited the questions about his pay.
Mr. Muilenburg called Mr. Calhoun on
the following Saturday “with the purpose

of suggesting he not take any compensa-
tion for 2019,” Mr. Calhoun said.

Mr. Muilenburg offered to forgo his
bonus and stock, which comprise the
vast majority of his pay, until the plane
is flying again “in its entirety,” Mr. Cal-
houn said. It could take until 2021 for
Boeing to deliver hundreds of idled Max
jets to airlines around the world.

Last month, the board took away Mr.
Muilenburg’s title as chairman, replac-
ing him with Mr. Calhoun. When asked
why the company said it believed the
plane was safe even though employees
had voiced concerns, Mr. Muilenburg
said he would have responded to the
first crash differently “if back then we
knew everything that we know now.”

“We tried at every step to make the
best decisions based on the data we
had,” he said. “But we could have done
better.”

Following are excerpts from his con-
versation with Andrew Ross Sorkin.
They have been edited and condensed.

There’s been so much criticism of the
company throughout this whole process
that it hadn’t been as human. And I
wonder whether you feel now that you
should have visited with the families
earlier.
Andrew, I think about that every day.
And I wish I had gone to visit them
earlier. Yeah, we’ve been focused ever
since the accidents on understanding

what happened, doing everything we
can to fix the airplane, to improve the
Max. We’ve been focused on working to
make it the safest airplane ever to fly.
But the personal element of this, and the
impact it’s had on families — you know,
it’s reminded me of the importance of
the work we do. But until it’s personal,
until you really talk with the families
and really hear those personal stories,
there’s nothing else like that. And that’s
going to stick with me forever.

Ralph Nader’s grandniece was killed on
one of these planes and has said repeat-
edly that he doesn’t think these planes
technically should ever go back in the
air, that physically the way they’re struc-

tured no matter what software is put on
them, that there’s a fundamental prob-
lem. What do you say to him?

Well, I certainly respect his opinion. And
I know, yeah, with the personal effect
this has had on him and all the families,
I’m going to respect those inputs. And
we’re going to listen to that, and we’re
empathetic to that.
But have you ever looked at the plane
and said, “Look, physically it’s . . . ?”

This airplane is solid. This is an airplane
that’s in the family of Boeing airplanes
and our heritage of how we design inte-
grated airplanes. Clearly we can make
some improvements to it. But this is a
solid airplane.

FROM THE CONFERENCE

Boeing’s C.E.O. Expresses Regret
He reflects on his company’s
handling of crashes that killed 346.

By NATALIE KITROEFF

A Boeing 737 Max. Dennis Muilenburg, left, the company’s chief executive, offered to forgo his bonus and stock, the vast majority of his pay, until the grounded plane is flying again.
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What is the best piece of
advice you wish could
have been imparted to
your 8-year-old self?

Wes Moore
Founder, C.E.O., Robin Hood

When I was 8 years old, I wish someone
had told me my anger was justified. I
watched my father die in front of me five
years before. I was living in the Bronx
with my grandparents and my mom and
sisters. I was struggling, I was angry,
and I should not have thought there was
something wrong with that. It made it
harder for me to find a constructive
outlet for my emotions and disaffected-
ness because I did not believe that they
were valid. People tried to save me, but I
wish they would have stopped to just
hear me.

Hadi Partovi
C.E.O., Code.org

I wish somebody had told me that per-
sonal relationships are as important as
grades. Like every student, I worked as
hard as possible to get the best grades I
could. I wish I had also spent the time to
stay in touch with everybody I met
along the way. I only learned this in my
20s.

Maeve DuVally
Managing director, corporate communi-
cations, Goldman Sachs

Do not suffer in silence. There are many
kind people in the world who can help if
you only ask; and, even if people don’t
immediately help, you will be better off
just by sharing your fears with another.

Payel Kadakia
Executive chairman, founder, ClassPass

Being different is what makes you spe-
cial. I was one of the only Indians in my
town. My parents were immigrants; I
looked different and came from such a
different background. I sought to ex-
plore my heritage through Indian dance,
which I began taking at age 3. I thought
that Indian dance and music were amaz-
ing, but many of my classmates thought
it was weird. When times were toughest,
it would have been nice to know that
celebrating my differences and holding
fast to my passions would eventually
lead me to create a product that has
enriched millions of lives.

Craig Newmark
Founder, Craig Newmark Philanthropies,
Craigslist

I was lucky to receive valuable advice as
a kid, and it has guided my worldview
ever since. My Sunday school teachers,
Mr. and Mrs. Levin, taught me to treat
people kindly and to know when enough
is enough. This informed my belief that I
need to take less and give more, and put
my money where my mouth is. That’s
why I opted to monetize my company
minimally, and their lessons definitely
influenced my philanthropy.

Chris Licht
Executive producer, “The Late Show With
Stephen Colbert”

Don’t worry so much about what other
people think of you. Middle school sucks,
but then things get progressively better.
In a few years, you will become bizarrely
obsessed with “Late Night With David
Letterman.” Lean into that. And, most
importantly, your parents are right ...
about everything.

Emily Weiss
C.E.O., founder, Glossier

I wish I had known that there are so
many different paths to success. When I
was 8 years old, I was creative and
ambitious, but if someone had told me
I’d one day lead a business, I wouldn’t
have believed them. We subscribe to
these very rigid archetypes of what a
C.E.O. should look like, and what life
experiences are required to get to that
position. So we either opt into those
assumptions and start checking the
required boxes, or we opt out and think,
“this just isn’t for me.” I studied art, not
business, and yet here I am. One of the
best things we can do for younger gener-
ations is to show them that there’s no
one path to leadership, no one type of
leader.

What is the hardest
thing about what you do
that is misunderstood by
others?

Abigail Disney
Filmmaker, activist, Fork Films, Level
Forward

I’m close to losing my mind from the
way people characterize what I am
talking about as “socialism.” Once that
word enters the mix it becomes impossi-
ble to have a reasonable dialogue about
anything. There is nothing socialist
about paying a fair wage, fighting dis-
crimination in the workplace, or taking
massive steps to address environmental
threats. All I am fighting for is a moder-
ated form of capitalism, one which is
policed and polices itself, to attend to the
health and well-being of the society in
which it functions. I think of it as patriot-
ic economics. None of what I am talking
about is that difficult to understand. Pay
people better. Fight for your workers’
interests. It’s not rocket science (unless
you work for Elon Musk, of course).

Anu Duggal
Founding partner, Female Founders Fund

Many people assume that investing in
women as a strategy is philanthropic or
“impact investing.” What they don’t
realize is female leaders have been
historically undervalued by the market,
so this is actually an alpha strategy.

Darren Walker
President, Ford Foundation

Many debate whether philanthropy is
undemocratic by its nature — whether it

too often benefits the pet causes of the
wealthy rather than systemic change on
behalf of the many. At its best, however,
philanthropy is interested in undoing —
to paraphrase Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
— the circumstances which make philan-
thropy necessary.

Harpreet Rai
C.E.O., Oura

Being a C.E.O. is a lonely place. Ulti-
mately, the buck stops with me and
there’s a lot of criticism that will always
be there. Someone will be unhappy at
every point in the journey, but that’s fine.

Scott Harrison
Founder, charity:water

People assume that the hardest thing is
figuring out how to solve the water crisis
— when in reality, we know how to solve
the water crisis. The challenge is not
finding solutions, but getting people to
understand just how simple this issue is
and how easy it is to help. Many don’t
realize that clean water can transform
every aspect of a person’s life — beyond
improving health, it’s the building block
for education, women’s empowerment
and economic development. And it’s a
completely solvable problem. If we all
rallied around this cause, we could end
the water crisis in our lifetime.

Alexa von Tobel
Founder, managing partner, Inspired
Capital

Saying no to founders. At Inspired Capi-
tal, when we consider early stage invest-
ments, we look for exceptional founders
who are building tech-advantaged, capi-
tal-efficient businesses. We often find
that two out of three of those things are
true — you have a phenomenal founder,
but maybe the foundational technology
or the market opportunity isn’t there.

Janet Kavandi
Senior vice president, Sierra Nevada
Corporation’s Space Systems

Most people think that humans have
already been to multiple planets and
don’t understand the benefits or techni-
cal challenges associated with space
exploration.

What are you most
optimistic about?
Negative about?

Athena Countouriotis
President, C.E.O., Turning Point Thera-
peutics

As a mother, business leader and physi-
cian, I try to remain positive in the face
of adversity. But I am very troubled by
backward steps we have taken in vacci-
nating children against diseases we
thought were eradicated years ago, and
in the public health threat posed by gun
violence. We are failing to educate our
society in both cases and allowing distor-
tion of the facts to affect our progress as
a society.

Claire Wardel
Founder, First Draft

I’m most negative about the threats
posed by information disorder. I think
we have two to three years until the
majority of people no longer know what
information or evidence to trust. If this
problem is left unsolved, information
disorder will have a catastrophic impact
on the way people think about climate,
vaccinations, democratic institutions
and each other.

Tim Wu 
Julius Silver Professor of Law, Science
and Technology, Columbia University

I am optimistic about the long-term
prospects for democracy, the technology
industries and Western capitalism. But I
am pessimistic about the short term.

Manuela M. Veloso
Head, J.P. Morgan A.I. Research

I am optimistic that A.I. can assist peo-
ple in a variety of dimensions that can
impact significant benefits for humanity.
I am negative about the use that people
may make of AI.

Rachel Carlson
Co-founder, C.E.O., Guild Education

Like most entrepreneurs, I am a wildly
optimistic person. My optimism is most
rooted in my deeply held belief about
our individual and collective ability to
solve problems and change systems to
improve the human experience. My only
pessimism sits in my concerns about
some of our outdated systems, including
our justice and prison system, or the
distribution of economic opportunity in
the U.S., but I see the glass half full in
our ability to change those systems for
the better.

Sana Amanat
Vice President of Content and Character
Development, Marvel Comics

I’m most optimistic about the next
generation of change-makers I’m see-
ing emerge. Young people with clear
conviction of heart who are thinking of
their communities and understanding
the impact of doing the good work
today. I believe they’re smarter and
more empathetic than ever before, and
I can’t wait to see what they make of
their abilities.

Ayah Bedir 
Founder, littleBits

I am optimistic about the next genera-
tion. I’ve spent so much time with 8- to
12-year-olds and see their resolve, their
activism, their empathy, their desire for
social and economic equity. I believe in
them being able to invent the world they
want to live in. I am negative about the
vision and direction of certain social
media platforms like Facebook and
Instagram. They are incredibly powerful
platforms for positive change, but the
choice their leadership is making to
prioritize money over ethics is putting
democracy and mental health at risk.

Do you believe
business leaders need
to restore the public’s
faith in capitalism, and
if so, what is the single
most important thing
they should do?

Joe DeSimone
Co-founder, C.E.O., Carbon

I do. To accomplish this, leaders must
be grounded by humanistic values and
must speak up and clearly articulate
what’s important to them, their em-
ployees and stakeholders. Nothing is
more grounding for me than thinking
about the responsibility I and my
leadership team have to all of our
employees, to realize that many retire-
ment funds, which make up most of
the investments in our V.C.s, are
counting on Carbon to be successful in
our mission to improve the health and
well-being of society. Human lives are
front and center to our perspective.

Garrett Lord
C.E.O., Handshake

I believe business leaders across
industries need to take a proactive
approach to restore the public’s faith
in capitalism. The deep-rooted inequi-
ties in access to opportunity, and the
concentration of power and wealth in
the hands of a few, have resulted in a
trust deficit that urgently needs to be
addressed and resolved. The single
most important thing that business
leaders can do to help restore the
public’s faith in capitalism is to move
away from a single-minded focus on
shareholder returns and “wealth
creation” to focus on “value creation,”
building businesses that add value to
and improve the lives of all stakehold-
ers: shareholders, employees and
customers.

Lindsay Kaplan
Co-founder, Chief

Business should be regulated, and
human rights like health insurance
and parental leave need to be govern-
ment-mandated so companies can
focus on their missions. I think skepti-
cism of capitalism is warranted, espe-
cially as many leaders have recently
been called out for abusing their
power to reap personal financial
gains. One of the most important
things leaders can do is ensure their
businesses scale in alignment with —
rather than opposed to — their em-
ployee demand for fair, equitable and
progressive health benefits, parental
leave, compensation, workplace safety
and time off.

Gabriel Weinberg
C.E.O., founder, DuckDuckGo

Business leaders need to earn trust by
actually having values when conduct-
ing business.

FROM THE CONFERENCE

Breaking Through
Leaders at the ‘Groundbreakers Lunch’ discussed the appropriate role of
business in shaping policy and driving social change. Before the event, The
New York Times asked them to answer questions about their careers.

“Business leaders need to earn trust by actually having values when conducting business,” said Gabriel Weinberg, founder of DuckDuckGo and one of the participants.
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