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The value of the portfolio will fluctuate as the
underlying securities move in response to
overall market movements and other factors
beyond the control of the advisor, and invest-
ments in the fund may result in the loss of
principal. The fund may invest in stocks of
several different capitalization levels and it is
important to note that historically, small- and
mid-cap stocks have experienced greater
volatility than stocks of larger, more estab-
lished companies.

HISTORICAL COMPETITIVE RETURNS

Average Annual Returns (through 6/30/17)

S&P 500 Index
211.9%

Cumulative Returns Since Inception*

*(5/5/98)

Boyar Value Fund
242.80%

Share price and investment return will fluctuate such that an investor’s shares may        
be worth more or less than their original cost upon redemption. Past performance 
data quoted represents past performance.

The Lipper ratings are subject to change every month and are 

based on an equal-weighted average of percentile ranks for 

the Tax Efficiency metrics over three-, five-, and ten-year 

periods (if applicable). The highest 20% of funds in each peer 

group are named Lipper Leaders, the next 20% receive a 

score of 4, the middle 20% are scored 3, the next 20% are 

scored 2, and the lowest 20% are scored 1.

Lipper Leader ratings are not intended to predict future 

results and Lipper does not guarantee the accuracy of this 

information. 

Lipper ratings for Tax Efficiency reflect a fund’s historical 

success in postponing taxable distributions relative to peers, 

as of 6/30/14. Tax Efficiency offers no benefit to investors in 

tax-sheltered accounts such as 401(k) plans.

More information is available at www.lipperleaders.com. 

Lipper Leader ratings © 2014 Reuters, All Rights Reserved.

Since
1 Year 5 Year Inception*

   

10 Year

*(5/5/98)

At NAV  13.89% 12.43% 5.26% 6.64%

Inclusive of sales charges  8.20% 11.28% 4.72% 6.36%

After taxes on distribution  7.75% 10.88% 4.37% 5.97%

After taxes on distribution    

   and the sale of shares  4.98% 8.95% 3.72% 5.23%

S&P 500 Index  17.90% 14.63% 7.18% 6.12%

Past performance is not indicative of future
results. Current performance may be lower
or higher than quarterly performance.
For current, to the most recent
month end, performance please go to
w w w. b o y a r a s s e t m a n a g e m e n t . c o m .
The Boyar Value Fund has a maximum sales
charge of 5.00%. After-tax returns are calcul-
ated using the highest historical individual
federal income tax rate and do not reflect the
additional impact of state and local taxes.
Actual after-tax returns depend on a share-
holder’s tax situation and may differ from
those shown. After-tax returns are not rele-
vant for shareholders who hold fund shares
in tax-deferred accounts or to shares held by
non-taxable entities. It is important to note
that the Fund is currently waiving a portion of
fees and at such time as the fee waiver is no
longer in place, future returns may be lower
than past returns.

The S&P 500 Index is an unmanaged index of 
stocks trading in the United States. Index per-
formance illustrated is hypothetical and is not 
indicative of any mutual fund investment.
Investors cannot invest in an index.



Top T en Equity Holdings  (As of 6/30/17)

Holdings 

The above illustrates the Fund’s ten largest equity holdings, as a percentage of total assets, as of 6/30/17 and are subject to change.

 

The above illustrates the Fund’s industry weightings, as a percentage of total assets, as of 6/30/17 and are subject to change.

Some Thoughts about the First Half of 2017

Total       40.01% 

Mark began his career as a securities analyst in 1968. In 1975, he founded

Asset Analysis Focus, a subscription-based, institutional research service

focused on value investing. He quickly began managing money for high

net worth clients and later formed Boyar Asset Management, a registered

investment advisor, in 1983. He began managing the Boyar Value Fund 

in1998. His opinions are often sought by such media outlets as 

Barron’s Business Week, CNBC, Forbes, Financial World, The New York Times 

and The  Wall Street Journal.
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(As of 6/30/17)

Media  14.29%

Cash & Cash Equivalents  13.11%

Retail  14.57%

Banks  10.92%

Pharmaceuticals  6.25%Software  4.97%

Diversi�ed Finan Serv  4.21%

Food  3.91%

Entertainment   2.61%

Household Products/Wares  2.59%

Cosmetics/Personal Care  0.95% 

Leisure Time  1.92%

Internet  0.96%

Lodging  5.58%

Transportation   2.15% 

Telecommunications  1.22%
                            Apparel  1.25%

Miscellaneous Manufactur  1.37%

Electrical Compo&Equip  0.60%

Semiconductors  1.05%

Healthcare-Services  0.51%
Real Estate  0.12%

Insurance  5.22%

Industry Weightings

Housewares  1.29%

1 Home Depot, Inc 5.74%
2 Travelers Cos, Inc 5.22%
3 Microsoft Corp. 4.97%
4 Amerprise Financial Inc. 4.21%
5 Walt Disney Co. 3.93%
6 JPMorgan Chase & Co. 3.83%
7 Bank of America 3.41%
8 Pfizer Inc. 3.34%
9 Comcast Corp. 2.77%
10 The Clorox Co. 2.59%

 The five largest companies within the S&P 500 generated the bulk of the market’s 
returns during the first six months of 2017. This can partially be explained by the 
significant inflows that index funds experienced over the same period. These indices are 
market cap–weighted, meaning that the largest companies are given significantly more 
weight than smaller companies are when calculating performance. For example, 
Apple—the largest U.S. public company—makes up ~3.6% of the S&P 500, whereas 
AutoNation, which is the smallest stock in the S&P 500, accounts for a measly .013% of 
the index. This means that Apple’s weighting is 276 times that of AutoNation. As money 
flows into index funds, these vehicles become “forced buyers” of, mainly, the largest 
companies in the indices, being mandated to purchase stocks in the exact proportion 
that the index they track prescribes, regardless of a given company’s underlying 
fundamentals. Company XYZ could be on the verge of bankruptcy, but if it has a 1% 
weighting in the S&P 500, index funds must purchase a 1% position in that company as 
new money pours in. This indiscriminate buying has, in part, caused some of the largest 
companies that constitute the S&P 500 to trade at levels that cannot be justified by 
traditional valuation methodologies. The current market environment is starting to 
become eerily reminiscent of previous manias we have experienced (more on that later).
 As money is allocated to index funds, this disproportionately benefits shareholders of 
the largest companies. However, should index funds experience outflows, these same 
companies (in theory) will be the most adversely impacted. It is worth noting that we 
are currently finding the greatest investment opportunities in companies that either are 
outside of the major indices or have small index weightings, as these stocks are not 
artificially inflated by the aforementioned forced buying pools. Logic would also dictate 
that these same companies would be the least negatively impacted when index fund 
flows reverse. In addition, these companies are not as well-covered by Wall Street 
analysts, leading to further valuation discrepancies.
 A number of market pundits have been becoming concerned about the dominance 
of a few high-flying names. Facebook, Amazon, Apple, and Netflix all increased by more 
than 30% in the first half of 2017 alone. What is of greater concern to us, however, is 
some of their valuations. Netflix has a market capitalization of roughly $80 billion and 
sports a price-to-earnings ratio of over 28x. Compare that to HBO parent Time Warner, 
whose market capitalization is roughly $77 billion and whose price-to-earnings ratio is 
~18x. Tesla, which produced 85,000 vehicles in 2016 and lost well over $600 million, has 
a market capitalization of more than $50 billion. Compare that to Ford, which sold more 
than 2.6 million cars in the U.S. alone in that same year and has a market capitalization 
of ~$45 billion and a price-to-earnings ratio of less than 8x. Even Tesla’s CEO and 
largest shareholder, Elon Musk, recently commented that his company’s shares are 
trading at a price “higher than we have any right to deserve.” However, he went on 
record as saying that except to pay taxes, he is not selling his shares: “I’m going down 
with the ship.”

It’s Deja Vu All Over Again!

 There have been similar periods when investors have become enamored with a 
particular group of stocks and bid them up to inconceivable heights only to subsequent-
ly see them crash and burn. During the 1960s, a group of stocks affectionately dubbed 
the “Nifty Fifty” were considered to be one-decision stocks: Buy them and never sell 
them since they were thought to be impervious to any economic slowdown. Stocks 
such as Avon Products, Eastman Kodak, Sears Roebuck, Xerox, and Polaroid were 
members of this group. Polaroid, which was the premier growth stock of that period, 
commanded a price-to-earnings ratio of 100x. When the economy slid into a prolonged 
recession in the mid-1970s, these companies were unable to grow their earnings, and the 
vast majority of stocks in this group lost 60% or more of their value. A number of them 
went out of business, and more than a few never reached the highs established during 
that period.
 The late 1990s witnessed investor fascination with Internet stocks. At the apex, 
because the valuations accorded to most of these businesses could not be justified 

utilizing any commonly used analytical methodologies, analysts invented new ways of valuing companies, such as “eyeballs,” and largely abandoned tried-and-true valuation methods 
such as price-to-earnings and price-to-book. In justifying these valuations, analysts frequently uttered the five most dangerous words in an investor’s lexicon: “It is different this time.” 
The NASDAQ, a technology-laden index that contained a great many Internet companies, gained 85.6% in 1999, the biggest annual percentage gain for a major market index in U.S. 
history. On March 10, 2000, the NASDAQ peaked at 5,132.52—and subsequently fell 78% during the following 30 months.
 Whether the current lofty valuations accorded to many of the mega-technology companies are excessive will be answered in due course. We began warning of the inevitable 
collapse of Internet stocks at least two years before the bubble burst. Before they snap, stretched valuations can last longer and become far more excessive than many could ever 
imagine. While it is painful to underperform the market, we will not abandon our strategy of purchasing undervalued businesses that has served us so well for so long.

Performance Results and a Look Ahead

 The Boyar Value Fund returned 2.34% in the 2nd quarter versus 3.09% for the S&P 500. For the first half of the year, the Boyar Value fund increased by 6.55% versus 9.34% for the 
S&P 500. This underperformance was mainly due to our high-cash position and lack of exposure to “FANG” stocks. In a robust bull market, a large cash component, in all likelihood, 
will impede performance, particularly in a low-interest environment. So why keep all this cash? There are a number of reasons, but the most important is that I want the optionality 
that cash provides. As I have indicated in previous letters, when the stock market has a tremendous dislocation—as it did in 1974, in 1987, and during the financial crisis if you don’t 
have cash, you can’t take advantage of incredible bargains such as in 2008-2009, when CBS sold for $10 per share and Saks Fifth Avenue for under $2 per share—both of which 
subsequently increased in value more than fivefold. I am willing to let cash weigh on our performance in bull markets. It is true that I might underperform, but I believe that a good 
investor can more than make up for it during severe market disturbances. Remember that market corrections are an investor’s best friend: Without them, investors could never buy 
high-quality businesses at bargain basement prices.

Glimmers of Hope?

     There are some encouraging signs that after a long hiatus, value stocks could soon begin outperforming growth stocks. On June 9, stocks like 
Apple, Amazon.com, and Alphabet fell more than 3%. According to Goldman Sachs, this group had contributed approximately 40% of the S&P 
500’s gain through the early part of June. This decline continued into the early part of July. One of the most expensive stocks as well as one of the 
year’s best performers, Tesla, hit an all-time high of $386.99 on June 23. On July 20, however, the shares closed at $329.92.
     Financial stocks were among the best performers during the latter part of 2016 and were among the worst performers during the early part of 
this year. On June 28, the Federal Reserve announced its “stress test” results: 33 of 34 banks had passed and were permitted, in certain instances, to 
return a significant amount of capital to shareholders. Bank of America, for example, increased its dividend 60% to $0.12 per quarter and will buy 
back $12 billion of common stock during the current year. This positive event has enabled financials to resume an upward bias.
 Look for more of the same in the years to come. The banks are overcapitalized. Furthermore, in a friendlier regulatory landscape, with the 
possibility of a rising interest rate environment and perhaps some corporate tax relief, banking could be among the best-performing sectors.

Amazon: A Lesson in the Importance of Patience and Sticking to Your Convictions

 In May of this year, Amazon celebrated its 20th anniversary as a public company. In that time shares have increased from under $2 (split-adjusted) to over $1,000 per share. This 
spectacular return earned investors a gain that is 155 times what the S&P returned over that same period. A $10,000 investment made at Amazon’s IPO would be worth ~$5 million 
today.
 However, this spectacular gain was not a steady one, and hanging on to this position would have required the patience of Job. Amazon is a textbook case for why investors, if they 
have conviction in a particular investment, are in many instances better off ignoring short-term market fluctuations and the ingrained human tendency to take action and sell when 
faced with losses. According to Michael Batnick, director of research at Ritholz Wealth Management, Amazon has suffered at least 20% pullbacks in 16 of its 20 years on the public 
markets. The drawdowns were more than 40% apiece in nearly half of these instances, including a 64% plunge in 2008 and a loss of 95% of the company’s value in the wake of the 
tech bubble’s bursting. Investors who panicked and sold shares during any of these times are surely kicking themselves now.

Amazon: Is It Becoming Too Powerful? Is Government Intervention on the Horizon?

 Amazon has disrupted the retail sector in ways that were never believed possible. Its relentless quest to get consumers the lowest prices has upended entire established business 
models in sectors ranging from books to apparel to electronics. When Amazon recently announced the purchase of Whole Foods in a $13.7 billion transaction that gave the online 
giant access to 400 physical locations, grocery store stocks plunged. Amazon’s reputation for disruption and cutthroat pricing is so great that the company’s mere filing of a trademark 
to provide consumers with prepared food kits caused the stock for the newly listed company Blue Apron to decline by 11%. Even businesses once thought of as “Amazon-immune” 
or “Amazon-resistant,” like Home Depot, are now beginning to feel the pressure. Home Depot’s stock price dropped by over 4% the day Amazon announced that it would start 
selling the Sears Kenmore brand on its website. All this begs the question: Is Amazon becoming too powerful? Has the company crossed the line into becoming a monopolist?
 Lina Khan, who is a legal fellow with the Open Markets Program at New America and the author of “Amazon’s Antitrust Paradox,” published by the Yale Law Journal not long 
ago, recently authored an op-ed that appeared in the New York Times discussing this very issue—and why our current antitrust laws are not designed for a company like Amazon. We 
have placed excerpts from her well-reasoned argument below:
     Amazon will argue to federal authorities, most likely the Federal Trade Commission, that the deal should be blessed because the combined entity’s share of the American grocery market will be less than 
5 percent. But antitrust officials would be naïve to view this deal as simply about groceries. Buying Whole Foods will enable Amazon to leverage and amplify the extraordinary power it enjoys in online 

markets and delivery, making an even greater share of commerce part of its fief.
     The company has established its level of dominance because of the failings of our current antitrust laws. To understand why, you first need to understand the scope of Amazon’s power. It has captured 
43 percent of all internet retail sales in the United States, with half of all online shopping searches starting on Amazon. In 2016, it had over $63 billion in revenue from online sales in the United 
States — or more than the next 10 top online retailers combined. It controls 74 percent of e-book sales, is the largest seller of clothes online and is set to soon become the biggest apparel retailer in the 
country…
     In building this vast empire, Amazon chased growth over paying dividends, pricing key goods and services below cost to chase out competitors. It invested heavily to buy out innovators like 
Diapers.com after waging price wars. (Amazon followed its acquisition by raising prices.) … Think of Amazon as a 21st-century version of the 19th-century railroads that connected consumers and 
producers. Because of their gatekeeper role, railroads had power to discriminate, both among users and in favor of their own wares. These middlemen could tax the farmers and oil producers who depended 
on their rails — or deny them a ride and sink their livelihoods.
     In several key ways, Amazon uses its power as the railroads did. By integrating across business lines, Amazon now competes with the companies that rely on its platform. This decision to not only 
host and transport goods but to also directly make and sell them gives rise to a conflict of interest, positioning Amazon to give preferential treatment to itself. The vast troves of information it collects 
enable it to self-deal with great finesse. News accounts tell how Amazon exploits data collected on the businesses using its platform to go head-to-head with them.
 And like the railroads of yore, Amazon dictates terms and prices to those dependent on its rails. During negotiations with the publisher Hachette over e-book pricing, Amazon showed its might by 
effectively disabling sales of thousands of Hachette’s books overnight…
 Amazon’s purchase of Whole Foods will expand its dominance and heighten conflicts of interest. Prime memberships will enable Amazon to extend its online dominance into physical retail — using 
stores for pick-up, for example — and to use physical stores to entrench its power online. By bundling services and integrating grocery stores into its logistics network, the company will be able to shut 
out or disfavor rival grocers and food delivery services.
 Amazon was accelerating investment to position itself as a direct competitor in the fresh foods delivery market; this deal would allow Amazon to potentially thwart future innovations. Start-ups will 
be less likely to enter the field against such an integrated competitor.
 Antitrust laws, which were passed by Congress to prevent these kinds of concentrations of private power, have been largely reduced to a technical tool to keep prices low. The change in thinking traces 
back to the Chicago School revolution of the 1970s, which ushered in decades of mergers and consolidation. Embodying this “consumer welfare” regime, Amazon has largely avoided government scrutiny 
by devoting its business strategy and rhetoric to reducing prices. The company has marched toward monopoly by exploiting the defects of contemporary antitrust law.
 Preventing Amazon from concentrating even more control will require that antitrust enforcers block the company’s bid for Whole Foods. But lawmakers and officials should go even further, embracing 
the original goals of antitrust law and adopting a competition policy fit for the digital age. Unless we recover our antimonopoly tradition, Amazon will centralize exceptional control. Amazon’s market 
capitalization grew by more than $11 billion on the day the Whole Foods deal was announced. Wall Street recognizes the reality of Amazon’s market dominance. Antitrust enforcers should as well.

Amazon: Will the Government Reign It In?

 Will the government do something to prevent Amazon from having too much power? One prominent investor believes so. Hedge fund manager Doug Kass has warned that 
government intervention could be coming. Accordingly, he announced, he is shorting Amazon stock, as he has learned that there have been early discussions in Washington about 
possible antitrust opposition to Amazon’s business practices, pricing strategy, and expansion announcements.
 Kass believes that if these discussions become public, Amazon’s stock could fall 10%. However, he has warned, there might ultimately not be any serious government interven-
tion that seeks to limit Amazon’s growth. One important point he has raised is that the Trump administration is hostile to Amazon founder Jeff Bezos due to his ownership of the 
Washington Post, which has been critical of Trump. It is also worth mentioning that this is not the first time Kass has expressed a negative view of the online retail giant: In 
October 2014, he warned investors to avoid Amazon at all costs—and since that time, Amazon’s stock has tripled in price.

Retail Stocks: Anecdotal Signs of a Bottom?

 This past year has been painful for shareholders of brick-and-mortar retailers, whose shares have been under enormous pressure as a result of 
online retailing. The S&P Retail ETF was down ~9% through July 20, versus an 11% increase in the S&P 500. However, for contrarian investors, 
there may be glimmers of hope signaling that the worst is over. ProShare Advisors, the 10th-largest ETF provider by assets, is launching a double- 
and triple-levered ETF designed to rise on days when retail stocks decline. It will also be introducing an ETF that bets on online retailers and shorts 
traditional ones. These types of products, because they take so long to come to market, have historically been a good contraindicator that the trend 
they are betting on is nearing its climax. For example, the launching of the Market Vectors Rare Earth/Strategic Metals ETF in late 2010 marked 
the peak of a frenzy in producers of materials such as yttrium. In addition, the Global X YieldCo Index ETF, which invests in public companies spun 
off by parents in the renewable energy industry, was launched in May 2015, peaked four days later, and has fallen 22% since.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our firm directly.
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 The five largest companies within the S&P 500 generated the bulk of the market’s 
returns during the first six months of 2017. This can partially be explained by the 
significant inflows that index funds experienced over the same period. These indices are 
market cap–weighted, meaning that the largest companies are given significantly more 
weight than smaller companies are when calculating performance. For example, 
Apple—the largest U.S. public company—makes up ~3.6% of the S&P 500, whereas 
AutoNation, which is the smallest stock in the S&P 500, accounts for a measly .013% of 
the index. This means that Apple’s weighting is 276 times that of AutoNation. As money 
flows into index funds, these vehicles become “forced buyers” of, mainly, the largest 
companies in the indices, being mandated to purchase stocks in the exact proportion 
that the index they track prescribes, regardless of a given company’s underlying 
fundamentals. Company XYZ could be on the verge of bankruptcy, but if it has a 1% 
weighting in the S&P 500, index funds must purchase a 1% position in that company as 
new money pours in. This indiscriminate buying has, in part, caused some of the largest 
companies that constitute the S&P 500 to trade at levels that cannot be justified by 
traditional valuation methodologies. The current market environment is starting to 
become eerily reminiscent of previous manias we have experienced (more on that later).
 As money is allocated to index funds, this disproportionately benefits shareholders of 
the largest companies. However, should index funds experience outflows, these same 
companies (in theory) will be the most adversely impacted. It is worth noting that we 
are currently finding the greatest investment opportunities in companies that either are 
outside of the major indices or have small index weightings, as these stocks are not 
artificially inflated by the aforementioned forced buying pools. Logic would also dictate 
that these same companies would be the least negatively impacted when index fund 
flows reverse. In addition, these companies are not as well-covered by Wall Street 
analysts, leading to further valuation discrepancies.
 A number of market pundits have been becoming concerned about the dominance 
of a few high-flying names. Facebook, Amazon, Apple, and Netflix all increased by more 
than 30% in the first half of 2017 alone. What is of greater concern to us, however, is 
some of their valuations. Netflix has a market capitalization of roughly $80 billion and 
sports a price-to-earnings ratio of over 28x. Compare that to HBO parent Time Warner, 
whose market capitalization is roughly $77 billion and whose price-to-earnings ratio is 
~18x. Tesla, which produced 85,000 vehicles in 2016 and lost well over $600 million, has 
a market capitalization of more than $50 billion. Compare that to Ford, which sold more 
than 2.6 million cars in the U.S. alone in that same year and has a market capitalization 
of ~$45 billion and a price-to-earnings ratio of less than 8x. Even Tesla’s CEO and 
largest shareholder, Elon Musk, recently commented that his company’s shares are 
trading at a price “higher than we have any right to deserve.” However, he went on 
record as saying that except to pay taxes, he is not selling his shares: “I’m going down 
with the ship.”

It’s Deja Vu All Over Again!

 There have been similar periods when investors have become enamored with a 
particular group of stocks and bid them up to inconceivable heights only to subsequent-
ly see them crash and burn. During the 1960s, a group of stocks affectionately dubbed 
the “Nifty Fifty” were considered to be one-decision stocks: Buy them and never sell 
them since they were thought to be impervious to any economic slowdown. Stocks 
such as Avon Products, Eastman Kodak, Sears Roebuck, Xerox, and Polaroid were 
members of this group. Polaroid, which was the premier growth stock of that period, 
commanded a price-to-earnings ratio of 100x. When the economy slid into a prolonged 
recession in the mid-1970s, these companies were unable to grow their earnings, and the 
vast majority of stocks in this group lost 60% or more of their value. A number of them 
went out of business, and more than a few never reached the highs established during 
that period.
 The late 1990s witnessed investor fascination with Internet stocks. At the apex, 
because the valuations accorded to most of these businesses could not be justified 

utilizing any commonly used analytical methodologies, analysts invented new ways of valuing companies, such as “eyeballs,” and largely abandoned tried-and-true valuation methods 
such as price-to-earnings and price-to-book. In justifying these valuations, analysts frequently uttered the five most dangerous words in an investor’s lexicon: “It is different this time.” 
The NASDAQ, a technology-laden index that contained a great many Internet companies, gained 85.6% in 1999, the biggest annual percentage gain for a major market index in U.S. 
history. On March 10, 2000, the NASDAQ peaked at 5,132.52—and subsequently fell 78% during the following 30 months.
 Whether the current lofty valuations accorded to many of the mega-technology companies are excessive will be answered in due course. We began warning of the inevitable 
collapse of Internet stocks at least two years before the bubble burst. Before they snap, stretched valuations can last longer and become far more excessive than many could ever 
imagine. While it is painful to underperform the market, we will not abandon our strategy of purchasing undervalued businesses that has served us so well for so long.

Performance Results and a Look Ahead

 The Boyar Value Fund returned 2.34% in the 2nd quarter versus 3.09% for the S&P 500. For the first half of the year, the Boyar Value fund increased by 6.55% versus 9.34% for the 
S&P 500. This underperformance was mainly due to our high-cash position and lack of exposure to “FANG” stocks. In a robust bull market, a large cash component, in all likelihood, 
will impede performance, particularly in a low-interest environment. So why keep all this cash? There are a number of reasons, but the most important is that I want the optionality 
that cash provides. As I have indicated in previous letters, when the stock market has a tremendous dislocation—as it did in 1974, in 1987, and during the financial crisis if you don’t 
have cash, you can’t take advantage of incredible bargains such as in 2008-2009, when CBS sold for $10 per share and Saks Fifth Avenue for under $2 per share—both of which 
subsequently increased in value more than fivefold. I am willing to let cash weigh on our performance in bull markets. It is true that I might underperform, but I believe that a good 
investor can more than make up for it during severe market disturbances. Remember that market corrections are an investor’s best friend: Without them, investors could never buy 
high-quality businesses at bargain basement prices.

Glimmers of Hope?

     There are some encouraging signs that after a long hiatus, value stocks could soon begin outperforming growth stocks. On June 9, stocks like 
Apple, Amazon.com, and Alphabet fell more than 3%. According to Goldman Sachs, this group had contributed approximately 40% of the S&P 
500’s gain through the early part of June. This decline continued into the early part of July. One of the most expensive stocks as well as one of the 
year’s best performers, Tesla, hit an all-time high of $386.99 on June 23. On July 20, however, the shares closed at $329.92.
     Financial stocks were among the best performers during the latter part of 2016 and were among the worst performers during the early part of 
this year. On June 28, the Federal Reserve announced its “stress test” results: 33 of 34 banks had passed and were permitted, in certain instances, to 
return a significant amount of capital to shareholders. Bank of America, for example, increased its dividend 60% to $0.12 per quarter and will buy 
back $12 billion of common stock during the current year. This positive event has enabled financials to resume an upward bias.
 Look for more of the same in the years to come. The banks are overcapitalized. Furthermore, in a friendlier regulatory landscape, with the 
possibility of a rising interest rate environment and perhaps some corporate tax relief, banking could be among the best-performing sectors.

Amazon: A Lesson in the Importance of Patience and Sticking to Your Convictions

 In May of this year, Amazon celebrated its 20th anniversary as a public company. In that time shares have increased from under $2 (split-adjusted) to over $1,000 per share. This 
spectacular return earned investors a gain that is 155 times what the S&P returned over that same period. A $10,000 investment made at Amazon’s IPO would be worth ~$5 million 
today.
 However, this spectacular gain was not a steady one, and hanging on to this position would have required the patience of Job. Amazon is a textbook case for why investors, if they 
have conviction in a particular investment, are in many instances better off ignoring short-term market fluctuations and the ingrained human tendency to take action and sell when 
faced with losses. According to Michael Batnick, director of research at Ritholz Wealth Management, Amazon has suffered at least 20% pullbacks in 16 of its 20 years on the public 
markets. The drawdowns were more than 40% apiece in nearly half of these instances, including a 64% plunge in 2008 and a loss of 95% of the company’s value in the wake of the 
tech bubble’s bursting. Investors who panicked and sold shares during any of these times are surely kicking themselves now.

Amazon: Is It Becoming Too Powerful? Is Government Intervention on the Horizon?

 Amazon has disrupted the retail sector in ways that were never believed possible. Its relentless quest to get consumers the lowest prices has upended entire established business 
models in sectors ranging from books to apparel to electronics. When Amazon recently announced the purchase of Whole Foods in a $13.7 billion transaction that gave the online 
giant access to 400 physical locations, grocery store stocks plunged. Amazon’s reputation for disruption and cutthroat pricing is so great that the company’s mere filing of a trademark 
to provide consumers with prepared food kits caused the stock for the newly listed company Blue Apron to decline by 11%. Even businesses once thought of as “Amazon-immune” 
or “Amazon-resistant,” like Home Depot, are now beginning to feel the pressure. Home Depot’s stock price dropped by over 4% the day Amazon announced that it would start 
selling the Sears Kenmore brand on its website. All this begs the question: Is Amazon becoming too powerful? Has the company crossed the line into becoming a monopolist?
 Lina Khan, who is a legal fellow with the Open Markets Program at New America and the author of “Amazon’s Antitrust Paradox,” published by the Yale Law Journal not long 
ago, recently authored an op-ed that appeared in the New York Times discussing this very issue—and why our current antitrust laws are not designed for a company like Amazon. We 
have placed excerpts from her well-reasoned argument below:
     Amazon will argue to federal authorities, most likely the Federal Trade Commission, that the deal should be blessed because the combined entity’s share of the American grocery market will be less than 
5 percent. But antitrust officials would be naïve to view this deal as simply about groceries. Buying Whole Foods will enable Amazon to leverage and amplify the extraordinary power it enjoys in online 

markets and delivery, making an even greater share of commerce part of its fief.
     The company has established its level of dominance because of the failings of our current antitrust laws. To understand why, you first need to understand the scope of Amazon’s power. It has captured 
43 percent of all internet retail sales in the United States, with half of all online shopping searches starting on Amazon. In 2016, it had over $63 billion in revenue from online sales in the United 
States — or more than the next 10 top online retailers combined. It controls 74 percent of e-book sales, is the largest seller of clothes online and is set to soon become the biggest apparel retailer in the 
country…
     In building this vast empire, Amazon chased growth over paying dividends, pricing key goods and services below cost to chase out competitors. It invested heavily to buy out innovators like 
Diapers.com after waging price wars. (Amazon followed its acquisition by raising prices.) … Think of Amazon as a 21st-century version of the 19th-century railroads that connected consumers and 
producers. Because of their gatekeeper role, railroads had power to discriminate, both among users and in favor of their own wares. These middlemen could tax the farmers and oil producers who depended 
on their rails — or deny them a ride and sink their livelihoods.
     In several key ways, Amazon uses its power as the railroads did. By integrating across business lines, Amazon now competes with the companies that rely on its platform. This decision to not only 
host and transport goods but to also directly make and sell them gives rise to a conflict of interest, positioning Amazon to give preferential treatment to itself. The vast troves of information it collects 
enable it to self-deal with great finesse. News accounts tell how Amazon exploits data collected on the businesses using its platform to go head-to-head with them.
 And like the railroads of yore, Amazon dictates terms and prices to those dependent on its rails. During negotiations with the publisher Hachette over e-book pricing, Amazon showed its might by 
effectively disabling sales of thousands of Hachette’s books overnight…
 Amazon’s purchase of Whole Foods will expand its dominance and heighten conflicts of interest. Prime memberships will enable Amazon to extend its online dominance into physical retail — using 
stores for pick-up, for example — and to use physical stores to entrench its power online. By bundling services and integrating grocery stores into its logistics network, the company will be able to shut 
out or disfavor rival grocers and food delivery services.
 Amazon was accelerating investment to position itself as a direct competitor in the fresh foods delivery market; this deal would allow Amazon to potentially thwart future innovations. Start-ups will 
be less likely to enter the field against such an integrated competitor.
 Antitrust laws, which were passed by Congress to prevent these kinds of concentrations of private power, have been largely reduced to a technical tool to keep prices low. The change in thinking traces 
back to the Chicago School revolution of the 1970s, which ushered in decades of mergers and consolidation. Embodying this “consumer welfare” regime, Amazon has largely avoided government scrutiny 
by devoting its business strategy and rhetoric to reducing prices. The company has marched toward monopoly by exploiting the defects of contemporary antitrust law.
 Preventing Amazon from concentrating even more control will require that antitrust enforcers block the company’s bid for Whole Foods. But lawmakers and officials should go even further, embracing 
the original goals of antitrust law and adopting a competition policy fit for the digital age. Unless we recover our antimonopoly tradition, Amazon will centralize exceptional control. Amazon’s market 
capitalization grew by more than $11 billion on the day the Whole Foods deal was announced. Wall Street recognizes the reality of Amazon’s market dominance. Antitrust enforcers should as well.

Amazon: Will the Government Reign It In?

 Will the government do something to prevent Amazon from having too much power? One prominent investor believes so. Hedge fund manager Doug Kass has warned that 
government intervention could be coming. Accordingly, he announced, he is shorting Amazon stock, as he has learned that there have been early discussions in Washington about 
possible antitrust opposition to Amazon’s business practices, pricing strategy, and expansion announcements.
 Kass believes that if these discussions become public, Amazon’s stock could fall 10%. However, he has warned, there might ultimately not be any serious government interven-
tion that seeks to limit Amazon’s growth. One important point he has raised is that the Trump administration is hostile to Amazon founder Jeff Bezos due to his ownership of the 
Washington Post, which has been critical of Trump. It is also worth mentioning that this is not the first time Kass has expressed a negative view of the online retail giant: In 
October 2014, he warned investors to avoid Amazon at all costs—and since that time, Amazon’s stock has tripled in price.

Retail Stocks: Anecdotal Signs of a Bottom?

 This past year has been painful for shareholders of brick-and-mortar retailers, whose shares have been under enormous pressure as a result of 
online retailing. The S&P Retail ETF was down ~9% through July 20, versus an 11% increase in the S&P 500. However, for contrarian investors, 
there may be glimmers of hope signaling that the worst is over. ProShare Advisors, the 10th-largest ETF provider by assets, is launching a double- 
and triple-levered ETF designed to rise on days when retail stocks decline. It will also be introducing an ETF that bets on online retailers and shorts 
traditional ones. These types of products, because they take so long to come to market, have historically been a good contraindicator that the trend 
they are betting on is nearing its climax. For example, the launching of the Market Vectors Rare Earth/Strategic Metals ETF in late 2010 marked 
the peak of a frenzy in producers of materials such as yttrium. In addition, the Global X YieldCo Index ETF, which invests in public companies spun 
off by parents in the renewable energy industry, was launched in May 2015, peaked four days later, and has fallen 22% since.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our firm directly.
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Best Regards,

Chief Investment Officer 

 The five largest companies within the S&P 500 generated the bulk of the market’s 
returns during the first six months of 2017. This can partially be explained by the 
significant inflows that index funds experienced over the same period. These indices are 
market cap–weighted, meaning that the largest companies are given significantly more 
weight than smaller companies are when calculating performance. For example, 
Apple—the largest U.S. public company—makes up ~3.6% of the S&P 500, whereas 
AutoNation, which is the smallest stock in the S&P 500, accounts for a measly .013% of 
the index. This means that Apple’s weighting is 276 times that of AutoNation. As money 
flows into index funds, these vehicles become “forced buyers” of, mainly, the largest 
companies in the indices, being mandated to purchase stocks in the exact proportion 
that the index they track prescribes, regardless of a given company’s underlying 
fundamentals. Company XYZ could be on the verge of bankruptcy, but if it has a 1% 
weighting in the S&P 500, index funds must purchase a 1% position in that company as 
new money pours in. This indiscriminate buying has, in part, caused some of the largest 
companies that constitute the S&P 500 to trade at levels that cannot be justified by 
traditional valuation methodologies. The current market environment is starting to 
become eerily reminiscent of previous manias we have experienced (more on that later).
 As money is allocated to index funds, this disproportionately benefits shareholders of 
the largest companies. However, should index funds experience outflows, these same 
companies (in theory) will be the most adversely impacted. It is worth noting that we 
are currently finding the greatest investment opportunities in companies that either are 
outside of the major indices or have small index weightings, as these stocks are not 
artificially inflated by the aforementioned forced buying pools. Logic would also dictate 
that these same companies would be the least negatively impacted when index fund 
flows reverse. In addition, these companies are not as well-covered by Wall Street 
analysts, leading to further valuation discrepancies.
 A number of market pundits have been becoming concerned about the dominance 
of a few high-flying names. Facebook, Amazon, Apple, and Netflix all increased by more 
than 30% in the first half of 2017 alone. What is of greater concern to us, however, is 
some of their valuations. Netflix has a market capitalization of roughly $80 billion and 
sports a price-to-earnings ratio of over 28x. Compare that to HBO parent Time Warner, 
whose market capitalization is roughly $77 billion and whose price-to-earnings ratio is 
~18x. Tesla, which produced 85,000 vehicles in 2016 and lost well over $600 million, has 
a market capitalization of more than $50 billion. Compare that to Ford, which sold more 
than 2.6 million cars in the U.S. alone in that same year and has a market capitalization 
of ~$45 billion and a price-to-earnings ratio of less than 8x. Even Tesla’s CEO and 
largest shareholder, Elon Musk, recently commented that his company’s shares are 
trading at a price “higher than we have any right to deserve.” However, he went on 
record as saying that except to pay taxes, he is not selling his shares: “I’m going down 
with the ship.”

It’s Deja Vu All Over Again!

 There have been similar periods when investors have become enamored with a 
particular group of stocks and bid them up to inconceivable heights only to subsequent-
ly see them crash and burn. During the 1960s, a group of stocks affectionately dubbed 
the “Nifty Fifty” were considered to be one-decision stocks: Buy them and never sell 
them since they were thought to be impervious to any economic slowdown. Stocks 
such as Avon Products, Eastman Kodak, Sears Roebuck, Xerox, and Polaroid were 
members of this group. Polaroid, which was the premier growth stock of that period, 
commanded a price-to-earnings ratio of 100x. When the economy slid into a prolonged 
recession in the mid-1970s, these companies were unable to grow their earnings, and the 
vast majority of stocks in this group lost 60% or more of their value. A number of them 
went out of business, and more than a few never reached the highs established during 
that period.
 The late 1990s witnessed investor fascination with Internet stocks. At the apex, 
because the valuations accorded to most of these businesses could not be justified 

utilizing any commonly used analytical methodologies, analysts invented new ways of valuing companies, such as “eyeballs,” and largely abandoned tried-and-true valuation methods 
such as price-to-earnings and price-to-book. In justifying these valuations, analysts frequently uttered the five most dangerous words in an investor’s lexicon: “It is different this time.” 
The NASDAQ, a technology-laden index that contained a great many Internet companies, gained 85.6% in 1999, the biggest annual percentage gain for a major market index in U.S. 
history. On March 10, 2000, the NASDAQ peaked at 5,132.52—and subsequently fell 78% during the following 30 months.
 Whether the current lofty valuations accorded to many of the mega-technology companies are excessive will be answered in due course. We began warning of the inevitable 
collapse of Internet stocks at least two years before the bubble burst. Before they snap, stretched valuations can last longer and become far more excessive than many could ever 
imagine. While it is painful to underperform the market, we will not abandon our strategy of purchasing undervalued businesses that has served us so well for so long.

Performance Results and a Look Ahead

 The Boyar Value Fund returned 2.34% in the 2nd quarter versus 3.09% for the S&P 500. For the first half of the year, the Boyar Value fund increased by 6.55% versus 9.34% for the 
S&P 500. This underperformance was mainly due to our high-cash position and lack of exposure to “FANG” stocks. In a robust bull market, a large cash component, in all likelihood, 
will impede performance, particularly in a low-interest environment. So why keep all this cash? There are a number of reasons, but the most important is that I want the optionality 
that cash provides. As I have indicated in previous letters, when the stock market has a tremendous dislocation—as it did in 1974, in 1987, and during the financial crisis if you don’t 
have cash, you can’t take advantage of incredible bargains such as in 2008-2009, when CBS sold for $10 per share and Saks Fifth Avenue for under $2 per share—both of which 
subsequently increased in value more than fivefold. I am willing to let cash weigh on our performance in bull markets. It is true that I might underperform, but I believe that a good 
investor can more than make up for it during severe market disturbances. Remember that market corrections are an investor’s best friend: Without them, investors could never buy 
high-quality businesses at bargain basement prices.

Glimmers of Hope?

     There are some encouraging signs that after a long hiatus, value stocks could soon begin outperforming growth stocks. On June 9, stocks like 
Apple, Amazon.com, and Alphabet fell more than 3%. According to Goldman Sachs, this group had contributed approximately 40% of the S&P 
500’s gain through the early part of June. This decline continued into the early part of July. One of the most expensive stocks as well as one of the 
year’s best performers, Tesla, hit an all-time high of $386.99 on June 23. On July 20, however, the shares closed at $329.92.
     Financial stocks were among the best performers during the latter part of 2016 and were among the worst performers during the early part of 
this year. On June 28, the Federal Reserve announced its “stress test” results: 33 of 34 banks had passed and were permitted, in certain instances, to 
return a significant amount of capital to shareholders. Bank of America, for example, increased its dividend 60% to $0.12 per quarter and will buy 
back $12 billion of common stock during the current year. This positive event has enabled financials to resume an upward bias.
 Look for more of the same in the years to come. The banks are overcapitalized. Furthermore, in a friendlier regulatory landscape, with the 
possibility of a rising interest rate environment and perhaps some corporate tax relief, banking could be among the best-performing sectors.

Amazon: A Lesson in the Importance of Patience and Sticking to Your Convictions

 In May of this year, Amazon celebrated its 20th anniversary as a public company. In that time shares have increased from under $2 (split-adjusted) to over $1,000 per share. This 
spectacular return earned investors a gain that is 155 times what the S&P returned over that same period. A $10,000 investment made at Amazon’s IPO would be worth ~$5 million 
today.
 However, this spectacular gain was not a steady one, and hanging on to this position would have required the patience of Job. Amazon is a textbook case for why investors, if they 
have conviction in a particular investment, are in many instances better off ignoring short-term market fluctuations and the ingrained human tendency to take action and sell when 
faced with losses. According to Michael Batnick, director of research at Ritholz Wealth Management, Amazon has suffered at least 20% pullbacks in 16 of its 20 years on the public 
markets. The drawdowns were more than 40% apiece in nearly half of these instances, including a 64% plunge in 2008 and a loss of 95% of the company’s value in the wake of the 
tech bubble’s bursting. Investors who panicked and sold shares during any of these times are surely kicking themselves now.

Amazon: Is It Becoming Too Powerful? Is Government Intervention on the Horizon?

 Amazon has disrupted the retail sector in ways that were never believed possible. Its relentless quest to get consumers the lowest prices has upended entire established business 
models in sectors ranging from books to apparel to electronics. When Amazon recently announced the purchase of Whole Foods in a $13.7 billion transaction that gave the online 
giant access to 400 physical locations, grocery store stocks plunged. Amazon’s reputation for disruption and cutthroat pricing is so great that the company’s mere filing of a trademark 
to provide consumers with prepared food kits caused the stock for the newly listed company Blue Apron to decline by 11%. Even businesses once thought of as “Amazon-immune” 
or “Amazon-resistant,” like Home Depot, are now beginning to feel the pressure. Home Depot’s stock price dropped by over 4% the day Amazon announced that it would start 
selling the Sears Kenmore brand on its website. All this begs the question: Is Amazon becoming too powerful? Has the company crossed the line into becoming a monopolist?
 Lina Khan, who is a legal fellow with the Open Markets Program at New America and the author of “Amazon’s Antitrust Paradox,” published by the Yale Law Journal not long 
ago, recently authored an op-ed that appeared in the New York Times discussing this very issue—and why our current antitrust laws are not designed for a company like Amazon. We 
have placed excerpts from her well-reasoned argument below:
     Amazon will argue to federal authorities, most likely the Federal Trade Commission, that the deal should be blessed because the combined entity’s share of the American grocery market will be less than 
5 percent. But antitrust officials would be naïve to view this deal as simply about groceries. Buying Whole Foods will enable Amazon to leverage and amplify the extraordinary power it enjoys in online 

markets and delivery, making an even greater share of commerce part of its fief.
     The company has established its level of dominance because of the failings of our current antitrust laws. To understand why, you first need to understand the scope of Amazon’s power. It has captured 
43 percent of all internet retail sales in the United States, with half of all online shopping searches starting on Amazon. In 2016, it had over $63 billion in revenue from online sales in the United 
States — or more than the next 10 top online retailers combined. It controls 74 percent of e-book sales, is the largest seller of clothes online and is set to soon become the biggest apparel retailer in the 
country…
     In building this vast empire, Amazon chased growth over paying dividends, pricing key goods and services below cost to chase out competitors. It invested heavily to buy out innovators like 
Diapers.com after waging price wars. (Amazon followed its acquisition by raising prices.) … Think of Amazon as a 21st-century version of the 19th-century railroads that connected consumers and 
producers. Because of their gatekeeper role, railroads had power to discriminate, both among users and in favor of their own wares. These middlemen could tax the farmers and oil producers who depended 
on their rails — or deny them a ride and sink their livelihoods.
     In several key ways, Amazon uses its power as the railroads did. By integrating across business lines, Amazon now competes with the companies that rely on its platform. This decision to not only 
host and transport goods but to also directly make and sell them gives rise to a conflict of interest, positioning Amazon to give preferential treatment to itself. The vast troves of information it collects 
enable it to self-deal with great finesse. News accounts tell how Amazon exploits data collected on the businesses using its platform to go head-to-head with them.
 And like the railroads of yore, Amazon dictates terms and prices to those dependent on its rails. During negotiations with the publisher Hachette over e-book pricing, Amazon showed its might by 
effectively disabling sales of thousands of Hachette’s books overnight…
 Amazon’s purchase of Whole Foods will expand its dominance and heighten conflicts of interest. Prime memberships will enable Amazon to extend its online dominance into physical retail — using 
stores for pick-up, for example — and to use physical stores to entrench its power online. By bundling services and integrating grocery stores into its logistics network, the company will be able to shut 
out or disfavor rival grocers and food delivery services.
 Amazon was accelerating investment to position itself as a direct competitor in the fresh foods delivery market; this deal would allow Amazon to potentially thwart future innovations. Start-ups will 
be less likely to enter the field against such an integrated competitor.
 Antitrust laws, which were passed by Congress to prevent these kinds of concentrations of private power, have been largely reduced to a technical tool to keep prices low. The change in thinking traces 
back to the Chicago School revolution of the 1970s, which ushered in decades of mergers and consolidation. Embodying this “consumer welfare” regime, Amazon has largely avoided government scrutiny 
by devoting its business strategy and rhetoric to reducing prices. The company has marched toward monopoly by exploiting the defects of contemporary antitrust law.
 Preventing Amazon from concentrating even more control will require that antitrust enforcers block the company’s bid for Whole Foods. But lawmakers and officials should go even further, embracing 
the original goals of antitrust law and adopting a competition policy fit for the digital age. Unless we recover our antimonopoly tradition, Amazon will centralize exceptional control. Amazon’s market 
capitalization grew by more than $11 billion on the day the Whole Foods deal was announced. Wall Street recognizes the reality of Amazon’s market dominance. Antitrust enforcers should as well.

Amazon: Will the Government Reign It In?

 Will the government do something to prevent Amazon from having too much power? One prominent investor believes so. Hedge fund manager Doug Kass has warned that 
government intervention could be coming. Accordingly, he announced, he is shorting Amazon stock, as he has learned that there have been early discussions in Washington about 
possible antitrust opposition to Amazon’s business practices, pricing strategy, and expansion announcements.
 Kass believes that if these discussions become public, Amazon’s stock could fall 10%. However, he has warned, there might ultimately not be any serious government interven-
tion that seeks to limit Amazon’s growth. One important point he has raised is that the Trump administration is hostile to Amazon founder Jeff Bezos due to his ownership of the 
Washington Post, which has been critical of Trump. It is also worth mentioning that this is not the first time Kass has expressed a negative view of the online retail giant: In 
October 2014, he warned investors to avoid Amazon at all costs—and since that time, Amazon’s stock has tripled in price.

Retail Stocks: Anecdotal Signs of a Bottom?

 This past year has been painful for shareholders of brick-and-mortar retailers, whose shares have been under enormous pressure as a result of 
online retailing. The S&P Retail ETF was down ~9% through July 20, versus an 11% increase in the S&P 500. However, for contrarian investors, 
there may be glimmers of hope signaling that the worst is over. ProShare Advisors, the 10th-largest ETF provider by assets, is launching a double- 
and triple-levered ETF designed to rise on days when retail stocks decline. It will also be introducing an ETF that bets on online retailers and shorts 
traditional ones. These types of products, because they take so long to come to market, have historically been a good contraindicator that the trend 
they are betting on is nearing its climax. For example, the launching of the Market Vectors Rare Earth/Strategic Metals ETF in late 2010 marked 
the peak of a frenzy in producers of materials such as yttrium. In addition, the Global X YieldCo Index ETF, which invests in public companies spun 
off by parents in the renewable energy industry, was launched in May 2015, peaked four days later, and has fallen 22% since.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our firm directly.
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