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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 9/30/17)

S&P 500 Index
225.87%

Cumulative Returns Since Inception*

*(5/5/98)

Boyar Value Fund
248.86%

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  15.03% 11.60% 5.71% 6.65%

Inclusive of sales charges  9.28% 10.46% 5.18% 6.37%

After taxes on distribution  8.82% 10.07% 4.83% 5.98%

After taxes on distribution    

   and the sale of shares  5.58% 8.27% 4.10% 5.24%

S&P 500 Index  18.61% 14.22% 7.44% 6.28%

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 9/30/17)

Holdings 

The above illustrates the Fund’s ten largest equity holdings, as a percentage of total assets, as of 9/30/17 and are subject to change.

 

The above illustrates the Fund’s industry weightings, as a percentage of total assets, as of 9/30/17 and are subject to change.

FAANG Envy

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.

Mark Boyar

 
(As of 9/30/17)

Media  11.53%

Cash & Cash Equivalents  13.11%

Retail  14.02%

Banks  11.37%

Pharmaceuticals  6.63%Software  5.33%

Diversi�ed Finan Serv  4.89%

Food  3.70%

Entertainment   2.81%

Household Products/Wares  2.55%

Cosmetics/Personal Care  0.90%

Leisure Time  1.87%

Internet  0.81%

Lodging  5.72%

Transportation   2.32%

Telecommunications  1.30%
                            Apparel  1.33%

Miscellaneous Manufactur  1.22%

Electrical Compo&Equip  0.57%

Semiconductors  1.18%

Healthcare-Services  0.50%
Real Estate  0.11%

Insurance  5.02%

Industry Weightings

Housewares  1.39%

1 Home Depot, Inc 6.08%
2 Microsoft Corp. 5.33%
3 Travelers Cos, Inc 5.02%
4 Amerprise Financial Inc. 4.89%
5 JPMorgan Chase & Co. 3.97%
6 Walt Disney Co. 3.62%
7 Bank of America 3.54%
8 Pfizer Inc. 3.52%
9 Comcast Corp. 2.72%
10 The Clorox Co. 2.61%

I am currently suffering an acute case of FAANG envy.

I have not felt this disconnected to the stock market since the height of the dot-com 
bubble. At its apex, valuations accorded to many technology companies could not be 
justified utilizing any commonly used analytical methodologies, so analysts devised a 
brand-new set of metrics, such as “eyeballs,” and largely abandoned tried-and-true 
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.”

A few years ago, CNBC investment pundit Jim Cramer came up with the acronym 
FAANG as a buzzword for five of the most popular and best-performing tech stocks: 
Facebook, Apple, Amazon, Netflix, and Google (now Alphabet). As of mid-September, 
these five stocks accounted for approximately 40% of the S&P 500’s gains this year.

The valuations of these five companies, 
as well as those of some other high 
flyers, are beginning to become 
troublesome and are approaching levels 
not seen since 1999. For example, 
Netflix currently has a market 

capitalization of ~$83 billion, which equates to a price-earnings ratio of 195x. 
Compare that to Time Warner, which owns HBO (among many other valuable assets 
such as Turner Broadcasting and Warner Brothers Studio) and has a market capitaliza-
tion of ~$77 billion and a price-earnings ratio of 16x.

Another example is Tesla. Once again, fundamental analysis is being replaced by hopes 
and dreams with little in the way of substance. Tesla requires repetitive capital raises to 
fund persistent capital losses. This necessitates bullish analysts and holders to keep the 
stock aloft with projections of imagined earnings from future products while ignoring 
the existing business, which continues to lose vast sums of money.

Tesla de-emphasizes earnings under generally accepted accounting principles to make 
results look better, and much of Wall Street blindly follows along. For example, stock 
options are widely distributed to Tesla employees as a form of compensation, diluting 
the holdings of existing shareholders, yet they are never counted as an expense (which 
they most certainly are).

After Tesla’s last bond offering, nearly $10 billion in debt stands against $5 billion in 
equity for a company that burns through billions of dollars each year. The number of 
shares outstanding rose to 165 million this past June, up from 140 million a year 
earlier.

Tesla enjoys a market capitalization of almost $57 billion, slightly less than General 
Motors’ $65 billion. As already mentioned, Tesla loses billions of dollars, while GM 
earns over $900 million a year. General Motors, the largest automaker by sales, 
delivered about 10 million vehicles globally last year, or more than 27,000 a day. Tesla 
delivered 84,000 vehicles last year and expects to deliver 500,000 next year, a sizable 
leap (which involves significant execution 
risk). Tesla shares are up 57% this year, while 
General Motors shares have advanced 30% 
during the same time frame.

Value investing is mired in one of its worst 
stretches on record, prompting concerns that 
this investment style, favored by generations of 
fund managers, might be losing its relevance. 

Value stocks have significantly lagged behind their growth stock counterparts this year, extending a gap that has persisted in many of the years since the end of the financial crisis. 
Since the Great Depression, the notion that a new paradigm would replace value investing has repeatedly surfaced. Those predictions have, until now, always ended poorly. I see 
no reason why this time should be any different.

As mentioned earlier, the market’s attraction to high-flying stocks punished value investors in a similar fashion during the dot-com bubble. Growth stocks beat their value peers 
toward the end of two major bull markets that peaked in 2000 and 2007, before large market selloffs reversed the trend, putting value ahead. During the dot-com mania, I did not 
purchase a single internet stock and was repeatedly referred to as a dinosaur. I was frequently told that buying intrinsically undervalued businesses had lost its relevance.

Needless to say, it was frustrating watching companies with no earnings and questionable prospects become market darlings while businesses with solid balance sheets and 
favorable long-term potential were neglected. However, I stood by my value style, and while I did not participate in the upside, I more than made up for any underperformance 
when the dot-com bubble burst and value investing came into vogue again. The NASDAQ, a technology-laden index, gained 85.6% in 1999, the largest annual percentage gain 
for a major market index in U.S. history—but during the following 30 months, that index plunged 78%.

As indicated earlier, I am beginning to experience that same lonely feeling as stocks like Tesla and Netflix have become the market leaders and value investing has underper-
formed. My bet is that history will once again repeat itself and that purchasing companies at discounts to their private market value will prove to be the best way to invest over 
the long term.
 

Performance Results

The Boyar Value Fund increased in value by 1.93% for the quarter but trailed the leading indices. The S&P 500 and the Russell 2000 returned +4.48% and +5.67%, respectively. 
Our underperformance was largely due to our 11.6% cash position, as well as by our lack of exposure to high flyers such as Apple, Facebook, Amazon, and Tesla.

As I have discussed in previous letters, in a robust bull market, a large cash position will likely impede performance, particularly in a low-interest-rate environment where cash 
generates little or no return. However, if the fund had not had cash during the financial crisis in 2007 and 2008, we couldn’t have taken advantage of the incredible bargains that 
became available. So, I am willing to let cash weigh on our performance in bull markets. While there’s a significant chance that I will underperform, I believe that a good investor 
can more than make up for it during severe market disturbances. Remember, market corrections are an integral part of the investment process: without them, you could never 
buy quality businesses at bargain basement prices.

Some Thoughts About the Market

Over the past five years, index funds have outperformed 
the vast majority of active managers, causing even more 
investors to realize the now obvious answer to what 
they should do with their money: put it in an index 
fund.

Can this go on forever? I think it highly doubtful. While 
indexing is efficient and currently effective, there has 
never been a very good investment idea that hasn’t been 
taken to a foolish extreme (the nifty fifty, the internet 
craze, conglomerates, and mortgage-backed securities, 
just to name a few). As Warren Buffett likes to say, 
“What the wise man does at the beginning, fools do in 
the end.”

So where do we go from here? Indexing seems to 
presume that all companies should be purchased 
regardless of their current valuation and future business 
prospects. That is most assuredly not the case. As 
indexing grows in popularity, the valuation spread 
between great and mediocre companies should continue 
to narrow. This development ought to bode well for 
value-oriented stock pickers.

As I indicated in our last letter, the five largest 
companies within the S&P 500 and the Nasdaq 100 

generated the bulk of the market’s returns during the current year. This can partially be explained by the significant inflows that index funds 
experienced over the same period. The S&P 500 is market-cap-weighted (meaning that the largest companies are given significantly more 
weight than smaller companies). For example, Apple, the world’s largest public company, is ~3.6% of the S&P 500, and News Corporation, 
which is the smallest stock in the S&P 500, constitutes ~0.0069% of the index. 
 
This means that Apple’s weighting is ~521xs that of News Corporation. As money flows into the index funds, these vehicles become “forced 
buyers,” as they are mandated to buy stocks in the exact proportion that the index they track prescribes, regardless of a given company’s 
underlying fundamentals. XYZ Company 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 the company. These “forced buyers” have, in part, caused some of the largest companies to trade at levels that 
cannot be justified by traditional valuation methodologies.

Does History Tell Investors to Stay Clear of Apple Shares?

A recent Wall Street Journal article penned by Colin Barr shows that historically, it has been prudent for investors to steer clear of the most valuable U.S. company. The S&P 
500 listed company with the largest market value has steadily lagged behind the broader index over the past 45 years, accumulating a deficit of more than 8,000 percentage 
points, according to data compiled by Ned Davis Research Inc.

That means that the decision to buy the most popular U.S. stock—which at various times has meant AT&T Inc., Alphabet Inc., Cisco Systems Inc., Exxon Mobil Inc., Altria 
Group Inc., General Electric, IBM, Microsoft Corp., or Wal-Mart Stores Inc.—has almost invariably cost investors significant sums. Some of those firms continued to excel as 
businesses, and others began to cool off. But performance is only part of the story.

More likely, the large gap (a cumulative gain of 8,773% for the S&P 500 total return index vs. 700% for the largest stock group) points to the limits of prospective returns on 
investments that have already appreciated significantly (as, by definition, the largest company’s shares have already done). Momentum is a powerful thing, but eventually, the law 
of large numbers starts to work against you.

If history is any guide, it is probably a good time to sell Apple. Since Apple represents almost 4% of the S&P 500, a selloff in the name could be 
a future drag on that index.

That dynamic may well extend to firms beyond Apple. Four out of the five largest S&P 500 stocks currently are the technology firms often 
extolled in the press and on Wall Street for their supposed alacrity as “disrupters” of the competition. Each of these high-flying technology 
companies is up at least 17% this year, causing many investors to question whether the biggest tech stocks are “priced for perfection.”

Analysts continue to expect Apple shares to soar, and why not? The firm’s future revenue outlook, bolstered in part by the 10th-anniversary 
iPhone, looks promising. Despite having posted a 14% annual return since 2012, Apple shares still trade at a discount to the overall market. 
Even so, the company’s value implies some hefty expectations. With almost $800 billion in market value, you could purchase the entire S&P 
small-cap index and still have some $90 billion in walking-around money. I would rather own the latter.
 

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

N O T  F D I C - I N S U R E D  •  N O T  B A N K - G U A R A N T E E D  •  M A Y  L O S E  V A L U E

Ladenburg Thalmann & Co., Inc. • 277 Park Avenue 26th Floor, New York, NY 10172 • 800.523.8425 • www.ladenburg.com
NYSE, NYSE American, FINRA and all other principal exchanges. Member SIPC.

The mention of specific securities, countries or asset classes is not a recommendation or solicitation for any person to buy, sell or hold any particular security. Investors cannot directly 
purchase an index. Investors should consider the investment objectives and policies, risk considerations, charges and expenses of this fund carefully before investing. The prospectus contains 
this and other information relevant to an investment in the fund. Please read the accompanying prospectus carefully before you invest or send money. If a free prospectus did not accompany 
this literature, please contact your securities representative or the Boyar Value Fund, 277 Park Avenue, 26th Floor, New York, NY 10172, 800 523-8425.   
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Best Regards,

Chief Investment Officer 
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leap (which involves significant execution 
risk). Tesla shares are up 57% this year, while 
General Motors shares have advanced 30% 
during the same time frame.

Value investing is mired in one of its worst 
stretches on record, prompting concerns that 
this investment style, favored by generations of 
fund managers, might be losing its relevance. 

Value stocks have significantly lagged behind their growth stock counterparts this year, extending a gap that has persisted in many of the years since the end of the financial crisis. 
Since the Great Depression, the notion that a new paradigm would replace value investing has repeatedly surfaced. Those predictions have, until now, always ended poorly. I see 
no reason why this time should be any different.

As mentioned earlier, the market’s attraction to high-flying stocks punished value investors in a similar fashion during the dot-com bubble. Growth stocks beat their value peers 
toward the end of two major bull markets that peaked in 2000 and 2007, before large market selloffs reversed the trend, putting value ahead. During the dot-com mania, I did not 
purchase a single internet stock and was repeatedly referred to as a dinosaur. I was frequently told that buying intrinsically undervalued businesses had lost its relevance.

Needless to say, it was frustrating watching companies with no earnings and questionable prospects become market darlings while businesses with solid balance sheets and 
favorable long-term potential were neglected. However, I stood by my value style, and while I did not participate in the upside, I more than made up for any underperformance 
when the dot-com bubble burst and value investing came into vogue again. The NASDAQ, a technology-laden index, gained 85.6% in 1999, the largest annual percentage gain 
for a major market index in U.S. history—but during the following 30 months, that index plunged 78%.

As indicated earlier, I am beginning to experience that same lonely feeling as stocks like Tesla and Netflix have become the market leaders and value investing has underper-
formed. My bet is that history will once again repeat itself and that purchasing companies at discounts to their private market value will prove to be the best way to invest over 
the long term.
 

Performance Results

The Boyar Value Fund increased in value by 1.93% for the quarter but trailed the leading indices. The S&P 500 and the Russell 2000 returned +4.48% and +5.67%, respectively. 
Our underperformance was largely due to our 11.6% cash position, as well as by our lack of exposure to high flyers such as Apple, Facebook, Amazon, and Tesla.

As I have discussed in previous letters, in a robust bull market, a large cash position will likely impede performance, particularly in a low-interest-rate environment where cash 
generates little or no return. However, if the fund had not had cash during the financial crisis in 2007 and 2008, we couldn’t have taken advantage of the incredible bargains that 
became available. So, I am willing to let cash weigh on our performance in bull markets. While there’s a significant chance that I will underperform, I believe that a good investor 
can more than make up for it during severe market disturbances. Remember, market corrections are an integral part of the investment process: without them, you could never 
buy quality businesses at bargain basement prices.

Some Thoughts About the Market

Over the past five years, index funds have outperformed 
the vast majority of active managers, causing even more 
investors to realize the now obvious answer to what 
they should do with their money: put it in an index 
fund.

Can this go on forever? I think it highly doubtful. While 
indexing is efficient and currently effective, there has 
never been a very good investment idea that hasn’t been 
taken to a foolish extreme (the nifty fifty, the internet 
craze, conglomerates, and mortgage-backed securities, 
just to name a few). As Warren Buffett likes to say, 
“What the wise man does at the beginning, fools do in 
the end.”

So where do we go from here? Indexing seems to 
presume that all companies should be purchased 
regardless of their current valuation and future business 
prospects. That is most assuredly not the case. As 
indexing grows in popularity, the valuation spread 
between great and mediocre companies should continue 
to narrow. This development ought to bode well for 
value-oriented stock pickers.

As I indicated in our last letter, the five largest 
companies within the S&P 500 and the Nasdaq 100 

generated the bulk of the market’s returns during the current year. This can partially be explained by the significant inflows that index funds 
experienced over the same period. The S&P 500 is market-cap-weighted (meaning that the largest companies are given significantly more 
weight than smaller companies). For example, Apple, the world’s largest public company, is ~3.6% of the S&P 500, and News Corporation, 
which is the smallest stock in the S&P 500, constitutes ~0.0069% of the index. 
 
This means that Apple’s weighting is ~521xs that of News Corporation. As money flows into the index funds, these vehicles become “forced 
buyers,” as they are mandated to buy stocks in the exact proportion that the index they track prescribes, regardless of a given company’s 
underlying fundamentals. XYZ Company 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 the company. These “forced buyers” have, in part, caused some of the largest companies to trade at levels that 
cannot be justified by traditional valuation methodologies.

Does History Tell Investors to Stay Clear of Apple Shares?

A recent Wall Street Journal article penned by Colin Barr shows that historically, it has been prudent for investors to steer clear of the most valuable U.S. company. The S&P 
500 listed company with the largest market value has steadily lagged behind the broader index over the past 45 years, accumulating a deficit of more than 8,000 percentage 
points, according to data compiled by Ned Davis Research Inc.

That means that the decision to buy the most popular U.S. stock—which at various times has meant AT&T Inc., Alphabet Inc., Cisco Systems Inc., Exxon Mobil Inc., Altria 
Group Inc., General Electric, IBM, Microsoft Corp., or Wal-Mart Stores Inc.—has almost invariably cost investors significant sums. Some of those firms continued to excel as 
businesses, and others began to cool off. But performance is only part of the story.

More likely, the large gap (a cumulative gain of 8,773% for the S&P 500 total return index vs. 700% for the largest stock group) points to the limits of prospective returns on 
investments that have already appreciated significantly (as, by definition, the largest company’s shares have already done). Momentum is a powerful thing, but eventually, the law 
of large numbers starts to work against you.

If history is any guide, it is probably a good time to sell Apple. Since Apple represents almost 4% of the S&P 500, a selloff in the name could be 
a future drag on that index.

That dynamic may well extend to firms beyond Apple. Four out of the five largest S&P 500 stocks currently are the technology firms often 
extolled in the press and on Wall Street for their supposed alacrity as “disrupters” of the competition. Each of these high-flying technology 
companies is up at least 17% this year, causing many investors to question whether the biggest tech stocks are “priced for perfection.”

Analysts continue to expect Apple shares to soar, and why not? The firm’s future revenue outlook, bolstered in part by the 10th-anniversary 
iPhone, looks promising. Despite having posted a 14% annual return since 2012, Apple shares still trade at a discount to the overall market. 
Even so, the company’s value implies some hefty expectations. With almost $800 billion in market value, you could purchase the entire S&P 
small-cap index and still have some $90 billion in walking-around money. I would rather own the latter.
 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact our firm directly. 
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Ladenburg Thalmann & Co., Inc. • 277 Park Avenue 26th Floor, New York, NY 10172 • 800.523.8425 • www.ladenburg.com
NYSE, NYSE American, FINRA and all other principal exchanges. Member SIPC.

The mention of specific securities, countries or asset classes is not a recommendation or solicitation for any person to buy, sell or hold any particular security. Investors cannot directly 
purchase an index. Investors should consider the investment objectives and policies, risk considerations, charges and expenses of this fund carefully before investing. The prospectus contains 
this and other information relevant to an investment in the fund. Please read the accompanying prospectus carefully before you invest or send money. If a free prospectus did not accompany 
this literature, please contact your securities representative or the Boyar Value Fund, 277 Park Avenue, 26th Floor, New York, NY 10172, 800 523-8425.   
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