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On June 2, 2026, The Brandes Center hosted a
webinar featuring investment professionals
with extensive tech-stock experience:

e Brent Fredberg, Director, Investments
Group at Brandes Investment Partners

o Robert Hagstrom, CFA, Chief Investment
Officer and Senior Portfolio Manager at
EquityCompass Investment Management

« Adam Seessel, Founder of Gravity Capital
Management

The discussion, available here, was moderated
by Bob Schmidt, Executive Director of The
Brandes Center.

Key Insights: Executive Overview

» Value investing has evolved to embrace
technology stocks. But security selection is
vital—and investors can’t simply rely on
metrics such as low price-to-earnings or
low price-to-book value.

« Combining an analysis of company
fundamentals, while being wary of a
“narrative” (stories around companies)
that can get carried away, may offer key
insights when selecting individual stocks.

» In addition to identifying promising stocks,
two panelists suggested building a
concentrated portfolio of high-conviction
holdings to enhance the odds of long-
term outperformance vs. the market.

« Today’s environment shares some
similarities with the tech-stock bubble of
the late 1990s, but many key differences,
as well. Many of today’s leading tech
stocks have wide business moats, strong
earnings and promising earnings

potential, although many did in the late ‘90s as
well. Valuations appear less extreme today.

o The experts are keeping an eye on the
potential returns from the ongoing
commitment many firms are making to
capital expenditures (CapEx). In what they
regard as a “winner take all/most”
environment, extending returns on
invested capital remains critical.

 In addition to technology and Al-related
companies offering tremendous
investment opportunities, the technology
itself is making assessing companies easier
and quicker—but the tools must be
complemented with human judgment.

Value Investing in the High-Tech Age:
The Discussion

Fredberg suggested that being a value investor
isn’t inherently anti-technology, and that for
most of his 27 years at his firm, its large-cap
US and Global portfolios, until recently, have
mostly “been overweight [in technology]
relative to the value
probably half that

overweight relative to the broad benchmarks.

benchmarks, and

time, we've been

“It's a common misconception that many view
value investing as just buying low multiples,”
he said. “Certainly, that is not the way we
approach it. We spend a lot of time trying to
differentiate between something that is
optically cheap and something that is truly

undervalued.”

He added that’s
technology stocks “where there tends to be

especially true with

more disruption and competitive evolution.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vbSosAHKlk4

“We do consider growth, quality and moats as
components of value. The majority of our
portfolio is comprised of what would be
described as fair companies at really
wonderful prices. But we have a number of
companies that would be described as
compounders that are out of favor or
underappreciated for whatever reason. A lot
of what we do is trying to take advantage of
short-termism in the market or excessive
behavioral swings.”

Fredberg also said his firm has been applying
the same value investment philosophy across
its 50-plus year history, but evolving the
application in different ways, such as
incorporating more “holistic” screening or
taking a different view of intangibles. “For
example, we may capitalize and amortize R&D
or other growth investments. But, for the
most part, the concept and the theory is the
same. We're trying to buy a dollar for 50
cents.”

Seessel said he founded his firm more than 20
years ago, did well for the first 10 years or so
as what he described as a “traditional value
investor, buying old-school companies that
were undervalued.” But his performance
suffered through “a terrible stretch from 2014
through much of 2016. And | was watching
companies like Meta and Google take off.” He
wondered if his approach was wrong or the
market was wrong. Applying his investigative
reporter background, he pivoted to what he
calls Value 3.0.

“Since then, I'm back to outperforming,” he
said, “although in a very, very different way by
investing in much higher quality companies.”
Seessel said his background as a reporter has
been a tremendous asset as an equity analyst
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The Evolution of Value Investing

Many value investors see a
progression of thought and analysis in
how to identify a value stock. While
the philosophy remains consistent, its
application has changed.

1. Value Investing 1.0 (Ben Graham):
Buy statistically cheap stocks trading
below liquidation value or intrinsic
value, with a large margin of safety.
Focus on the balance sheet.

2. Value Investing 2.0 (Warren
Buffett): Buy great businesses at fair
prices rather than fair businesses at

great prices. Focus on durable
competitive advantages, quality, and

long-term compounding.

3. Value Investing 3.0 (Today): Value
intangible assets and long-duration

growth. Focus on networks, software,
brands, data, R&D, and the ability to
reinvest capital at high returns for

many years.

(For a more in-depth look at the history of
value investing, see Part 1 of Adam Seessel’s
book, Where the Money Is: Value Investing in

the Digital Age.)




and portfolio manager. Of course, part of the job demands a very careful review of financial
statements. “But if all you do is read, you have a very dry understanding of the subject,” he said.
“On the other hand, you have to talk to people. You have to have sources, because sources
animate the dry material. And they inform and help you understand what's actually going on. The
documents give you depth; the people give you animation.”

He also shared three misperceptions investors often have about technology stocks:

1. They are too big_and too mature to be investable. He used Amazon as an example. Since its
initial public offering (IPO) in 1997, it has grown to a nearly $3 trillion market cap company. “But
its share of e-commerce as a portion of total commerce is roughly 17%,” Seessel said. “That's not
mature in my book. A 17% e-commerce rate means we've got a lot more stuff to sell online.”

2. They are too expensive. Again, he turned to Amazon, saying its PE since its IPO has made the
“optics” for the stock seem expensive. But he said the company has made significant investments
that get recorded as expenses and “the income statement looks much worse than it actually is.”
(Exhibit 1 below shows Amazon’s PE ratio has never been lower than the overall market, as
measured by the S&P 500 Index, going back to June 2003.)

3. Some are monopolies and vulnerable to regulation. But, he argued, “They are consumer-led
monopolies.” They didn't corner a market aggressively; they won consumer loyalty. “And when

you have consumer loyalty, you have enormous growth [potential] ahead.”

Exhibit 1 | Amazon’s PE Ratio Was Above the S&P 500 Index’s PE (6/1/2003 to 3/31/2026)
Amazon PE Ratio/S&P 500 Index PE Ratio, Quarterly Data
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Hagstrom talked about how legendary
investor Bill Miller invited him to Legg Mason
to manage a growth portfolio—but using
Buffett investment tenets.

And while Hagstrom is widely regarded for
his knowledge of Buffett, he said, “Bill was
the very first value investor to actually
unlock, if you will, the mystery of how to
think about
investment.”

technology as a value

Buffett’s approach to value investing evolved
and he became comfortable owning great
businesses at reasonable prices.

His mentor and, arguably the pioneer of
value investing, Benjamin Graham, tended to
look for exceptionally low prices for the
stocks in which he invested.

Hagstrom also credited his involvement with
the Santa Fe Institute and its work on
complex, adaptive systems for looking at
“franchises” and “moats” for some of these
companies in new ways.

“There are companies that are really high
quality, high return on capital businesses that
you can buy and hold,” Hagstrom said. “And
if you buy them at reasonable prices, they
can be great compounders.”

He added that’s what he’s done for the last
12 years, running a very concentrated, low-
turnover portfolio of about 20 stocks.

“What the academics today call high-active
share investing is what we're doing in our
portfolio, and, the results have been very
satisfactory,” he said.

The Tech/Al Bubble?

Schmidt asked perhaps the most popular
guestion about today’s market dynamics: are
we in a tech-stock bubble? And the related
guestion: how is today similar to and different
from the late 1990s?

Fredberg opened by mentioning the narrative
around tech stocks—and how compelling and
insidious it can become. “The more legitimate
and the more sound the narrative is, the
more risky that a bubble may become more
bubbly,” he said. “We have not been saying
that we are in a bubble, but that is the
concern. And certainly in the late ‘90s, we
had the narrative that the internet was going
to change the world.”

To be fair, Fredberg agreed that the internet
did indeed change the world. But despite
solid fundamentals for many of those
companies, future investment returns proved
expectations

disappointing  given the

incorporated in their valuations.

Secondly, he cited the massive investment in
capital expenditures (CapEx) many of the
largest tech companies are making. “If you
include Oracle and the hyperscalers, it's over
$750 billion being invested today,” he said.
“And it’s expected to be over S1 trillion next
year. That’s 3% of GDP—or about double the
fiber and internet build-out of the late ‘90s.”

He referenced the money invested in railroads
during the industry’s infancy and said,
“History is not favorable to companies that
are big capital spending machines. So that is
certainly concerning.”
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Last, he said a number of the greatest
spenders today have cited its importance as
existential—and the consequences of
underspending. “If you're a CEO of one of
those companies, that may be the thing to
do,” Fredberg noted. “But that doesn't
necessarily mean it's the best thing for us as

investors.”

Looking at it from a different perspective,
Fredberg said valuations today are less
extreme vs. the late 1990s, a number of
companies are generating  significant
amounts of cash and aspects of their
businesses—such as cloud computing—are
accelerating. He added that his firm had
owned a number of infrastructure builders
such as memory companies or foundries, but
the firm has been trimming those positions

as prices and multiples climbed.

Hagstrom said some leading tech companies
are building their businesses in ways that
“they're almost, | think, eliminating the
possibility of future competition.” As an
example, he said if someone gave Bob
Schmidt and him $100 billion and said, “Go
out and become the next new hyperscaler,”
he didn’t think the duo could do it given the
size and depth of the protective moats
around these businesses.

“If you're a CEO of one of those
companies, [massive CapEx
spending] may be the thing to do.

But that doesn't necessarily mean
it's the best thing for us as

investors.” --Brent Fredberg

He did wonder about the return on
investment, alluding to Fredberg’s point.
Hagstrom repeated JP Morgan Chase CEO
Jamie Dimon’s comment that his bank spent
S2 billion on Al, but already has realized
savings of $2 billion from that investment.*
And Hagstrom expects the number of
businesses enjoying benefits from Al to
continue climbing. He noted the percentage
of companies citing Al use-case benefits has
climbed from about 14% in 3Q25 to about
25% during 4Q25 and 40% in 1Q26.

“So, we're getting nearer and nearer the
inflection point, the tipping point,” Hagstrom
said. “Where you're going to start to see the
returns on capital for not only tech
companies, but other companies that are
using Al, and when that tipping point comes,
then | think it's going to be kind of ‘off to the
races again’ because that's the productivity,
that's the higher returns. We may be getting
closer to that in the next year or two, at least
that's the hope.”

Seessel offered to sum up the conflicting
narratives about Al in three words: “Blah,
blah, blah.” He said, “There is so much
verbiage and bloviation tossed about that it's
definitely not worth reading much about—
and not worth talking about.”

He also said, “Investing is a reductionist art
and | would make three reductionist points
about Al: it’s going to be huge.” He added
that he doesn’t agree with Sundar Pichai (CEO
of Google), who said it’s bigger than fire. “But
it’'s going to be pretty big,” he said. In
addition, he noted (like the other panelists)
that costs are coming down, so use will
continue to increase. “And compute is the
way to play it.”
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Second, he pointed to the Big 3—AWS, Azure
and Google Cloud—and said they control
“two-thirds of the computing. And they're the
only ones who can fund it out of cash flow, as
some of the panelists have mentioned. So,
just in terms of old-school business analysis,
when three companies control two-thirds of
the market, and they're the only ones who
can self-fund, that's a pretty set-up in terms
of discipline, in terms of moats, and capital
allocation.”

He pointed out that Google, Microsoft and
Amazon have successfully navigated the
shifting, dynamic landscape for decades. “So,
to quote Jeff Bezos, what do these people do?
Suddenly take stupid pills? No, they are
proceeding in what | would say is a relatively
disciplined fashion.”

And last, Seessel said, “Of course there’s
going to be a bubble! That’s the nature of
markets. To waste time thinking about when
and how—it’s nonsense. Bubbles can and do
happen—and one will happen. And we will
get through and the future will be bright.”

Winner Take All/Most?

Schmidt asked about the winner take all/most
dynamic and whether that holds across
various industries: software, hardware, cloud
computing, etc.

“Of course there’s going to be a
bubble! That’s the nature of
markets. And we will get through

and the future will be bright.”
--Adam Seessel

Hagstrom agreed. “These are the new moats.
These are the new franchises,” he said.

Seessel added, “Much has changed in the
world, and the digital economy is, in many
ways, different than the old economy. But no
one has repealed the laws of economics and
Porter's laws and so forth. Those all pertain to
the digital age. So what Robert is rightly
calling out is just an old-school business
dynamic applied to a new industry.”

Hagstrom contrasted the older, brick-and-
mortar economy, where there was a
diminishing return on many businesses. In
those cases, “another dollar invested would
not get you a higher return on capital,” he
said. “You had reached the max. You had
saturated the market. But we are seeing in
the digital economy an increasing return on
economics. It’s very unusual. The bigger you
get, the more powerful you get. The more
powerful you get, the higher your returns

n

are.

He added, “To have these types of returns for
companies that are a trillion dollars and more
is unfathomable. This has never happened.
Usually, these are small-cap companies or
venture capital investments that are getting
these types of returns on capital.”

Fredberg countered, “On the margin, | do
think it is changing some, though. The last
decade was really defined by these big
companies having network effects—having
just unbelievable scale advantages. A variety
of these intangible assets that we talk about,
they really lent themselves to the last decade.
They will still be highly relevant going
forward.
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“One of the areas to give deep thought to,
though: are these huge behemoths that have
incremental marginal returns on invested
capital and that are growing, are they
starting to increasingly bump into each
other?”

He pointed out that these companies have
evolved from “capital light” and enjoying
huge free cash flows to more “capital
intensive.” He noted that in addition to
“bumping” into each other, regulation may
surface, as well.

In short, Fredberg said investors may be
struggling to assess Al return on investment
as costs are immediate and visible, while
revenues and competitive benefits remain
uncertain and off in the future.

Al and Its Influence Beyond the Tech Sector

Seessel said it's obvious: Al will help
productivity for every business. “But I'd much
rather be the people who are providing the
cloud compute, for example,” he said. “The
world of investing is about moats.” He said
he prefers owning companies that are “tough
to compete against, like Robert was saying.
Everything else is story.”

Hagstrom said, “The net benefit of Al accrues
to, at the first level, whoever has the most
data. Al basically crunches data faster, more
efficiently, more productively.” He added
when he thinks about who has the data,
banks, insurance companies, healthcare—
testing new drugs. “That’s the low-hanging
fruit in my mind.”

Fredberg agreed, but said he sees Al
adoption—whether done internally or
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outsourced to a third-party consultant—as a
cost of doing business. “The real investing
takeaway would be if there is a comparative
advantage that is given to some companies
relative to others,” he said.

He added such advantages may accrue to
bigger companies with extensive data, as
Hagstrom noted earlier. Fredberg said his firm
is exploring opportunities in the financial and
healthcare industries—both down year to
date.

Hagstrom agreed, adding that every country
and company recognizes Al benefits. “It's just
a matter of time for us to get more evidence
of what the use cases are actually producing,”
he said. “But there's nobody that can't be
doing this right now at the government level,
the enterprise level, and soon at the

I”

consumer leve
Software and Hardware

Schmidt turned to a question posed by an
attendee on the recent sell-off in software
stocks and rotation toward hardware.

Seessel said, “My suspicion is that ‘SaaS-
ageddon’ is another one of these narratives,
and it's therefore overblown.”

While Al may help every business,
“V’d much rather be the people
who are providing the cloud

compute, for example.”

--Adam Seessel



(SaaS refers to the “software as a service”
model, where software is often sold to
customers as a recurring subscription vs.
giving them the option to buy the software
outright.)

“Microsoft has such an enormous reach
among enterprise, its office product suite,
that | think is very hard to dislodge. On the
other hand,” Seessel said, “that's what Buffett
said about IBM when he invested in them 10
or 15 years ago, and IBM just turned out to be
a legacy provider that was disintermediated
over time. So, | think you have to be very
careful with tech because moats can erode
very quickly. I'm generally putting SaaS
companies in the ‘too hard’ category.”

Hagstrom said his firm purchased shares of
Adobe, Salesforce and ServiceNow in 2022.
We had bought NVIDIA that year, too. We
bought the software stocks, the SaaS stocks.
And then about a year or so ago, we began to
see evidence of [OpenAl’s] Sora and others
beginning to do things in Al that Adobe does.
All of a sudden, it dawned on me that Al was
going to take some share from software. | just
did not know how much it was going to be.”

He added the firm sold all of its SaaS stocks in
2024 and “..pivoted to electrification and
generation and things of that nature. But
what the market has struggled with in
software, in my opinion, is it simply doesn't
know what the terminal value is of these

III

companies in light of A

He cited how quickly Claude, for example,
could create a PowerPoint presentation and
agreed with Seessel’s assessment that
estimating the impact of Al on these firms
gets put in the “too-hard pile.”

Fredberg said his firm has trimmed or sold
positions among “infrastructure builders such
as memory companies, foundries or cooling
companies” and is allocating selectively
among software and IT services companies.
“And | say selectively because, just as both of
these guys have talked about, there are a
number of software companies that are going
to have a significant piece of what they do be
disrupted. We're trying to focus on the
companies that have more truly mission-
critical kind of work.”

Building and Maintaining a Tech Portfolio

Hagstrom said he has adopted Charlie
Munger’s “three pile” approach to security
selection. If a company is easy to understand
and an attractive candidate, it’s in the “yes”
pile. “The ‘no’ pile are companies that don’t
earn cash, don’t earn above their cost of
capital. | can move on.”

He said the third pile includes companies that
are “too hard to figure out.” As he mentioned
previously, that's where software sits right
now for Hagstrom.

With candidates sorted into these groups,
Hagstrom said, “We are trying to make big
bets on high probability outcomes. So, it's a
combination of, ‘Do we have the right
economics? Are the economics sustainable?’
And then ‘What's the price?’ To the degree
that we've got a pretty good discount, it’s
more likely those stocks are going to be
bigger bets.”

He said his firm balances being diversified
with giving the greatest weight to the
highest-conviction stocks—those with the
best economics and the best discounts.
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Over time, he said these weights are adjusted
as either the economics start to slow a little
or the price/value dynamic changes.

Seessel said he builds and manages his
portfolio similarly to Hagstrom. “l have 15 to
20 stocks in a typical account. Anything more
than 20 and you're just asking for market
performance. You've got to do the research.
You've got to have conviction. And in terms
of the single biggest litmus test, it has
nothing to do with numbers. | make a
distinction with my clients about financial
analysis versus business analysis.”

He added there are too many Wall Street
analysts who look at numbers. “And they
forget that the numbers are derived from
businesses, which are derived from human
beings. Human beings and the business
quality drive the numbers; not the other way
around.”

Seessel focuses on business strength and the
quality of management. These elements tend
to be reflected in the company’s moat. He
pointed to Alphabet as an example.

“Microsoft certainly has the resources, but
has not been able to crack Google search.
Twenty-five years ago, [then Amazon CEO
Jeff] Bezos hired the guy who wrote the book
on search algorithms to try to crack the
Google code—and the guy quit after 18
months in frustration and went to Google.

“After which, Bezos said, ‘Treat Google like a
mountain. You can climb it, but you can't

”nm

move it.

Fredberg added that his firm seeks to better
understand not only what a company earns

today, but how durable those earnings are
given cyclical, competitive, and technological
disruption risks.

Schmidt said, “lI would think of technology
companies as easy-to-disrupt businesses. The
internet and Al have made starting a business
far easier. But, to Adam's point, a lot of these
tech companies have wide moats. So, it can
be really tough to disrupt some of these
companies that once were disruptors.”

“It depends on the kinds of companies,”
Fredberg said. “Software companies tended
to be more difficult to disrupt, but in
hardware companies, traditionally, one of the
guestions | always ask is, ‘What if someone
comes up with a better mousetrap?’”

Hagstrom said, “Brent and Adam are both
saying the same thing. It’s like looking over
your shoulder and asking, ‘Who's going to
take my business? How long does this last?
What is the competitive advantage period?’
And those things Al can't solve for you.”

He added such questions speak to the
qualitative aspects of investing—as Seessel
pointed out. “Those things don't go into Excel
spreadsheets,” Hagstrom said. “That's a
different type of thinking model.”

“We are trying to make big bets on
high probability outcomes. So, it's
a combination of, ‘Do we have the

right economics? Are the

economics sustainable?’ And then
‘What's the price?’”
--Robert Hagstrom, CFA
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Al as an Investment Research Tool

Along this line, Schmidt said there was a
qguestion from a participant asking about how
to leverage Al for security analysis.

Hagstrom said, “First of all, | don't use one
model, | use three because I'm using all three
at the same time to see if something comes
out squirrely. I'm always double-checking.”

He added that he draws on concepts in a
book by Michael Mauboussin and Alfred
Rappaport, Expectations Investing: Reading
Stock Prices for Better Returns, which is
simply just reversing a DCF (discounted cash
flow) model. “I can go into Claude now and
reverse engineer DCF models in seconds to
give me an idea. For example, Walmart kept
going up and going up and | said, ‘OK, here
are the earnings of Walmart. Let's discount it
at 10%, run it out 10 years on a two-stage
model with a 5% residual rate. What does the
company have to grow at over the next 10
years to justify its current price?"”

He said Al came back in seconds with 18%
per year. Hagstrom said, “OK, I'm done. |
have no interest in investing in Walmart,
particularly when the CEO told me on the last
call he can only grow at 8%.

“So, there's Al increasing my productivity by
light years. | didn't have to spend a lot of
time. So, we do reverse engineer DCF
models. We can do forward-looking DCFs.”
He added Al also can be used to evaluate
qualitative business aspects, “Bloomberg's
got a function now called Bloomberg
Intelligence. We can go back through
quarterly transcripts and use Al on them.”

Seessel was a bit more skeptical of Al’s ability
to deliver insightful qualitative information.

“If | ask it qualitative questions, they’ll give
you an answer that they think you want to
hear,” he said. “And then you ask it a different
way, and they give you pretty much a totally
different qualitative answer. So, it's very poor
in terms of judgment—which is what
investing is all about. But it's very good, as
Robert says, in saying, ‘You know, tell me
what the CEO of company XYZ has said over
the last two years regarding issue ABC, or tell
me the CapEx for the last two years.”

Schmidt said a couple years ago, he talked
with Dr. Henrik Christensen, Director of the
Contextual Robotics Institute at UC San
Diego’s Jacobs School of Engineering.
Christensen framed Al around four elements:
data; prompts; results; and human judgment.

“You still need that human judgment to
oversee all this stuff and particularly if you're
looking at companies and assessing their
management quality and management
capability,” Schmidt added. “My sense is Al is

not as good at that—at least not yet.”

“It will never be,” Seessel said.

Schmidt said, “Well, | don't want to be the
guy in 1965 who says, ‘We'll never get to the
moon.’ | just don't know.”

Seessel said Schmidt’s analogy breaks down
because a lunar landing was an engineering
problem. “These are qualitative judgment
problems,” Seessel said. “This is not playing
chess or going to the moon. These are
qualitative issues that are very hard to figure
out.”

11 | The Brandes Center | Value Investing in the High-Tech Age



Berkshire Hathaway

With Hagstrom, a renowned expert on
Buffett, on the panel, Schmidt shared a
guestion from a participant about Berkshire
buying $10 billion of stock in Alphabet as part
of an $80 billion equity fundraising, while
Berkshire, according to the participant, “is
considered an anti-tech index.” The question
ended by asking whether new CEO Greg Abel
might help Berkshire do what Tim Cook did

for Apple.

“First of all, we were very happy to see that
they bought $10 billion worth of Google,”
Hagstrom said. “That was very, very good. A
day before yesterday, they bought Taylor
Morrison, which was just a good old, house-
building business—like kind of the old-school
Berkshire, so we were very, very happy about
it.”

Hagstrom added, “When | came away from
the Berkshire meeting this year, | did an
interview with CNBC, and | said, ‘I think he's
the right guy at the right moment with the

nm

right opportunity.
He noted Abel’'s comments at the
shareholder meeting. “You wouldn't think
Berkshire would start to trumpet the benefits
of Al, but he basically got finished telling us
that he's going to go through the entire
Berkshire conglomerate, from railroads all
the way through retail, to see what Al can do,
to increase any of their returns, margins,
whatever the case may be.”

He added he was very pleased to hear that
Berkshire already is working on realizing the
benefits of Al. And he expects such adoption
to continue, as well.

Hagstrom said Al needs ever-increasing
amounts of power, making electrification one
of the clearest beneficiaries of the Al boom.
He pointed to Abel’s expertise in energy and
utilities as reasons he believes Abel is
uniquely positioned to capitalize on that
opportunity, whether through acquisitions or
investments in power infrastructure.

Schmidt said he attended the meeting, as
well and added, “To me, Buffett was more of
the hands-off guy with the businesses. But
you've got Greg, who, | think is very much
going to get involved and hopefully bring
more efficiency to the suite of companies in
the Berkshire portfolio. We'll see how that
plays out.”

Closing Questions & Comments

At Seessel’s suggestion, Schmidt turned to
some questions from participants. One asked
about Elon Musk’s compensation package at
Tesla in the context of Seessel's “BMP”
framework—or “business, management and
price.”

“BMP means | focus on 3 things: the quality
of the business, the quality of the
management, and then last, the price. So, the
M is the management. And in my book, |
dissed Musk for his comp plan 10 years ago
that's being litigated in the courts still.”

“Greg [Abel] ... is very much going

to get involved and hopefully bring
more efficiency to the suite of
companies in the Berkshire

portfolio.” --Bob Schmidt
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If the stock price went up sharply, Musk argued for 10% more of the company. “Isn’t that a great
deal?” Seessel asked. “And the answer is no because he already owned 16% of the company. It
was a classic, ‘Heads | win, tails | don't lose.” It was not shareholder-friendly. It was not
shareholder-aligned. It was completely riskless from his point of view, and | just think it was
gross.”

As the event drew to a close, Fredberg circled back to the notion of whether the market is in a
bubble.

“The question to me is not whether or not there's a bubble in the market, but if there's a bubble
in earnings,” he said. “When next year's earnings come through, the expectation is for the market
overall, it'll be four consecutive years of double-digit EPS (earnings per share) growth. We haven't
had that since ‘03 to ‘07—right before the financial crisis. And that was coming out of a big
downturn. So, that will be interesting to see how that plays out.”

“I don't really have an opinion about whether we are in a bubble or not,” Hagstrom said. But he
shared the story of Benjamin Graham being asked to testify before the Senate Banking
Committee in 1955—the first time the market had climbed back to its prior peak in 1929. Senator
J. William Fulbright from Arkansas asked if the market was in a bubble at that time.

Hagstrom said, “Ben looked at him and he said, ‘Well, you know, the market's high and some
stocks are high. You're exactly right, Senator, but not all stocks are high, Senator.” And there's the
job of a value investor—trying to figure out which is overvalued. If you stick with good value
principles of buying something for less than it's worth, you can probably get through most
bubbles, get out to the other side, and you'll do just fine.”

* https://www.entrepreneur.com/business-news/jpmorgan-ceo-jamie-dimon-ai-saves-the-bank-
billions-a-year/498115?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Panelist Spotlight

Brent Fredberg

Director, Investments Group

Senior Analyst and Leader of the Technology Research Team
Brandes Investment Partners

Fredberg is a member of the Global Large-Cap Investment Committee and the Investment
Oversight Committee. He’s also a limited partner of the firm’s parent company. He’s been with
Brandes for nearly 27 years. He earned his MBA with distinction from Northwestern University’s
Kellogg Graduate School of Management and his BS in finance with distinction from the
University of lowa.

Robert Hagstrom, CFA

Chief Investment Officer

Senior Portfolio Manager, Global Leaders Portfolio
EquityCompass Investment Management

Hagstrom is the author of seven investing books, including The New York Times best-seller The
Warren Buffett Way and Investing: The Last Liberal Art. Among his prior roles, he was
Institutional Portfolio Manager of the Growth Equity Strategy at Legg Mason where he earned an
Honorable Mention as Morningstar’'s Domestic Stock Fund Manager of the Year in 2007. He
earned his bachelor’s and master's degrees from Villanova University and has more than 40 years
of investment experience.

Adam Seessel
Founder
Gravity Capital Management

Seessel founded Gravity Capital Management in Manhattan. Previously, he was an analyst with
Sanford Bernstein, Baron Capital and a Managing Director with Davis Selected Advisers. He
started his career as an investigative reporter and has continued to write and publish,
contributing articles to Barron’s, Fortune and The New York Times. He also wrote the book,
Where the Money Is: Value Investing in the Digital Age. Adam earned his BA from Dartmouth
College and has more than 30 years of investment experience.
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Disclosures

This document is for general information and
educational purposes only, and must not be
considered  investment advice or a
recommendation that the reader is to engage
in, or refrain from taking, a particular
investment-related course of action. Any such
advice or recommendation must be tailored to
your situation and objectives. You should
consult all available information, investment,
legal, tax and accounting professionals, before
making or executing any investment strategy.
You must exercise your own independent
investment

judgment when making any

decision.

Past performance is not a guarantee of future
results.

No investment strategy can assure a profit or
protect against loss.

Diversification does not assure a profit or
protect against a loss in a declining market.

All information contained in this document is
provided “as is,” without any representations
or warranties of any kind. We disclaim all
express and implied warranties including
those with respect to accuracy, completeness,
timeliness, or fitness for a particular purpose.
We assume no responsibility for any losses,
whether  direct, indirect, special or
consequential, which arise out of the use of

this presentation.

All investments involve risk. There can be no
guarantee that the strategies, tactics, and
methods discussed in this document will be
successful.

It should not be assumed that any security
transactions, holdings or sector discussed
be profitable, or that the
investment recommendations or decisions we

were or will

make in the future will be profitable or will
equal the investment performance discussed
herein.

Stocks of small companies usually experience
more volatility than mid and large sized

companies.

Data contained in this document may be
obtained from a variety of sources and may be
subject to change. We disclaim any and all
such data,

liability for including without

limitation, any  express or implied
representations or warranties for information
or errors contained in, or omissions from, the
information. We shall not be liable for any loss
or liability suffered by you resulting from the
provision to you of such data or your use or

reliance in any way thereon.

Unlike bonds issued or guaranteed by the U.S.
government or its agencies, stocks and other
bonds are not backed by the full faith and
credit of the United States. Stock and bond
prices will experience market fluctuations.
Please note that the value of government
securities and bonds in general have an
inverse relationship to interest rates. Bonds
carry the risk of default, or the risk that an
issuer will be unable to make income or
principal payment. There is no assurance that
private guarantors or insurers will meet their
obligations. The credit quality of fixed income
investments is no guarantee of their safety or

stability.
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Disclosures-2

Investments in private equity or private credit securities may include additional risks that
investors should be aware of such as credit risk, prepayment risk, possible illiquidity and default,
as well as increased susceptibility to adverse economic developments.

International and emerging markets investing is subject to certain risks such as currency
fluctuation and social and political changes; such risks may result in greater price volatility.
Strategies discussed herein are subject to change at any time by the managers in their discretion
due to market conditions or opportunities.

Please note that all indices are unmanaged and are not available for direct investment.

Nothing in this document should be interpreted to state or imply that past results are an
indication of future performance. Investing involves substantial risk. It is highly unlikely that the
past will repeat itself. Selecting an advisor, fund, or strategy based solely on past returns is a poor
investment strategy.

Portfolio holdings and allocations panelists may have mentioned are subject to change at any
time and should not be considered a recommendation to buy or sell particular securities.

The Regents of the University of California and UC San Diego are not connected or affiliated with,
nor do they endorse, favor, or support any product or service of Brandes Investment Partners,
L.P.
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