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Key Takeaways

> Today’s market, particularly in the tech sector, exhibits dotcom-era overvaluation, with lofty multiples,
slower earnings growth, and a weaker macroeconomic backdrop, in our view

> We believe today’s technology sector no longer represents forward-looking quality due to decelerating
revenue growth, collapsing free cash flow, and increasing competition

> Woe see better investment opportunities outside the tech sector, offering similar potential returns at lower
risk and aligning with the goals of compounding capital with strategic downside risk management

Since the 2008 financial crisis, the US technology sector has been the standout investment trade, defying the concerns of value investors
over steep valuations. While many initially underestimated the business quality, growth runway, and long-term earnings power of big tech,
these companies—led by visionary founders—evolved into monopolistic giants, delivering fast growth and robust profit margins. In a

growth-starved, zero-interest-rate world that continuously drove capital toward secular growing compounders, this was the perfect setup

for massive outperformance.

Today, we believe the sector stands at a significant inflection point, with investors seemingly making a one-way bet on the Al mania while
appearing to ignore alarming fundamental issues. In our view, the momentum in these growth-oriented segments of the market—including
big tech and companies tied to the Al infrastructure buildout—could reverse at any moment. As a result, we have adopted a much more
cautious stance toward these investments. We anticipate the next few years for the sector will be defined by deteriorating fundamentals:

lower growth, higher competition, and greater capital intensity.

We are not perma-bears on the technology sector; in fact, we were comparatively larger buyers of Nvidia in 2023, and the stock has been
among the top performers since the firm’s June 2016 inception.! Clients regularly pushed back on our historical overweight position in the

technology sector just a few years ago.

However, our views on the sector have since shifted. Given our goal of capital preservation during downturns and our natural inclination to
forgo some upside possibilities in favor of maximizing potential long-term compounding, we would be remiss if we did not raise the

question:



HOW much of your net worth do you want invested in a cyclical sector where many of the largest players appear 1o be exhibiting growth

deceleration, free cash flow margin deterioration, and increasing competition?

THIS MAY BE WORSE THAN THE DOTCOM BUBBLE

Dotcom EPS Growth: Calendar Year Estimates vs S&P 500 It may be hard for investors to face the uncomfortable reality that
Operating Actual the trade that worked for over a decade may be over. After all, most
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companies, like Microsoft, continued to grow enviably well in the
Source: GQG Partners LLC, I/B/E/S, S&P Global. . , . . .
years following the bubble’s burst. This brings to mind Howard

Marks's view that there are no bad assets, only bad prices. Today

feels like an era where bad prices are rampant.

WE BELIEVE BIG TECH EXHIBITS BACKWARD-LOOKING QUALITY

GQG's investment philosophy is grounded on the idea of “Forward-Looking Quality.” For the first time in our firm’s history, we believe many
large technology companies today—particularly those with meaningful roles in the Al infrastructure build-out—represent backward-looking

quality.

For much of the last 15 years, investors who compared the exuberant periods in the technology sector to the dotcom era have been

repeatedly proven wrong. Is it different this time? We believe so.

In our view, the consequences of the current Al boom could be worse than those of the dotcom era, as its scale—relative to the economy
and the market—is far greater.*® Even the Al poster child, Sam Altman, recently admitted we are in an Al bubble, stating: “When bubbles
happen, smart people get overexcited about a kernel of truth. Are we in a phase where investors as a whole are overexcited about Al? My

opinion is yes.”®
DOTCOM AND TODAY: THE SIMILARITIES

The prior tech bull market was underpinned by two core beliefs, both of which are held today, in our opinion.

1. US Exceptionalism

Both the dotcom bubble and today’s Al boom have been fueled by the belief in American economic dominance. In 1999, the US economy
was experiencing 5% GDP growth, deregulation, and a booming stock market while other major economies struggled to keep pace.
Emerging markets collapsed during the Asian financial crisis, Mexican tequila crisis, and Russian default. Meanwhile, developed markets

like Japan and Europe faced sluggish growth. The period became known as the "American Age of Affluence.”

A similar narrative today underpins the Al rally, where the “TINA” (there is no alternative) trade has driven significant capital into US

equities.



By Paine Webber 22 November 1999

We are adding Cisco Systems to our highlighted Stocks list. Our core investment
themes-and the stocks that fit those themes-are:

— The American Age of Affluence: America Online, AXA Financial, Bank of New
York, Bed Bath & Beyond, Carnival Corp, Costco, Delta Airlines, Gap, Gateway,
Hewlett-Packard, Home Depot, IBM, MC| WorldCom, Medtronic, Microsoft,
Motorola, Nextel, Schering-Plough, Tandy, Time Warner, Wal-Mart and Warner-
Lambert.

— Information Revolution Wars: America Online, Bank of New York, Carnival,
Cisco Systems, Clear Channel, Electronic Data Systems, Gap, Gateway, Hewlett-
Packard, Home Depot, LBM, Lucent Technologies, MCI WorldCom, Microsoft,
Motorola, Nextel, Tandy, Time Warner, and Wal-Mart.

— Muted Cycle Cyclicals: Bed Bath & Beyond, Chase Manhattan, Delta Airlines,
Gap, Gateway, Home Depot, lllinois Tools Works, IBM, Motorola, Smurfit-Stone
Container, Wal-Mart and Weyerhaeuser.

2. Revolutionary Technology

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

== American Age of Affluence == Information Revolution Wars
Muted Cycle Cyclicals = = S&P 500 Equal Weight

Source: GQG Partners LLC, Capital |Q. Data from 1999 through 2004. For illustrative
purposes only. You cannot invest directly in an index. PAST PERFORMANCE MAY
NOT BE INDICATIVE OF FUTURE RESULTS.

A key element of prior bubbles is often a new, revolutionary technology that excites both institutional and retail investors. Like Al today, the

1990s gave birth to the internet, a technology that would eventually change the world. Given their fast growth and profitability, Microsoft,

Dell, and Oracle were perceived as obvious winners in the late 1990s, thereby justifying their high multiples.

IBM’s comments near the peak of the dotcom bubble capture the prevailing sentiment: “The [internet] revolution has arrived. With

stunning speed, it has swept all of usinto a new kind of economy and a new kind of society. It's the first question | get from any IBM

customerin almost any part of the world: "What must | do to survive and win in this new world?”...It was a tidal wave, sweeping everything

before it.”

We believe this sounds like Al today.

DOTCOM AND TODAY: THE DIFFERENCES AND THE MYTHS

Most investors can easily understand the above two points, but many quickly push back with the following claims to argue that this time will

be different:

1. Tech companies today are higher-quality businesses compared to 2000

2. Tech companies today are cheaper compared to 2000

3. The broader US market today is cheaper compared to 2000

We agree this time the outcome could be different—we believe it could be worse than the dotcom collapse. We also think that some are

making an ill-advised bet on the Al boom with their clients’ retirement security on the line.



We agree this time the outcome could be different—we believe it could be worse than the dotcom collapse. We also think that some are

making an ill-advised bet on the Al boom with their clients’ retirement security on the line.

MISPERCEPTION #1: TECH COMPANIES TODAY ARE MUCH HIGHER QUALITY THAN THEY
WERE IN THE DOTCOM ERA

Revenue growth has structurally decelerated

The remaining runway in most technology end markets is an issue, in our view. Once a company becomes the proverbial 800-pound gorilla

in its respective sector, sustaining supernormal topline growth tends to be virtually impossible.

How fast can Microsoft or Nvidia grow now that they respectively control approximately 60% of the entire software and semiconductor
industry’s profits? On the current trajectory, we would not be surprised to see long-term revenue growth decelerate to single digits within
the next five years. In other words, we believe big tech no longer offers a unique growth profile relative to other sectors. Indeed, a few of
these larger spenders like Amazon and Alphabet have been trending in that direction for some time, all the while their capital expenditures
as a percentage of sales sets new heights. To be clear, these are names we have owned in the past in a big way—and very well may own in

the future when the visibility improves—but at the current juncture we remain cautious.

Structurally Declining Revenue Growth for the Twin-Pillars of the Digital Economy...

50% 50%

40% 40%
30% 30%
20% 20%
10% 10% o
0% T T T T T T T T 0% T T T T T T T T
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
== Amazon.comlInc - - Trendline == AlphabetInc - - Trendline

...While CapEx as a % of Revenues Sets New Highs & Projected Higher Still

20% 30%
A
-~
15% ™
20% -
10%
10%
5%
0% | | | | | | | | 0% | | | | | | | |
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
== Amazon.com Inc == Alphabet Inc

Source: GQG Partners LLC, Bloomberg. Data for the time period 30 June 2018 through 31 December 2026. Content does not constitute investment advice and no investment
decision should be made based on it. Actual results may differ from any projections illustrated above.



US Digital Advertising Growth

Al CapEx Is Tied to Digital Advertising

o Most of today’s Al capital expenditures are
funded by advertising revenue—the
30% lifeblood of Silicon Valley. Digital advertising
now accounts for more than 70% of all
20% advertising, so the penetration-driven
growth story could be approaching its final
10% innings. Morgan Stanley expects the US
digital ad industry to grow at a 9%
0% compound annual growth rate (CAGR) from
rﬁ\b‘ rbo@ FP\U 'v°<\ qu\fb fP\Q .-bor”o q9q> mo,g, %0@ qSJq’Dl @Orfj mo,ﬁg fﬁ’i\ ng/% ,Lo”'? ,5550 2025 to 2030—less than half of its 20%
CAGR between 2014 to 2019.
@ vov - 20142019 CAGR  -- 2025-2030 CAGR Estimate

At these rates, we believe the sector may

Source: GQG Partners LLC, Morgan Stanley. Data as of 29 July 2025. 2025-2030 are estimates. Actual results may

differ from projections illustrated above.

Competition has structurally increased

only grow in line with sleepy sectors—think
transmission and distribution utilities or
property and casualty insurance—yet with

considerably higher risk and cyclicality.

During the 2010s, we viewed big tech as a collection of monopolies: Amazon dominated e-commerce, and Google dominated search. Their

only competition came from sleepy incumbents ripe for disruption, such as cable television or brick-and-mortar retailers.

Digital’s Share of Total Advertising Spend
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Source: GQG Partners LLC, Statista Advertising & Media Outlook. See statista.com.
Figures reflect estimates for full-year spend. Does not include revenues associated
with email marketing, sponsorships, product agreements, product placement, or
commission-based affiliate systems. Percentage change values are relative (Le, an
increase of 20% from a starting value of 50% would equal 60%, not 70%).
Comparability: Base changes. Figures are not comparable with previous reports.

Clouds on the horizon

That is no longer the case today. Instead of playing in different
sandboxes, big tech has largely converged into the same Al arms

race, where they now compete directly against each other.

For example, countless new competitors have entered the digital
advertising sector, including Walmart, Netflix, and Uber. Chinese
internet companies have also become fierce global competitors. In
fact, ByteDance recently surpassed Meta to become the biggest

social network by revenue worldwide.”

At the end of the day, ad budgets are finite, and tech companies
are increasingly competing against each other—rather than legacy
media companies—for incremental growth. Despite massive
innovation over the past century, total advertising revenue has
remained constant at around 2% of GDP,2 and we do not believe Al
can change this fact. Moreover, there are only 24 hours per day,
placing a natural limit on how much each digital platform can

monetize users.

Another great example of the deteriorating competitive landscape is the cloud market, which has been one of the most important growth

drivers for several tech giants. This was once a stable three-player market: Microsoft, Amazon, and Alphabet. However, a disruptive fourth

player (Oracle) just entered in a big way and is explicitly undercutting peers on pricing by 40%, according to our research.? Adding to the

shakeup, CoreWeave—a financially constrained fifth player with an arguably more cutting-edge product—has announced its intention to

aggressively gain market share through pricing pressure.



Such dynamics have the potential to make life difficult for even the most established players. AWS, for instance, is already showing signs of
competitive strain. Its earnings before interest and taxes (EBIT) margins declined by a staggering 7% last quarter, while earnings growth

slowed to a pedestrian 9%. That is hardly the picture of robust performance for a stock trading at 30x forward earnings, in our view.'®
Competition will likely only increase with sovereign cloud players and startups all simultaneously ramping up supply. In fact, China is

already experiencing a massive datacenter oversupply, resulting in only 20%-30% utilization rates.”

The cloud market now reminds us of the telecom industry, another highly capital-intensive business. Historically, we have observed that
telecom economics typically deteriorate when a fourth player enters the market, particularly if it competes on price. While there are some
switching costs with cloud, we do not believe they are insurmountable, as plenty of companies have changed providers in the past. For
example, ServiceNow and Salesforce recently signed large deals with Google Cloud, representing a shift away from industry leaders

Amazon and Microsoft.1213

It is also unclear how much of the cloud sector’s revenue growth now comes from Al startups, which are typically funded by the same cloud
companies. According to one estimate, Al startups spend more than 80% of raised venture capital money on compute resources.® If VC

funding dries up, a substantial slice of the cloud sector’s incremental spend could be at risk, potentially slowing growth.

This contrasts with the source of the CapEx spent during the telecom era, which came from very profitable, well entrenched regional
oligopolies such as AT&T, Verizon, and Southwestern Bell, but also names like Deutsche Telekom and China Mobile abroad. In ourview, the
common narrative of unprofitable start-ups funding growth during that era is just that—a convenient narrative not backed by facts if one
examines the sell-side notes from that era. Indeed, we believe today’s CapEx is much more fragile and dependent indirectly on venture
capital funding, which has had mediocre returns for a few years now.'® We are not seeing any signs of revenue being generated to keep

fueling this spend.

Tech faces substantial disruption risk

In the 2010s, big tech were the disruptors. Today, big tech is the incumbent, while Al is emerging as a highly disruptive force. It is not

obvious to us who will be the biggest winners from Al over the next decade.

“Most of the companies anointed as ‘winners’ fairly quickly
turned out not to be winners at all...incumbents rarely find a
way to adapt their businesses to the new technology that

threatens their existence.”
—Alasdair Nairn, Engines That Move Markets

Evenin the internet era, the biggest winners only became apparent many years after the bubble burst (e.g. Meta, Google). As a result, we
believe investors are not adequately pricing in the risk of disruption. Google’s dominance in search is being challenged by Al advancements
like ChatGPT, while software’s once-sticky dynamics are facing erosion, as seen in Adobe’s sharp de-rating from 50x to 15x earnings per

share (EPS) despite robust earnings growth. These shifts highlight how quickly market narratives can unravel.
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Capital intensity has structurally increased

The third pillar of the big tech thesis during the 2010s was hyper
scalability. Unlike most industries, big tech grew rapidly without
requiring much incremental investment, allowing them to generate
substantial free cash flow. For example, Google raised up to $50
million from inception through its IPO—a figure that would be
unimaginable today. Similarly, Meta essentially required no
incremental investment for each new subscriber. This argument no

longer holds true in the Al era.

Big tech CapEx as percentage of EBITDA is now running at
50%-70%, which is similar to AT&T's 72% at the peak of the 2000
telecom bubble and Exxon’s 65% at the peak of the 2014 energy
bubble. Historically, companies experiencing higher capital
intensity tend to be structurally poor investments. In other words,
Al CapEx has already caught up to prior bubble levels, even after
adjusting for big tech’s initial high margins.

In both the telecom and energy bubbles, an exciting new
technology (internet for telecom, shale for energy) justified
unprecedented levels of investment. Eventually, supply

outstripped demand, and the companies never earned a return on

theirinvestment, as discussed in our GQG Research Software is the

New Shale.® However, customers benefited massively from cheap

internet and energy.

Risk to Hyperscalers: CapEx Growers Have Historically
Underperformed
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Source: GQG Partners LLC, Bank of America. Data as of 31 July 2025. Relative
performance of top decile in Last Twelve Month CapEx YOY vs. the equal weighted
S&P 500 (31 January 1986 through 31 July 2025). You cannot invest directly in an
index. PAST PERFORMANCE MAY NOT BE INDICATIVE OF FUTURE RESULTS.
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We believe that a similar scenario could unfold with Al over the longer run, but in the short and medium term, the signs are questionable.

ChatGPT launched nearly three years ago, yet revenues for the “Al Natives”, estimated to be less than US$20 billion today', still pales

relative to the approximately USS7 trillion datacenter CapEx expected by 2030. Many potential monetization angles, such as Al

smartphones, have ended up being flops thus far.

Cisco 1999 Annual Report

Arecent study by the University of Texas found
thatin 1998 alone, the internet economy in the
United States generated more than $300
billion in revenue and was responsible for more
than 1.2 million jobs. In just five years since the
introduction of the World Wide Web, the
internet economy already rivals the size of
century-old sectors such as energy,
automotive, and telecommunications.

In our view, this is far worse than the internet
bubble, which at least generated meaningful
revenue. We believe today’s intensive Al
CapEx may structurally reduce returns on
capital for the entire sector. Indeed, this is
exactly what happened to the telecom
sector during the 1990s fiber rollout.
Contrary to popular perception, telecom
used to be a highly profitable sector made
up of regional monopolies up until the mid-

1990s.

Al Revenues Still <$20B
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Source: GQG Partners LLC, The Information. Data from August 2023 through July 2025. Content does not constitute

investment advice and no investment decision should be made based on it.

Only three players controlled the long-distance and international telecom market, with AT&T leading the pack at 60% market share. To

quote one analyst, “For a long time, the prices and margins for international telecommunications were better than the drug trade...because
of competition, those margins are falling and have almost disappeared.”® According to a 1999 research report, Vodafone—the largest
European telecom company at the time—had an “unmatched portfolio of wireless assets and is positioned for rapid subscriber and EBITDA
growth” and that the “scale and geographic scope of Vodafone's assets are almost impossible to replicate.”'? However, the combination of

massive CapEx and increased competition permanently impaired the sector’s economics by the late 1990s.



We think the fatal flaw was adopting a “if you build it, they will Corporate Profits After Tax in the Communications
come” strategy, where telecom providers assumed new Industry
applications would get developed to take advantage of the excess 525

bandwidth. In the end, the killer internet apps eventually popped

up years later, but by then, it was already too late for the telecom .
sector. We believe that today’s surge of datacenter CapEx and e
cash-burning Al startups could end similarly to the telecom 10
bloodbath from 25 years ago. 5 I
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Source: GQG Partners LLC, BEA. Data for the period from 1995 through 2001. For

why companies like Oracle are now spending more than 100% of ; :
illustrative purposes only.

their operating cash flow on CapEx. Once reality sets in, investors
may find that earnings are massively inflated due to much higher

depreciation.

We may already be starting to see early signs of that. For example, Amazon quietly reduced its useful life for its assets this past quarter due

to the “increased pace of technology development, particularly in the area of artificial intelligence and machine learning.”®

MISPERCEPTION #2: TECH COMPANIES TODAY ARE CHEAPER COMPARED TO 2000

We believe simply looking at multiples can be misleading. On a growth-adjusted basis, we found that technology companies today are
already more expensive than the companies of the dotcom era. As discussed above, we believe today’s tech prospects are largely

deteriorating, and this also does not account for the exuberance on the private side.

For example, an Al startup, Thinking Machines (Founded by the former OpenAl CTO), recently raised USS2 billion at a US$12 billion
valuation despite lacking a business model—let alone revenue or profits.2! Similarly, OpenAl is creeping toward a US$500 billion valuation

despite only generating US$13 billion revenue while expected to post cash losses in excess of USS$8 billion this year.2223

FY '99 CapEx (%

'94-'99 Rev CAGR FY 99 Gross Margin (%) FY '99 FCF Margin (%)

Revenue)
Cisco 58% 65% 31% 5%
Microsoft 34% 86% 64% 3%
IBM &% 37% 5% 7%
Intel 21% 60% 30% 12%
QOracle 35% 65% 26% 4%
Nokia 3% 38% 5% 7%
AOL 71% 42% 14% 5%
Sun Microsystem 20% 52% 15% 6%

Source: GQG Partners LLC, Bloomberg. Data from 1994 to 1999. Forillustrative purposes only. Content does not constitute investment advice and no investment decision should
be made based onit.



In contrast, big tech in the late 1990s was growing rapidly with minimal competition or CapEx requirements. Like today, there were many
low-quality businesses (such as Pets.com), but that was not the case for the mega caps of that era. Microsoft is a great example of the
sector’s business quality and growth at the time. In our opinion, this was truly Microsoft at its best: a hyper-profitable monopoly growing
rapidly without CapEx and still led by its visionary founder, Bill Gates. At the very peak of the bubble, the company traded at 60x next
twelve months’ (NTM) EPS but was growing revenue by about 35% annually, which is significantly faster than almost any tech company

today.

Microsoft’s current valuation looks cheaper at 35x NTM EPS, but the company will likely only see low-teens revenue growth,?* while facing
increasing competition in its most important segment (Azure) and requiring massive CapEx to grow. A better analogy would be Palantir or
ServiceNow. Palantir delivers similar 30%+ revenue growth but trades at 75x NTM revenue (not EPS). Similarly, ServiceNow trades at 50x

EPS, but revenue only grows 20%.

As we now know, Microsoft took 15 years to recover to its 2000 valuation levels, as the stock eventually de-rated to a maximum of 10x EPS

despite strong earnings growth. We believe the same could happen to many of the high-flying technology companies today.

_ Microsoft 1999 Palantir Today (25-Aug-25) ServiceNow Today (25-Aug-25)

Market Cap (Sbn) $600 $350 $200
Revenue Growth >30% >30% >20%
% Gross Margin 86% 80% 80%
% FCF Margin 64% 42% 32%
Valuation 60x NTM EPS 75x NTM EPS 50x NTM EPS

Source: GQG Partners LLC, Bloomberg. Data as of 25 August 2025. NTM: Next Twelve Month. For illustrative purposes only. Content does not constitute investment advice and
no investment decision should be made based onit.

We can also look at Cisco, which created the hardware used to power the internet. This was essentially the Nvidia of the internet era, and it
briefly became the world’s largest company at just over US$500billion—equivalent to 5% of US GDP at the time-prior to the bubble’s
collapse. (Nvidia is currently valued at 15% of GDP.) The core belief then was that internet traffic would double every 100 days, thus

requiring massive purchases from Cisco.

According to a research report published within weeks of the peak: “Cisco continues to argue that the industry will grow at 30-50% in
countries with healthy economies. It sees several years of strong growth powered by a growing acceptance of the internet as a crucial tool
for business and government...Revenues of $4.35 billion rose 53% over the year-prior number of $2.85 billion: FQ2 marked the eighth

quarter of accelerating topline growth.”2

In otherwords, Cisco's business was booming, hence why it was viewed as a must-own name and traded at more than 20x NTM revenue at

the peak—similar to Nvidia today.
MISPERCEPTION #3: THE BROADER US MARKET TODAY IS CHEAPER THAN ITWAS IN 2000

The S&P 500 trades at 23x EPS today, compared to 25x at the dotcom peak in 2000. While interest rates were slightly higher back then,

earnings growth was significantly faster and were not artificially inflated by massive CapEx stimulus.
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The overvaluation of US equities today appears to echo the dotcom bubble in 2000 and extends into sectors like industrials, financials,
retail, and healthcare. In industrials, companies linked to the power theme, such as GE Vernova and Constellation Energy, have seen
unsustainable multiple expansions, in our view. This feels reminiscent of the 1990s euphoria over internet-driven electricity demand, which
ultimately collapsed. Today, the biggest US power generation company, Constellation Energy, is already warning investors that markets are

being overly bullish on power demand, although few seem to care at the moment.2®

In financials, Robinhood’s meteoric rise to a US$100 billion valuation mirrors Charles Schwab's ascent during the 1990s, when investor
enthusiasm drove stocks to sky-high valuations before years of stagnation. In retail, we think high-quality companies like Walmart and
Costco now trade at massively inflated multiples, paralleling Walmart's peak valuation during the dotcom bubble. Similarly, healthcare

giants Eli Lilly and Novo Nordisk, buoyed by the GLP-1craze, appear to resemble Pfizer's 1999 peak, which collapsed in the early 2000s.

Across these sectors, history warns that while innovation drives excitement, valuations can eventually revert—and investors may be in fora
rude awakening. Indeed, these examples only begin to scratch the surface in our view: today's market features a plethora of companies
trading at unsubstantiated valuations, which a simple scanning of the top 20 most expensive businesses in the S&P 500 today (on a
calendar year 2025 revenue basis) can quickly evidence. Further to this point, if simply looking at the broader representation of such pricey
revenue names in the S&P 500, we're already well past the Dotcom peak, with 35% of the benchmark’s weight driven by such names,

versus only 25% then.
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CYESE Price/Sales CY25E Price/GRAP Famings

Palantir Technelogies Inc Application Software 9x 364x
Texas Pacific Land Corp Qil & Gas Exploration & Production 26x NM*
Broadcom Inc Semiconductors 24x 78x
Crowdstrike Holdings Inc Systems Software 22x NM*
Axon Enterprise Inc Aerospace & Defense 21x 500x
Arista Networks Inc Communications Equipment 20x 5ix
NVIDIA Corp Semiconductors 20x 39x
Cadence Design Systems Inc Application Software 19x 89x
Fair Isaac Corp Application Software 18x 58x
Interactive Brokers Group Inc Investment Banking & Brokerage 18x 30x
Intuitive Surgical Inc Health Care Equipment 17x 65x%
Blackstone Inc Asset Management & Custody Banks 17x 35x
Visa Inc Transaction & Payment Processing Services 16x 31x
KKR & Co Inc Asset Management & Custody Banks 16x 30x
Mastercard Inc Transaction & Payment Processing Services 16x 36x
VeriSign Inc Internet Services & Infrastructure 16x 32x
Synopsys Inc Application Software 16x B56x
Monelithic Power Systems Inc Semiconductors 15x 68x
ServiceNow Inc Systems Software 15x% 107x
CME Group Inc Financial Exchanges & Data 15x 24x

Source: GQG Partners LLC, Bloomberg. Data as of 8 September 2025. For illustrative purpeses only. Actual results may differ from projections illustrated above. Content does not constitute investment advice and no investment

decision should be made based onit. **Not Meaningful” as expected GAAP earnings per share for CY2025 are negative.



WARNING SIGNS AHEAD

At GQG, we rarely turn cautious purely based on rich valuations. However, the trifecta of rich valuations, increasing macro risk, and—perhaps most importantly—deteriorating
company fundamentals is very dangerous. We believe much of today’s market leadership has effectively become indexed to the Al theme, whether it be industrials, independent

power producers, semiconductors, or capital market businesses.

It is important to underscore just how much more cyclical this broad theme has become—a fact that we believe many quality growth managers similarly underappreciated in 2022,
leading to significant losses. Recall that most Al CapEx is funded by advertising revenue, which is extremely cyclical. In the commodity cycle, investors similarly paid a heavy price

for confusing inherently cyclical businesses as secular growers.

To be clear, Nvidia was an unquestionably great company in 2018 and 2022, yet the stock still collapsed around 60% in both cases due to the underlying cyclicality. In many ways,
Nvidia and other tech giants today have become this generation’s equivalent of the Nifty Fifty ‘one decision stocks'-companies so dominant that they appear untouchable.

However, as we noted in an earlier paper, even the best businesses can lead to poor investment outcomes if bought at inflated prices. We would also remind readers that even the

best management teams are notoriously bad at predicting inflection points. For example, Jensen Huang, while undoubtedly an exceptional operator, still led investors into
significant drawdowns during the recent semiconductor downcycle, like the cheerleading we saw from John Chambers at Cisco, Jack Welch at General Electric, and Jeff Bezos at

Amazon in the late 1990s.27

Bulls will surely argue we are in 1995, not 1999—suggesting more upside ahead—but we disagree for two key reasons. First, retail mania. The resurgence of meme stocks, zero-
dated options, and levered ETFs mirrors the late-stage froth of 2021, which signaled the end of the last bull run. Second, valuations. Tech names already trade at 1999-like

multiples, unlike the reasonable levels of 1995-1998. Giants like Nvidia, at a US$4.5 trillion market cap, leave little room for outsized growth, in our view.

For reference, the S&P 500 traded at a maximum of 15x NTM EPS in 1995 and only crossed 20x near the end in 1998. On a trailing 12-month basis, the S&P technology subset’s
price-to-sales ratio is 10x compared to 4x going into 1999, while its price-to-earnings ratic is 42x versus 4éx back then. Moreover, earnings growth tells a sobering tale: at the
height of the late 1990s boom, broader market growth was on the order of 18% per annum in the five years leading into 1999. Today, that figure sits closer to 10% despite valuations

remaining lofty.

This contrast is even more stark when viewed in the context of the fiscal backdrop. In 1999, the US government was running a budget surplus so substantial that senior Treasury
officials were concerned about the possibility of eliminating Treasury issuance altogether. As the NY Fed noted in April 2000, the real prospect of paying back all outstanding debt

over the next decade sparked concerns about the potential impact on Treasury market liquidity and its role as the risk-free benchmark. 2®

In our view, big tech no longer offers the unique growth it once did, yet it trades at lofty 30x-50x free cash flow multiples. Meanwhile, we see exciting opportunities elsewhere with
the potential for similar low double-digit returns over a full market cycle at what we believe is a significantly lower level of risk. Today, we see better opportunities outside the tech

sector.

So, the question for investors becomes: how much of your retirement would you bet on the Al bubble?

Recommended Reading

> ‘It'salmost tragic”: Bubble or not, the Al backlash is validating what one researcher and critic has been saying for years
First it was the release of GPT-5 that OpenAl "totally screwed up,” according to Sam Altman. Then Altman followed that
up by saying the B-word at a dinner with reporters.
“When bubbles happen, smart people get overexcited about a kernel of truth,” The Verge reported on comments by the
OpenAl CEO. Then it was the sweeping MIT survey that put a number on what so many people seem to be feeling: A

whopping 95% of generative Al pilots at companies are failing.

> Brace for a crash before the golden age of Al

History teaches that tech revolutions follow a predictable cycle of installation followed by creative destruction.

> ‘Absolutely immense’: the companies on the hook for the $3tn Al building boom
Meta is building “Prometheus” and “Hyperion”, Elon Musk’s xAl has “Colossus”, and OpenAl is developing “Stargate” —
each a more than $100bn project to build the world's most powerful supercomputer and usher in a new generation of
artificial intelligence.
But each of those gargantuan ventures is just a fraction of the spending required to build the data centres needed to

power the Al era: one of the biggest movements of capital in modern history.

> Gen Al descends into disillusionment
Inconsistent results, hallucinations, and a lack of use cases tolerant to inaccuracies have sent generative Al into a
downward hype cycle.
The excitement over generative Al in the enterprise has passed its peak, and better use cases and more accurate results
may be needed to renew the enthusiasm, experts say, as the technology slides deeperinto the Gartner Hype Cycle’s

dreaded trough of disillusionment.



> Google to discount cloud computing services for US government, FT reports | Reuters
Google will heavily discount cloud computing services for the United States government, in a deal that could be
finalised within weeks, the Financial Times reported on Friday, amid President Donald Trump's efforts to implement

sweeping measures to minimize federal spending.

> Isan ‘Al winter’ coming? Here's what investors and leaders can learn from past Al slumps
As summer fades into fall, many in the tech world are worried about winter. Late last month, a Bloomberg columnist
asked “is the Al winter finally upon us?” British newspaper The Telegraph was more definitive. “The next Al winter is

coming,” it declared. Meanwhile, social media platform X was filled with chatter about a possible Al winter.

> Chinese government plans data center capacity reseller network amid overbuild concerns
China is developing a network to sell computing power from a data center building boom over the past three years.
Afterlocal governments backed facilities across the country, overcapacity concerns have plagued the Chinese data
center market. Reuters reports that the state is now looking into setting up a national, state-run cloud service using the

surplus compute.
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DEFINITIONS

Earnings Per Share (EPS) is a measure of a company’s profitability, calculated by dividing quarterly or annual income (minus dividends) by the number of outstanding stock shares.
Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) is a measure of an investment’s annual growth rate over a period of time.

EBITDA: Earnings Before Interest Taxes Depreciation Amortization.

FCF margin (Free Cash Flow margin) is a financial metric that shows a company’s efficiency in converting revenue into actual cash after covering operational and capital expenditures, calculated by dividing Free Cash Flow by total
revenue. A higher FCF margin indicates a stronger ability to generate cash feor dividends, debt reduction, or investments.

CapEx (capital expenditure) refers to the funds a company uses to acquire, upgrade, or maintain long-term physical or intangible assets. Unlike operating expenses, which cover daily business costs, CapExis an investment in
assets expected to generate economic benefits for more than one year.

The Price-te-Earnings (P/E) ratio is a stock valuation metric that divides a company’s share price by its earnings per share (EPS), indicating what investors are willing to pay for each dellar of a company’s earnings. A higher P/E
suggests investors expect higher future earnings, while a lower P/E may indicate a stock is undervalued or has lower growth potential

The Price-to-Sales (P/S) ratio is a stock valuation metric that indicates how much investors are willing to pay for each dollar of a company’s sales revenue, calculated by dividing the company’s market capitalization by its total sales
over a specific period, often the trailing twelve months (TTM). A lower P/S ratio generally suggests a stock is undervalued, while a higher P/5 ratio may indicate overvaluation.

GAAP: Generally Accepted Accounting Principles



IMPORTANT INFORMATION

This document may be distributed by GQG Partners LLC and its affiliates (collectively “GQG").

The information provided in this document does not constitute investment advice and no investment decision should be made based on it. Neither the information contained in this document or in any accompanying oral
presentation is a recommendation to follow any strategy or allocation. In addition, neither is it a recommendation, offer or solicitation to (i) sell or buy any security, (ii) purchase shares in any investment fund that GQG may sponsor,
offer or manage, (iii) establish any separately managed account, or (iv) implement any investment advice. It should not be assumed that any investments made or recommended by GQG in the future will be profitable or will equal
the performance of any securities discussed herein. Before making any investment decision, you should seek expert, professional advice, including tax advice, and obtain information regarding the legal, fiscal, regulatory and
foreign currency requirements for any investment according to the law of your home country, place of residence or current abode

This document reflects the views of GQG as of a particular time. GQG’s views may change without notice. Any forward-looking statements or forecasts are based on assumptions and actual results may vary.

GQG provides this information for informational purposes only. GQG has gathered the information in good faith from sources it believes to be reliable, including its own resources and third parties. However, GQG does not
represent or warrant that any information, including, without limitation, any past performance results and any third-party information provided, is accurate, reliable or complete, and it should not be relied upon as such. GQG has
not independently verified any information used or presented that is derived from third parties, which is subject to change. Information on holdings, allocations, and other characteristics is for illustrative purposes only and may not
be representative of current or future investments or allocations.

Past performance may not be indicative of future results. Performance may vary substantially from year to year or even from month to month. The value of investments can go down as well as up. Future performance may be lower
or higher than the performance presented and may include the possibility of loss of principal. It should not be assumed that investments made in the future will be profitable or will equal the performance of securities listed herein.

The information contained in this document is unaudited. Itis published for the assistance of recipients but is not to be relied upon as authoritative and is not to be substituted for the exercise of one’s own judgment. GQG is not
required to update the information contained in these materials, unless otherwise required by applicable law. No portion of this document and/or its attachments may be reproduced, quoted or distributed without the prior written
consent of GQG.

GQG isregistered as an investment adviser with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission. Please see GQG’s Form ADV Part 2, which is available upon request, for more information about GQG

Any account or fund advised by GQG involves significant risks and is appropriate only for those persons who can bear the economic risk of the complete loss of their investment. There is no assurance that any account or fund will
achieve its investment objectives. Accounts and funds are subject to price volatility and the value of a portfolio will change as the prices of investments go up or down. Before investing in a strategy, you should consider the risks of
the strategy as well as whether the strategy is appropriate based upon your investment objectives and risk tolerance

There may be additional risks associated with international and emerging markets investing involving foreign, economic, political, monetary, and/or legal factors. International investing is not for everyone. You can lose money by
investing in securities

GQG Partners LLC is a wholly owned subsidiary of GQG Partners Inc., a Delaware corporation that is listed on the Australian Securities Exchange (ASX: GQG). GQG Partners LLC and its affiliates provide certain services to each
other.

INFORMATION ABOUT INDEXES

The S&P 500 Index is a float-adjusted market cap weighted equity index of stocks of 500 leading companies in the United States.

The S&P 500® Equal Weight Index (EWI) is the equal-weight version of the widely-used S&P 500. The index includes the same constituents as the capitalization weighted S&P 500, but each company in the S&P 500 EWl is
allocated a fixed weight - or 02% of the index total at each quarterly rebalance

You cannot invest directly in indices, which do not take into account trading commissions and costs.

NOTICETO RECIPIENTS IN AUSTRALIA & NEW ZEALAND INVESTORS

The information in this document is issued and approved by GQG Partners LLC (*GQG"), a limited liability company and authorised representative of GQG Partners (Australia) Pty Ltd, ACN 626 132 572, AFSL number 515673. This
information and our services may be provided to wholesale and retail clients (as defined in section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth)) domiciled in Australia. This document contains general information only, does not contain
any personal advice and does not take into account any prospective investor’s objectives, financial situation or needs. In New Zealand, any offer of a Fund is limited to ‘wholesale investors’ within the meaning of clause 3(2) of
Schedule 1of the Financial Markets Conduct Act 2013. This information is not intended to be distributed or passed on, directly orindirectly, to any other person.

NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS IN CANADA (Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Ontario, Québec, Saskatchewan (the “Canadian Jurisdictions”))

GQG Partners LLC relies on the (i) international adviser exemption pursuant to section 8.26 of NI 31-103 in each of the Canadian Jurisdictions, and (ii) non-resident investment fund manager exemption pursuant to section 4 of M|
32-102in Ontario and Québec and is not registered as an adviser or investment fund manager in the Canadian Jurisdictions.

This document has been prepared solely for information purposes and is not an offering memorandum or any other kind of an offer to buy or sell or a solicitation of an offer to buy or sell any security, instrument or investment
product or to participate in any particular trading strategy. It is not intended and should not be taken as any form of advertising, recommendation, investment advice or invitation to trade. This information is confidential and for the
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détenteur au Canada de celui-ci confirme par les présentes avoir expressément exigé que tous les documents faisant foi ou se rapportant de quelque maniére que ce soit aux informations présentées dans ce document soient
rédigés en anglais seulement.

NOTICETO RECIPIENTS IN SOUTH AFRICA

GQG PARTNERS LLC is an authorised financial services provider in the Republic of South Africa and regulated by the Financial Sector Conduct Authority (FSCA) with FSP number: 48881. Investors should take cognisance of the
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