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@us think-tank reports/economic analyses but | thought it worth mentioning
s6(a) meeting there was a lot of talk about the “Tufts” study. It

Jufts” study has not much to do with Tufts —i.e. for an econometric study, it has

no con ity with'the economics faculty at Tufts. Happy to dig into the precise details if that would

be usgful u, but s6(a) calling it the “Tufts study” as it

i muchr’credibility to what is, in effect, a hit piece. [I see it concludes that every single

ses jobs out of TPP; the Peterson Institute has debunked it online, noting that if everyone’s

rinks by removing trade barriers, then the logical conclusion is that we should all wall

§s off, i.e. it fails an obvious first principles test.]







