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If we Americans are to preserve our God-given rights — afforded by our national sovereignty — then 

we must convince Congress to reject the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement, which is a 

steppingstone toward an EU-style North American Union.

by Christian Gomez

“USMCA will boost economic 
growth and create jobs” 
claims an April 2019 head-

line on the website of the White House. 
Big business has gotten behind it with 
large marketing campaigns from the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, and many GOP 
politicians are on board to pass it. Yet some 

liberty-loving organizations are working 
against the agreement. So who’s right? Is 
the majority of Americans not hearing im-
portant facts about the USMCA?

“Big business may be backing it, but 
so is big government,” says Bill Hahn, 
chief strategy officer of The John Birch 
Society. “Big government likes it because 
USMCA will add even more layers of 
unaccountable bureaucracy — enough to 

trap Americans, Mexicans, and Canadi-
ans into a style of government resembling 
the European Union.” Hahn quips that if 
you’re a fan of Brexit, you need to be 
against the USMCA.

The now 2,325-page USMCA is pro-
moted by supporters as a “free trade” 
agreement; however, NAFTA (North 
American Free Trade Agreement) and the 
USMCA are anything but free trade. The 



lowering of tariffs is merely a façade for a 
managed regional integration scheme, the 
objective of which is no less than regional 
integration toward world government. 
Traditionally, free trade presupposes the 
free flow of goods across borders without 
the intervention of government. However, 
international organizations and arrange-
ments such as the World Trade Organiza-
tion (WTO), NAFTA, the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership (TPP), and the Transatlantic 
Trade and Investment Partnership (T-TIP) 
do not seek to remove government from 
international trade, but rather to empower 
more government over it. Such interna-
tional organizations and arrangements 
often establish new regional or global 
rules, along with their own administra-
tive or governing bodies to implement the 
agreement and enforce its provisions. As a 
result, trade schemes become mechanisms 
for control — not just over the trade aspect 
but also over the participating national 
governments. The USMCA is no different: 
As with so many “free trade agreements” 
before it, the USMCA is subordinate to the 
WTO, which is referenced nearly 90 times 
throughout the agreement.

The end result of such trade schemes is 
the erosion and transfer of national sover-
eignty to world government, and this loss 

of national sovereignty is accompanied 
by a corresponding loss of the security 
for our God-given rights that has been 
furnished by the U.S. Constitution since 
our nation’s founding. A nation’s indepen-
dence and right to govern its own affairs 
by the consent of the people, with whom 
political sovereignty ultimately resides, is 
both the cornerstone of liberty and inte-
gral to America’s constitutional Republic. 
These precepts are woven into the fabric 
of the United States and enshrined in the 
Declaration of Independence: “We hold 
these truths to be self-evident, that all men 
are created equal, that they are endowed 
by their Creator with certain unalienable 
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty 
and the pursuit of Happiness. — That to 
secure these rights, Governments are in-
stituted among Men.”

The Declaration of Independence af-
firms that people are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable rights, 
among which are “Life, Liberty and the 
pursuit of Happiness,” and this is imme-
diately followed up with the assertion 
that in order “to secure these rights, Gov-
ernments are instituted among Men.” In 
other words, the purpose of government 
is solely to protect the people’s certain 
unalienable, God-given rights. The U.S. 

Constitution lays out the few and defined 
powers of the federal government, divided 
among the three branches of government. 
And the accompanying Bill of Rights, or 
first Ten Amendments, states what the 
federal government cannot do to infringe 
on the people’s God-given rights, among 
which are religious liberty, free speech, a 
free press, peaceful assembly, the right to 
keep and bear arms, the right to a speedy 
trial and a trial by jury, the right to be se-
cure against unreasonable searches and 
seizures, etc. The freedom to exercise any 
one of these God-given rights, as secured 
by the Constitution and the country’s in-
dependence, is threatened by sovereignty-
killing trade schemes such as the WTO, 
NAFTA, USMCA, TPP, T-TIP, etc. 

For decades, the Deep State and those 
behind it in the echelons of the Council 
on Foreign Relations, Trilateral Com-
mission, Bilderberg Meetings, and pow-
erful tax-exempt foundations have been 
working with the leaders of communist 
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New world government: Dr. Henry Kissinger 
frequently and openly calls for establishing a 
“new world order.” In his book World Order, 
Kissinger elaborates about creating his world 
order through a network of interlocking 
regional integration schemes. The proposed 
economic integration of the USMCA would 
establish such an “order” in the North 
American region.
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countries to bring about a “new world 
order,” or a one world government under 
the United Nations, by way of regional 
economic blocs of nations. Former Secre-
tary of State Dr. Henry Kissinger, one of 
the leading architects of that new world 
order, made the following admission 
in his book entitled World Order: “The 
contemporary quest for world order will 
require a coherent strategy to establish 
a concept of order within the various 
regions and to relate these regional or-
ders to one another.”  In other words, the 
road to world government — what Kiss-
inger means by the phrase “world order” 
— will be through the establishment of 
regional integration schemes and inter-
locking them with one another. The most 
advanced of these schemes, or regional 
orders, is the European Union.

The EU Model
World War II left most of Europe dev-
astated, with millions dead and millions 
more displaced, as many of its large cit-
ies had been destroyed. The economies 
of Europe, which had previously domi-
nated the world markets, were almost 
nonexistent by the war’s end. Unlike Eu-
rope, northern Africa, Asia, and Japan, 
the United States was predominantly 
unscathed and as such found itself in a 
unique position, having the most power-
ful economy in the world. In what was 
sold as a massive humanitarian pack-
age to help rebuild war-torn Europe, the 
United States developed the Marshall 
Plan. As a stipulation for the aid, the plan 
called for the removal of Europe’s trade 
barriers, essentially blackmailing West-
ern Europe into economic integration. 

On April 16, 1948, the European coun-
tries participating in the Marshall Plan 
came together and established the Organ-
isation for European Economic Co-oper-
ation (OEEC) to administer the aid from 
the United States and Canada. As its name 
suggests, OEEC’s tasks were to promote 
cooperation among the participating Eu-
ropean countries, “to develop intra-Euro-
pean trade by reducing tariffs and other 
barriers to the expansion of trade, [and] to 
study the feasibility of creating a customs 
union or free trade area,” according to Al-
exander Böhmer, writing about the history 
of the OEEC and its successor, the Organ-
isation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) in the Handbook 
of Transnational Economic Governance 
Regimes (2009). Böhmer is currently the 
head of the OECD’s Southeast Asia, Indo-
nesia, and India division.

On May 9, 1950, inspired by the Ben-
elux Union, which was formed in 1944 
by the governments-in-exile of Belgium, 
Netherlands, and Luxembourg to elimi-
nate trade barriers and promote the free 
flow of goods, services, and workers 
with one another, French Foreign Minis-
ter Robert Schuman called for a similar 
integration scheme to place French and 
German coal and steel production under 
a common High Authority, with an open 
invitation for other European countries to 
join. The aim of Schuman’s declaration 
was to create a “federation of Europe.” 
Within a year of the Schuman Declaration, 
the governments of Belgium, France, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, and West Ger-
many came together in Paris and signed 
the treaty establishing the European Coal 
and Steel Community on April 18, 1951. 
On July 23, 1952, the ECSC became the 
world’s first international organization 
based on the concept of supranationalism, 

which ultimately culminated in today’s 
European Union following the Maastricht 
Treaty, or Treaty on European Union, 
signed on February 7, 1992.

In addition to creating a common mar-
ket for coal and steel, the ECSC treaty 
established four new supranational bodies 
or governing institutions: the High Au-
thority, composed of unelected govern-
ment appointees; the Common Assembly, 
comprised of members of parliament from 
the various member countries’ national 
parliaments; the Special Council, made 
up of national ministers; and the Court of 
Justice. In 1957, the six ECSC founding 
members signed both the Treaty of Rome 
and the Euratom Treaty, establishing the 
European Economic Community (EEC) 
and the European Atomic Energy Commu-
nity (EAEC or Euratom), respectively. In 
2002 and 2009, all of the remaining auton-
omous institutions of the ECSC and EEC 
became absorbed into the EU. The original 
four governing bodies of the ECSC also 
provided the basis for creating the EU’s 
ruling, unelected European Commission, 
democratically elected European Parlia-
ment, the Council of the European Union, 
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Binding and tying: French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman (pictured above, standing in the 
center), standing before the national assembly at the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Paris, 
where he announced plans for establishing the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), on 
May 9, 1950. Schuman envisioned creating a “federation of Europe” integrated through trade.
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and the European Court of Justice (ECJ). 
Gradually, through a series of treaties and 
over a period of decades, more and more 
sovereignty was ceded from Europe’s na-
tion-states to supranational government in 
the name of “free trade” and “economic 
integration.” 

Today, the EU boasts that it is a “post-
national” entity, with its own flag, capi-
tal in Brussels, passports, foreign and 
diplomatic service, anthem (“Ode to 
Joy”), currency (the euro), central bank, 
supreme court, parliament, president, 
executive branch (the EU Commission, 
which elects the president), and constitu-
tion (the Lisbon Treaty). The EU, in ad-
dition to all of its member states, is also 
a member of the WTO. Despite what it 
may say, the EU possesses all the hall-
marks of a nation-state, but at a higher 
level, transcending the nation-states 
that make it up. In a working paper for 
the CFR’s International Institutions and 
Global Governance program entitled 
“The European Union as a Model for Re-
gional Integration” (2010), author Fraser 
Cameron writes, “No other regional body 
is anywhere near the EU in terms of po-
litical or economic cooperation, let alone 
integration.”

Although Cameron does not mention 
North America or NAFTA in his essay, he 
advances the notion of promoting the EU 
as the model for other integration schemes 
around the globe, noting the significance 
of France and Germany’s reconciliation as 
a key factor in Europe’s integration. Cam-
eron states:

As the EU’s experience demon-
strates, historical reconciliation is 
a critical element in developing the 
necessary political will for coopera-
tion and, ultimately, integration. The 
fundamental basis for the success of 
the EU is the historical reconcilia-
tion between France and Germany, 

achieved by years of sustained po-
litical effort from the leaders of both 
countries.

Cameron further contends, “Only after 
historical reconciliation can countries 
proceed gradually along the various 
steps required to create a regional com-
munity such as a free trade area, a cus-
toms union, a single market, a single 
currency, a common passport area, and 
a common foreign policy.” While this 
may pose an obstacle for globalists to 
regionally integrate China and Japan or 
Pakistan and India, no such animosity is 
present in North America, where all three 
countries — the United States, Mexico, 
and Canada — already participate in a 
great deal of cooperation related to trade, 
energy, and security. Seeing as there is 
no need for reconciliation between the 
United States, Mexico, and Canada, such 
as there was with France and Germany, 
North America has been an ideal pros-
pect for globalists salivating for regional 
integration. 

North American Community
In May 2005, the Council on Foreign 
Relations, in conjunction with the Cana-
dian Council of Chief Executives and the 
Consejo Mexicano de Asuntos Internacio-
nales (Mexican Council on International 
Affairs), issued a report entitled “Building 
a North American Community.” The con-
troversial 175-page report was produced 
by a self-styled “Independent Task Force” 
chaired by the late Dr. Robert Pastor, who 
was a leading architect and proponent of 
the integration of North America along the 
lines of the EU. Pastor was also the found-
ing director of the Center for North Ameri-
can Studies and the Center for Democracy 
and Election Management at American 
University, where he also taught as a pro-
fessor on international relations. Regard-
ing this proposed “North American Com-
munity,” page three of the report stated:

Its boundaries will be defined by a 
common external tariff and an outer 
security perimeter within which the 
movement of people, products, and 
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Giving these powers to the Free Trade Commission makes the USMCA a “living 
agreement,” much like the TPP, thus allowing the Free Trade Commission to change the 
agreement without the approval of the U.S. Congress.

AP
 Im

ag
es

Dr. Robert A. Pastor was a leading 
advocate and architect of what he 
referred to as the “North American 
Community.” Prior to passing away in 
2014, Pastor blamed The John Birch 
Society for squashing his dreams of 
integrating North America along the 
lines of the European Union.
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capital will be legal, orderly, and 
safe. Its goal will be to guarantee a 
free, secure, just, and prosperous 
North America.

In other words, they were saying that 
NAFTA should be replaced with a kind 
of EU-Lite. Among the report’s recom-
mendations were the harmonization of 
visa requirements; the development of a 
North American Border Pass with biomet-
ric identifiers, which is observable today 
in the form of the Western Hemisphere 
Travel Initiative-compliant passport card 
and enhanced driver’s licenses for land 
and sea travel within North America (not 
yet approved for air travel); sharing data 
about the entry and exit of foreign na-
tionals; harmonizing entry screening and 
tracking procedures for people, goods, 
and vessels; law-enforcement coopera-
tion across all three countries; enhancing 
the current North American Development 
Bank; and the establishment of a North 
American Investment Fund to “encourage 
private capital flow into Mexico.” 

In an article entitled “North America’s 
Second Decade,” published in the Janu-
ary/February 2004 issue of Foreign Af-
fairs, the main bimonthly publication of 
the CFR, Pastor called for the transfer 
of $100 billion to Mexico over 10 years 
for “infrastructure development.” In the 
same article, Pastor praised what he saw 
as the success of NAFTA. “NAFTA was 
merely the first draft of an economic con-
stitution for North America,” he wrote. 
In addition to building up Mexico’s in-
frastructure to the tune of $100 billion, 
Pastor also called for merging “immi-
gration and refugee policies,” creating a 
common North American passport such 
as the CFR taskforce would later recom-
mend in its report, and  the establishment 
of a continental “security perimeter” or 
common North American border. 

Many of Pastor’s recommendations, 
which were also included in the CFR’s 
“Building a North American Commu-
nity” report, were later adopted or in-
corporated in the proposed Security and 
Prosperity Partnership of North America 
(SPP). Then-U.S. President George W. 
Bush, then-President of Mexico Vicente 
Fox, and then-prime minister of Canada 
Paul Martin unveiled the SPP at a sum-
mit meeting in Waco, Texas, on March 23, 

2005. Following the initial Waco summit, 
four more trilateral summit meetings were 
held. By August 2009, the SPP was offi-
cially terminated with the following an-
nouncement on the SPP website stating: 
“The Security and Prosperity Partnership 
of North America (SPP) is no longer an 
active initiative. There will not be any up-
dates to this site.” Prior to passing away, 
Pastor blamed The John Birch Society for 
having killed his globalist ambitions for an 
EU-style North America. That’s because 
The John Birch Society had led success-
ful grassroots educational campaigns ex-
posing and stopping both President Bill 
Clinton’s proposed Free Trade Area of 
the Americas (FTAA), which would have 
extended NAFTA beyond North America 
to the entire Western Hemisphere (except 
Cuba), and Bush’s SPP.

Unlike Pastor’s 2004 article in Foreign 
Affairs, the taskforce report fell short of 
outright recommending full North Ameri-
can economic integration. It could best be 
described as a globalist blueprint toward 
achieving that aim, though, nevertheless 
making it a key document. On page 39 
of the report, Pastor enthusiastically en-

dorsed it and suggested that North Ameri-
can integration go even further, writing: 
“This report articulates a vision and of-
fers specific ideas for deepening North 
American integration. I endorse it with 
enthusiasm, but would add two ideas to 
galvanize the effort and secure its imple-
mentation: a customs union and U.S. 
government reorganization.”

Toward a Customs Union
In his seminal work The Theory of Eco-
nomic Integration (1961), the late Hun-
garian economist Béla Balassa defines 
“integration” both as “a process and as 
a state of affairs.” Balassa breaks down 
economic integration into five stages, 
each representing “various degrees of in-
tegration.” “These are a free-trade area, 
a customs union, a common market, an 
economic union, and complete economic 
integration.” 

NAFTA represented the first step in this 
long-term integration process. Building on 
the previous Canada-United States Free 
Trade Agreement, NAFTA expanded the 
free-trade area to include Mexico. Unlike 
in a customs union, in this stage the na-
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First try here: Mexican President Vicente Fox, U.S. President George W. Bush, and Canadian 
Prime Minister Paul Martin held a summit in Waco, Texas, on March 23, 2005, in which they 
unveiled their proposal for a Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America (SPP), which 
would have implemented many of Pastor’s ideas for integrating North America.



Weak-kneed: After the World Trade 
Organization ruled against a U.S. law requiring 
country of origin labeling (COOL) for meat sold 
in U.S. supermarkets, the then-Republican-
controlled Congress voted to repeal COOL 
in compliance with the WTO mandate. This 
highlights how Congress may be forced to 
change laws in compliance with the USMCA. 

tional governments of all three countries 
retain control over tariffs on non-member 
countries. The USMCA falls short of es-
tablishing a full-fledged customs union, 
such as Pastor recommended, in which all 
three countries would agree to establish 
common external tariffs on non-member 
countries. However, new to the USMCA, 
Article 32.10 of its chapter 32 on “Excep-
tions and General Provisions” leans heav-
ily in this direction, possibly laying the 
groundwork for a future North American 
customs union. 

Under Article 32.10, if either the Unit-
ed States, Mexico, or Canada pursues a 
free trade agreement with a “non-market 
country,” or country with which neither 
has signed an FTA, they are required to 
inform the two other USMCA countries 
at least three months prior to commenc-
ing such negotiations. Upon request of any 
one of the other two USMCA countries, 
the country pursuing an FTA with the des-
ignated “non-market country” is required 
to “provide as much information as pos-
sible regarding the objectives for those 
negotiations.” This includes providing the 
full text of the FTA to the other USMCA 
countries, no later than 30 days before it 
is signed. 

If one or both of the other USMCA 
countries objects to the one’s new FTA 
with a “non-market country,” it may 

formally withdraw from the USMCA, 
thereby cutting off preferred access of 
its markets to the USMCA country that 
entered into the FTA with the “non-mar-
ket country.” Article 32.10.5 stipulates: 
“Entry by a Party into a free trade agree-
ment with a non-market country will 
allow the other Parties to terminate this 
[USMCA] Agreement on six months’ 
notice and replace this Agreement with 
an agreement as between them (bilateral 
agreement).” This disincentive virtually 
establishes a de facto unanimous-approv-
al requirement by all three countries if 
any one wishes to pursue a new FTA with 
a country with which none of the three 
has signed an FTA. Projecting the lines, 
this “non-market country” disincentive 
may spawn the establishment of a North 
American Customs Union with common 
tariff rates among all three countries for 
non-market countries. 

Consolidating “the economic integra-
tion of North America,” as then-Mexican 
President Enrique Peña Nieto touted 
about the USMCA, when he signed it on 
November 30, 2018, will ultimately give 
rise to the creation of a binding suprana-
tional authority over all three countries, 
one in which unelected, appointed bu-
reaucrats supersede the will and author-
ity of the American people and individual 
states as represented by the U.S. federal 

government. In fact, such a supranational 
authority is not too far off from what the 
USMCA proposes.

Toward a North American Commission
The USMCA’s Chapter 30, on “Admin-
istrative and Institutional Provisions,” 
establishes the creation of a “Free Trade 
Commission” as a regional governing bu-
reaucracy overseeing various lower com-
mittees, among which is the Competitive-
ness Committee established in Chapter 
26. Article 30.1 of the agreement states: 
“The Parties [United States, Mexico, and 
Canada] hereby establish a Free Trade 
Commission (Commission), composed of 
government representatives of each Party 
at the level of Ministers or their desig-
nees.” These government representatives 
will be appointed by the governments of 
the member countries.

Although NAFTA also established its 
own Free Trade Commission in 1994, 
the one described in Chapter 30 of the 
USMCA is virtually identical to the gov-
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erning commission in chapter 27 of the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). Accord-
ing to Article 30.2, the USMCA’s Free 
Trade Commission is empowered to:

(a) consider matters relating to the 
implementation or operation of this 
Agreement;

(b) consider proposals to amend or 
modify this Agreement;

(c) supervise the work of commit-
tees, working groups, and other sub-
sidiary bodies established under this 
Agreement;

(d) consider ways to further en-
hance trade and investment between 
the Parties;

(e) adopt and update the Rules of 
Procedure and Code of Conduct ap-
plicable to dispute settlement pro-
ceedings; and

(f) review the roster established 
under Article 31.8 (Roster and Qual-
ifications of Panelists) every three 
years and, when appropriate, consti-
tute a new roster.

Giving these powers to the Free Trade 
Commission makes the USMCA a “liv-
ing agreement,” much like the TPP, thus 
allowing the Free Trade Commission to 
change the agreement without the ap-
proval of the U.S. Congress. In addition to 
those powers, Article 30.2 further empow-
ers the Free Trade Commission to delegate 

new tasks or responsibilities to its subordi-
nate committees, either merge or dissolve 
its subordinate committees, change the 
schedule or dates of when certain duties 
or tariffs are to be lowered or removed, 
ambiguously “develop arrangements for 
implementing this Agreement,” and get 
advice from “non-governmental persons 
or groups” such as the Council on Foreign 
Relations or academics who advocate 
for greater North American integration, 
among other powers.

According to Article 30.2, the Free 
Trade Commission may even “modify 
any Uniform Regulations agreed jointly 
by the Parties under Article 5.16 (Uni-
form Regulations), subject to completion 
of applicable legal procedures by each 
Party.” The commission would have 
the power to change the “Uniform” (or 
universal) regulations for all three coun-
tries, as long as the governments of all 
three countries eventually approve those 
changes. This opens the door for the 
U.S. Congress, Mexico’s Congress, and 
Canada’s Parliament to become rubber-
stamp bodies for 
any new changes to 
the countries’ regu-
lations because the 
USMCA’s govern-
ing Free Trade Com-
mission demands 
it. In fact, this has 
already happened 

to Congress with respect to the World 
Trade Organization.

In 2008, when Congress amended the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 to 
require meat products such as beef and 
pork sold in the United States to have 
country of origin labels (COOL), Canada 
claimed the law violated WTO rules. As 
a result, Canada and other countries, in-
cluding Mexico, took the United States to 
arbitration under a WTO Dispute Settle-
ment Body (DSB). The WTO DSB ruled 
in favor of Canada and Mexico, stating 
that they could retaliate by imposing over 
$1 billion in tariffs on U.S. products un-
less the United States repealed the law. On 
June 10, 2015, the Republican-dominated 
House of Representatives voted 300 to 
131 in favor of repealing COOL, in com-
pliance with the WTO DSB’s decision. 
COOL’s repeal was also included in the 
$1.4 trillion omnibus-spending bill passed 
by Congress and signed into law by Presi-
dent Barack Obama in December 2015.

While in theory the U.S. Congress 
would still have the final say over changes 
to domestic regulations and practices that 
affect trade, in reality the U.S. government 
would more than likely acquiesce to the 
decisions or “recommendations” of the 
Free Trade Commission in the name of 
freeing world trade and promoting eco-
nomic integration and cooperation. 

Similarly, in the EU, the European 
Commission makes new laws and regu-
lations that the European Parliament and 
in turn the parliaments of all EU-member 
states are forced to accept. In matters of 
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No follow-through: When President Donald 
Trump addressed the UN General Assembly 
on September 23, 2018, he declared that the 
United States “will never surrender America’s 
sovereignty to an unelected, unaccountable, 
global bureaucracy.” However, the USMCA 
would surrender America’s sovereignty to an 
unelected regional bureaucracy, on the path 
toward world government.
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international trade agreements, the Eu-
ropean Commission negotiates for, and 
on behalf of, the EU as a whole. This in 
turn precludes the possibility of, say, a 
U.S.-Germany Free Trade Agreement. 
As a customs union, the European Union 
imposes a common external tariff on non-
EU countries, meaning the governments 
of individual EU member states have no 
control over tariffs for goods entering their 
countries. In the United States, this type of 
customs union would be unconstitutional; 
the Constitution grants the power to both 
regulate trade and levy tariffs exclusively 
to Congress, not to the president or to any 
international body or agreement. Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution states, “The 
Congress shall have Power To lay and col-
lect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises ... 
To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes.”

Preserve Our Rights 
by Stopping the USMCA 
In his second address before the United 
Nations General Assembly, delivered on 

September 25, 2018, President Donald 
Trump triumphantly declared, “We will 
never surrender America’s sovereignty to 
an unelected, unaccountable, global bu-
reaucracy. America is governed by Ameri-
cans. We reject the ideology of globalism, 
and we embrace the doctrine of patrio-
tism.” Unfortunately, congressional ap-
proval and implementation of the USMCA 
would negate this. Once in the USMCA, 
the United States would be subordinate to 
an unelected, and thus unaccountable, re-
gional bureaucracy. 

If America wishes to remain governed 
by Americans and to reject the ideology 
of globalism, then it must also reject the 
ideologies of regionalism and suprana-
tionalism by both opposing the USMCA 
and getting out of NAFTA. The primary 
issue is not the economic impact of the 
USMCA, good or bad, but its potential 
implications for U.S. sovereignty. The 
United States can weather the storms of 
a bad economy or recession, but it cannot 
survive the loss of its sovereignty. This un-
derscores the need to prevent and stop any 
international agreements or supranational 

arrangements that erode and infringe on 
U.S. sovereignty. 

The continuity of American sover-
eignty, and with it the safeguarding of our 
God-given rights by the U.S. Constitution 
and Bill of Rights, hinges on what happens 
with regard to the USMCA. Those who 
embrace the doctrine of patriotism can 
contact the president, their federal repre-
sentative, and U.S. senators to oppose the 
USMCA, telling them that they should 
uphold our rights and freedoms by voting 
NO on the USMCA steppingstone to an 
EU-style North American Union. If this 
is done by patriotic Americans, America 
stands a chance of remaining a free and 
independent constitutional Republic for 
now and future generations. The choice 
has never been clearer: Americans can 
either choose to secure our freedoms by 
preserving our nation’s sovereignty, or we 
can go down the globalist path of Europe 
in pursuance of regional economic and po-
litical integration. If we prefer to preserve 
our national sovereignty and thereby se-
cure our freedoms, then we must convince 
Congress to vote NO on the USMCA. n

STOP THE NORTH AMERICAN UNION
THE MERGER CONTINUES!
For 20+ years, NAFTA has built the foundation for an EU-style North American Union. A Deep State team of globalist 
trade negotiators has made the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA; aka NAFTA 2.0) even worse for American 
independence and affected American industries!

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THE USMCA?
• builds unaccountable bureaucracy
• furthers North American integration
• delegates congressional responsibilities to foreign entities
• codifies international regulations from WTO

Take action today by visiting JBS.org/NAFTA to learn more, educate others,  
and help build pressure in Congress to stop the build-up to the North American Union.  

We did it 10 years ago. Now be part of the success as we do it again!

• transfers oversight to international bodies such as the UN
• ratifies the UN’s Law of the Sea Treaty
• copies portions of the Trans-Pacific Partnership word-
for-word
• receives high praise from globalists
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