Reid v. Covert, 354 U.S. 1 (1957), was a landmark United
States Supreme Court case in which the Court ruled that the
Constitution supersedes international treaties ratified by the
United States Senate. According to the decision, "this Court has
regularly and uniformly recognized the supremacy of the Constitution over a treaty," although the case itself was with regard to
an executive agreement, not a "treaty" in the U.S. legal sense,
and the agreement itself has never been ruled unconstitutional.
Contrary to current internationalist misrepresentations, the Founding Fathers never intended that treaty law supersede the Constitution.
Nearly 50 years ago, John Foster Dulles, secretary of state under President Dwight Eisenhower, asserted that "treaty law can override the
Constitution. Treaties, for example … can cut across the rights given the
people by their constitutional Bill of Rights." Leaving aside the fact that
the Constitution and Bill of Rights protect rights, rather than grant them,
Dulles’ calculated misrepresentation of the treaty-making power serves
as a timely warning today, as a globalist political elite tirelessly promotes
UN treaties and conventions that imperil long-cherished American
freedoms.
Perhaps the most suitable example of a UN treaty that would "cut
across" rights protected by the Constitution is the International Criminal
Court (ICC) statute, which would create a permanent, 18-judge tribunal
with a mandate over every living human being. Dr. Charles Rice of the
University of Notre Dame Law School describes the ICC treaty as a
measure that would "cancel the Fourth of July" by making all Americans
subject to trial, in a foreign land, before foreign judges empowered to
make "law" according to their whims. This arrangement would recreate
one of the key offenses of the British Crown cited in the Declaration of
Independence — that of subjecting Americans "to Jurisdiction foreign to
our Constitution, and unacknowledged by our Laws...."
Lee Casey, a former Justice Department Counsel, has pointed out that
the ICC treaty "contains no habeas corpus provisions, no right to bail,
and no other means of compelling the [court] to conduct a speedy trial."
Under the "international standards" that may govern the ICC, Casey
further points out, suspects may be detained for five years or more
without being charged with a crime. In addition, those arraigned before
the UN tribunals established to prosecute "war crimes" in Yugoslavia
and Rwanda — which serve as precedent-generating models for the
permanent ICC — have been denied nearly all of the protections and
immunities guaranteed by the U.S. Bill of Rights.
Constitution protects Rights…. No agency can grant or give rights
they are inherent from our Creator.

Are Subordinate to the
US Constitution

Read the Constitution
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reid_v._Covert
http://www.mikenew.com/treaties.html

Black’s Law Dictionary 5th
Edition definition of
Subordinate: Placed in a
lower order, nature, dignity,
power, importance, or the
like; belonging to an inferior
order in classification, and
having a lower position in a
recognized scale; secondary,
minor.

There is confusion among the public in understanding treaties. The US has signed onto treaties with various nations and
the UN. Many believe that these Treaties actually prevail even
when it runs contrary to the Constitution; do not fall into the
trap of lies. ANYTHING that is in opposition to the Constitution
is not valid and will not prevail. We have criminals that have
been elected/selected to Congress who think that the Constitution can be ignored, that is where the educated PEOPLE will
prevail. Remember the Constitution was written to PROTECT
our Inherent RIGHTS.

Assessing the GATT/WTO parasitic organism in light of this
part of the Opinion, we see that it cannot attach itself to its
host (our Republic or States) in the fashion the traitors in our
government wish, without our acquiescing to it.
The Reid Court continues with its Opinion:
"This Court has also repeatedly taken the position that an Act
of Congress, which MUST comply with the Constitution, is on
full parity with a treaty, the statute to the extent of conflict,
renders the treaty null. It would be completely anomalous to
say that a treaty need not comply with the Constitution when
such an agreement can be overridden by a statute that must
conform to that instrument."

The Definition of a Treaty is: A compact made between two
or more independent nations with a view to the public
welfare. A view to the public welfare or a view to the welfare
of a few.

The U.S. Supreme court could not have made it more clear :
TREATIES DO NOT OVERRIDE THE CONSTITUTION, AND
CANNOT, IN ANY FASHION, AMEND IT !!! CASE CLOSED.
Now we must let our elected "representatives" in Washington
and the State legislatures know that we no longer believe the
BIG LIE... we know that we ARE NOT BOUND by unconstitutional Treaties, Executive Orders, Presidential Directives, and
other treasonous acts.

The public is being feed lies and deceit by the media, politicians and even in schools; one of the biggest lies is that:
Treaties supersede the U.S. Constitution.
The follow-up lie is: "A treaty, once passed, cannot be set
aside".
IRREFUTABLE FACT:
The U.S. Supreme Court has stated that
1) Treaties do not override the U.S. Constitution.
2) Treaties cannot amend the Constitution.
3) A treaty can be nullified by a statute passed by the U.S.
Congress (or by a sovereign State or States if Congress refuses to do so), when the State deems a treaty the performance of a treaty is self-destructive. The law of self-preservation
overrules the law of obligation in others. When you've read this
thoroughly, hopefully, you will never again sit quietly by when
someone -- anyone -- claims that treaties supersede the Constitution. Let’s dispel this myth.
"This [Supreme] Court has regularly and uniformly recognized
the supremacy of the Constitution over a treaty." - Reid v.
Covert, October 1956, 354 U.S. 1, at pg 17.
This case involved the question: Does the NATO Status of
Forces Agreement (treaty) supersede the U.S. Constitution?
The Reid Court (U.S. Supreme Court) held in their Opinion
that,
"... No agreement with a foreign nation can confer power on
the Congress, or any other branch of government, which is
free from the restraints of the Constitution. Article VI, the
Supremacy clause of the Constitution declares, "This Constitution and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in
pursuance thereof; and all the Treaties made, or which shall
be made, under the Authority of the United States, shall be the
supreme law of the land...’

"There is nothing in this language which intimates that treaties and laws
enacted pursuant to them do not have to comply with the provisions of the
Constitution nor is there anything in the debates which accompanied the
drafting and ratification which even suggest such a result...
"It would be manifestly contrary to the objectives of those who created the
Constitution, as well as those who were responsible for the Bill of Rights –
let alone alien to our entire constitutional history and tradition – to construe
Article VI as permitting the United States to exercise power UNDER an
international agreement, without observing constitutional prohibitions. (See:
Elliot’s Debates 1836 ed. – pgs 500-519).

We are not abiding by our Constitution– we act and respond
as if Treaties and EO’s (Executive Orders) override the
Constitution; that is called anarchy:

"In effect, such construction would permit amendment of that document in a
manner not sanctioned by Article V. The prohibitions of the Constitution
were designed to apply to all branches of the National Government and
they cannot be nullified by the Executive or by the Executive and Senate
combined."
Do you understand what the Supreme Court said ? No Executive Order,
Presidential Directive, Executive Agreement, no NAFTA, GATT/WTO
agreement/treaty, passed by ANYONE, can supersede the Constitution.
FACT. No question!
At this point the Court paused to quote from another of their Opinions;
Geofroy v. Riggs, 133 U.S. 258 at pg. 267 where the Court held at that time
that,
"The treaty power as expressed in the Constitution, is in terms unlimited
except by those restraints which are found in that instrument against the
action of the government or of its departments and those arising from the
nature of the government itself and of that of the States. It would not be
contended that it extends so far as to authorize what the Constitution
forbids, or a change in the character of the government, or a change in the
character of the States, or a cession of any portion of the territory of the
latter without its consent."

The definition of anarchy: a. absence of government; b. a
state of lawlessness or political disorder due to the absence of
governmental authority.
The definition above fits our current state of affairs, now what
are YOU going to do about it? Research, Learn and Act.

