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Impacts of NAFTA
The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) is among the most controversial trade agreements that the United States has entered into, gathering praise and condemnation from individuals across the economic divide in equal measures. From its introduction and later inception, numerous economic big-wits argued against it, most citing the probability of massive job losses, and close to three decades later, their arguments are gradually seeing the light of day(CNN Business, 2016). As a US Manufacturing Laborer, I believe that the US should back out of the NAFTA agreement, considering the significant adverse impacts that the agreement has had on me and my profession. 
Since its inception in 2003, NAFTA has adversely affected the US economy, with the manufacturing industries bearing the most negative impacts. The agreement led to the displacement of production factors, reducing productivity within the industry, and shrinking job opportunities (Ciuriak et al., 2017). This has resulted in job losses for hundreds of thousands of manufacturing laborers, plunging us into poverty. Despite the numerous promises of increased job opportunities from NAFTA's supporters, the opposite has been experienced. After its inception, the US economy experienced significant growth, reducing the rate of unemployment. However, a few years later, unemployment rates have shot up due to rising trade deficits in the country's (Khan, 2020). 
Additionally, while its focus is on reducing tariffs between the member countries, NAFTA has failed to address major issues affecting the contemporary world's manufacturing industry, such as globalization and technology and automation. Technological development and automation have proven to be the future of manufacturing by improving production quantity and efficiency (Ciuriak et al., 2017). However, this could mean the loss of jobs for us as manufacturing laborers. Since among the major argument points for NAFTA proposers was increased production, they are less likely to address this issue since it contributes to NAFTA goals, leaving us in the wind (Khan, 2020). Furthermore, Globalization, another unforeseen external factor affecting NAFTA, is a major contributor to the exportation of manufacturing processes out of the US, forcing millions of manufacturing workers out of employment and into less paying jobs (Ciuriak et al., 2017). 
Finally, NAFTA is directly associated with rapid growth in income inequality leading to a relative decline in wages for manufacturing and casual laborers (Khan, 2020). The country's growing trade deficits have facilitated rapid globalization in manufacturing by drawing foreign investments to grow the gross domestic product (GDP). However, trade growth and increased trade deficits have exerted negative pressure on workers without formal education, contributing to a growth in income inequalities (Ciuriak et al., 2017). At the same time, NAFTA has been identified as a source of "threat effects," where firms, mostly foreign, threaten to close plants and move abroad, negatively affecting workers' bargaining powers and contributing to increased exploitation (Khan, 2020). Therefore, based on these factors, I believe NAFTA has had adverse impacts on the manufacturing industry, consequently impact us as laborers; thus, the US should withdraw (Ciuriak et al., 2017).


References
Ciuriak, D., Ciuriak, L., Dadkhah, A., & Xiao, J. (2017). The NAFTA renegotiation: What if the US walks away?
CNN Business. (2016). NAFTA Explained [Video File]. Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LaMCK-Sec7Y&feature=emb_title
Khan, N. S. (2020). Revisiting the effects of NAFTA. Economic Analysis and Policy, 68, 1-16.
