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Terrorism and the law
      The international law allows for calls for states to engage in the war against terrorism but under certain terms and conditions especially with regard to the humanitarian laws. The United States in the past made a claim on instant custom which authorized it to exercise its superiority on international armed conflicts. This did not consider non-state enemies’ protection. With this argument, the United States detained the Guantanamo captives without trial and further denied them access to family or even counsel. Guantanamians have also been denied their right to Habeas Corpus (Waxman, 2009). Suspects held in the United States were seized from Afghanistan. In policy, the United States claims that war captives are not prisoners of war who are protected by the Third Geneva Convention and thus according to them detaining these captives without trial is legal both in the United States domestic policies and in the International law. The United States, therefore, denies these captives mandatory hearings before any competent tribunal as Casey and Rivkin (2006) argue.
    President Bush suggested that the United States will not respect the exclusive law enforcement authority by the states that do not take the necessary steps to curb terrorism. In its actions on the war against terrorism, the United States uses the strategy of assassination and unconsented abductions to capture terrorists in other states as much as international law guarantees the supremacy of each nation-state. The international law provides for non-discrimination as part of the protection of human rights as clarified in the international human rights law. This is however questionable in the US policies especially with regards to non-citizens. Following the September 11 attacks, one of the resolutions to the fight against terrorism is targeting non-citizens. This is unjustifiable in international law since there is no close association of terrorism to nationality.
     Migration control is yet another illustration of the ambiguity of international law. The United States immigration policy has since the September 11 attack applied discriminatory policies. The policies allow for detention, deportation, and prosecution of terrorist suspects. This is contrary to the antiterrorist policies outlined by international law. According to Deeks (2009), Administrative detention provides that a detaining state should give notice to the power of protecting those individuals like it a right of the persons that particular state has interned. However, the United States has intervened individuals after the September 11 attacks claiming that they pose a threat to the country’s security but failing to consider that it is against the international law to deprive individuals the right to fair trial and denying them liberty without trial. 
The United States' argument that the release of the prisoners of war detained at the Guantanamo Bay will grant unwarranted legal rights to the prisoners is questionable. The United States regards these detainees as unlawful combatants who violated the laws of war. It is however ironical that with this argument as much as the detainees were captured in the Afghanistan war, they are not regarded as prisoners of war (Wilke, 2007).
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