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The Chevron deference refers to a principle of the administrative law that requires courts to give way the interpretations of the acts made by the state agencies that are charged with enforcing them unless the interpretations are not reasonable. However, reasonableness in part turns on if the acts unambiguously address the issue at hand. If it turns out that the acts unambiguously addresses the issue, then the unambiguous meaning is left to stay in control. On the other hand, if the acts or laws are ambiguous, the law court asks if the agency's interpretations of the ambiguous provision had been based on an acceptable construction of the act (Chevron U.S.A., 1984). It is argued that under Chevron, courts ought to consider an agency's interpretation of an ambiguous law even if the interpretations appear to delimit the scope of the jurisdiction of the agency. 
Some rationales have been offered by different commentators about the Chevron opinion. The first bunch of commentators has treated Chevron as a mere default rule that has been created which can be legislated by the Congress. Others argue that the Chevron as an attempt to reconstruct congressional intent and others argue that the separation-of-powers doctrine requires Chevron deference to interpretations by the agency. Before any agency comes up to resolve an issue, it ought to have formulated a well-thought process on how it will go about the process. Over time, Chevron has been thought to have improved upon the previous doctrine in that the Congress is aware of the ambiguity it creates (Chevron U.S.A., 1984). 
The Congress can create ambiguity either intentionally or unintentionally as it strives to resolve issues within its bounds of permissible interpretations. According to Chevron, separation of powers needs the deference of doctrine. Commentators have always argued supporting Chevron doctrine since it resolves the ambiguities which arise in Chevron disputes. Policy judgments are found in the domain of political branches where democratically officials who are accountable for their actions while at work stays in course. It gives such officials to interpret the policies so that they suit a particular case. Therefore, Chevron champions for separation of powers through transferring interpretive power over ambiguous acts to agencies, which are democratically accountable from the courts of the country (Chevron U.S.A., 1984).  
The Elian Gonzalez Case
Elian Gonzalez is a six-year-old American most famous refugee. He got to the US while clinging to an inner-tube long after his mother and other several Cubans had drowned after the boat they were sailing in foundered. He happened to be having a great uncle residing in Miami who later on was granted temporary custody of the boy. However, the US government ruled that Elian Gonzalez must be taken back to his father in Cuba (Dillman, 2002). He was taken back to his father, now in the US. The supreme court of the United States of America ruled that the boy cannot be forced to stay in the country despite the vigorous efforts by the Miami-based family members to keep him there. The father and the Uncle failed to come to an agreement regarding who was to keep the boy. It is after this that the US Immigration agency forcefully raided the house of the Miami-based uncle and took Gonzalez by force and took him back to his father on 22nd April. Elian has reunited once again with his father, and the boy appeared to have been happy with the move.   
In the above case about Elian Gonzalez, the Chevron doctrine took effect after the immigration officers decided to take back Elian to his father. The immigration agency has officials who are supposed to come up with decisions that are not ambiguous. The idea of taking Elian back to his father was a good idea and was also seconded even by the Attorney. Eric Holder, the deputy attorney general, asserted that "I believe that reuniting Elian with his father is not only a matter of federal law. It is not a matter of immigration law, but it is simply the right thing to do (Dillman, 2002)." Another department that seconded the idea of taking Elian back to his father was the US Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), they argued that the boy had a close and continuous relationship with the father, Juan Miguel Gonzales, even though both parents had separated. 
Benefits and Detriments of Agency Discretion
Administrative discretion cannot be exercised by workers in a bureaucracy. Workers who operate in the bureaucracy have administrative discretion if they can use their professional judgment in a certain situation. They may lack the administrative discretion if they are supposed to be guided by certain pre-determined or pre-set rules to the letter. 
Administrative discretion is well-known to allow for outcomes which are juster and more humane. For instance, in the case concerning Elian, the immigration officers appeared to have exercised their administrative discretion by choosing to snatch Elian from the Miami-based great uncle. The boy had been happy with the father, and he appeared to have kept checking on Elian even though he was divorced with Elian's mother. Elian was in custody of the mother up to the occurrence of the untimely death in the sea accident as they were trying to enter the US.  The actions taken by the immigration officers appeared to be juster and more good outcome which takes all factors into account rather than blindly applying the rules.
The problem with administrative discretion is that it can lead to abuse. Taking the example of the Elian Gonzalez case, assuming that the Miami-based relatives had some friends in the Immigration authority of the US and were granted the permission to keep the boy, then this could have been wrong. Elian's father could have been denied the right to keep the son despite the efforts that he made when he pleaded with the Immigration authority of the US to reject the application of custody of Elian by his Miami-based relatives. Thus, administrative discretion can make more humane and just decisions, however, it can also open the door to abuse of power. For instance, in the case of Elian, the immigration officials could have proceeded with the application that had been made by the Miami-based relatives and hence an abuse of power.
In conclusion, the Chevron deference refers to a principle of the administrative law that requires courts to give way the interpretations of the acts made by the state agencies that are charged with enforcing them, unless the interpretations are not reasonable. However, reasonableness in part turns on if the acts unambiguously address the issue at hand. Some rationales have been offered by different commentators about the Chevron opinion (Chevron U.S.A., 1984). The first bunch of commentators has treated Chevron as a mere default rule that has been created which can be legislated by the Congress. Others argue that the Chevron as an attempt to reconstruct congressional intent and others argue that the separation-of-powers doctrine requires Chevron deference to interpretations by the agency. Before any agency comes up to resolve an issue, it ought to have formulated a well-thought process on how it will go about the process. Over time, Chevron has been thought to have improved upon the previous doctrine in that the Congress is aware of the ambiguity it creates (Chevron U.S.A., 1984). Elian Gonzalez is a six-year-old American most famous refugee. He got to the US while clinging to an inner-tube long after his mother and other several Cubans had drowned after the boat they were sailing in foundered. He happened to be having a great uncle residing in Miami who later on was granted temporary custody of the boy. However, the US government ruled that Elian Gonzalez must be taken back to his father in Cuba. He was taken back to his father, now in the US (Dillman, 2002). The supreme court of the United States of America ruled that the boy cannot be forced to stay in the country despite the vigorous efforts by the Miami-based family members to keep him there. Administrative discretion cannot be exercised by workers in a bureaucracy. Workers who operate in the bureaucracy have administrative discretion if they can use their professional judgment in a certain situation. Administrative discretion is well-known to allow for outcomes which are juster and more humane. For instance, in the case concerning Elian, the immigration officers appeared to have exercised their administrative discretion by choosing to snatch Elian from the Miami-based great uncle. The boy had been happy with the father, and he appeared to have kept checking on Elian even though he was divorced with Elian's mother. The problem with administrative discretion is that it can lead to abuse. Taking the example of the Elian Gonzalez case, assuming that the Miami-based relatives had some friends in the Immigration authority of the US and were granted the permission to keep the boy, then this could have been wrong. Elian's father could have been denied the right to keep the son despite the efforts that he made when he pleaded with the Immigration authority of the US to reject the application of custody of Elian by his Miami-based relatives.
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