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Deferred Adjudication  
There are different types of offenses and even offenders that may qualify for some programs which may contribute to the dismissal of specific cases which are against the defendant upon completing some particular conditions (Alarid, 2016).  Different manes may refer the different programs although their ultimate aim is that they remove the defendant from the usual prosecution channels so that the defendant is required to meet certain conditions. Once the defendants meet the conditions, the charges are dismissed by the court of the prosecutor. The main objective of such a program is to allow time for the defendant to rehabilitate themselves and prove their capability in responsible behavior. After achieving that, the defendant is rewarded by the state through the dismissal of the charges (Scott-Hayward, 2017). These type of programs are usually used in cases of drugs and domestic crimes or even for the first-time offenders. These imposed conditions usually comprise of some form of counseling or probation, and it's usually demand s that the defendant must be able to demonstrate proper behavior throughout the program (Roberts, 2014). These types of programs are usually categorized into those that require the defendant to first pled guilty to the charges ( deferred adjudication), and those that do not (pretrial diversion)
Focusing on the deferred adjudication, it begins after the defendant pleads guilty. In essence, it functions the same way as probation although in some cases, it usually proceeds similarly as the pretrial diversion (Arellano-Jackson, 2015). This type of adjudication is also referred to as a stay of adjudication. Despite the defendant pleading guilty in the deferred adjudication,  the court of law may not enter a judgment on guilt.  However, the court in this case shall lay out some conditions just like in the case of the pretrial diversion.  The charges are therefore dismissed, and the defendant lacks a record for any conviction. In other words, when one is granted a deferred adjudication, the judge accepts the defendant's plea of guilty but does not find the defendant of being guilty, deferring adjudication for a set of the period is set, as with the probation sentence one is required to report to the probation for a specified amount of time.  In cases where one violates the probation, the states are required to file a motion for adjudicating. If this happens, however,  the judge shall adjudicate the guilt of the defendant although one may not necessarily go to jail (Roberts, 2014). In some instance, the judge may find one guilty and place him or her in a probated sentence.
I argue for the deferred adjudication following the various advantages of the program. Its primary position is that it is not considered a conviction . in cases where it fails to be adjudicated,  it can be eligible for an order of nondisclosure (Arellano-Jackson, 2015). The implication is that the judge can order that the record is sealed and be accessible only by certain agencies of the state which may include the medical licensing board and the Bar association.  When compared to the pre-trial diversion, though, in cases where one has served differed adjudication, doe does not qualify for the expungement ( where the records of such a case have been destroyed). Also in felony cases deferred adjudication may leave the entire range of the various punishments available if the cases have been decided. In most instances, it may just sound like the normal probation or community supervision (Arellano-Jackson, 2015). However, deferred adjudication may occur at the end of the community supervision or parole. 
Upon the completion of the deferred adjudication probation period successfully,  the court will dismiss the case of the defendant. It means such a program lacks conviction (Alarid, 2016).  The defendant can in many instances petition the court for a notice of disclosure which would importantly seal the record of the defendant and preventing almost everyone apart from the agencies in charge of licensing and the Texas state or law enforcement from seeing the records ever. The is also a downside whereby the failure for successful completion of the probation would first prevent the record sealing. The probation records would be on the records f the individual forever, to be visible by only the future potential employer who may decide to conduct a background check. With the ever increasing and competitive job market,  even a small mark on the on any criminal background check would be the obstacle to the full employment. Deferred adjudication can be assumed to be the punishment imposed if the person on the adjudication may violate its terms (Arellano-Jackson, 2015). The sentence is perceive to be tougher  if the deferred adjudication is broken since the individual shall be tried for violation of the probation in addition to the type of the crime the individual was accused of in the first time.
Differed adjudication also fails in that the adjudication records may in any instance be used against the individual if in any case the person herself or himself in a criminal court a second time although this program expunges the records, the adjudication records, are usually preserved in the records of the court (Scott-Hayward, 2017). There is also a big risk with deferred adjudication whereby if one violates supervision, he or she may be adjudicated by the judge which means that he or she will be convicted and sentenced. As much as one may not go to jail, deferred adjudication mat may be a cheaper option since one may be required to pay the supervisory costs and other administrative penalties (Alarid, 2016). Following the above argument, I support that differed adjudication should be abolished as an option for defendants.
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