Topicnumber: 3 
“If (an animal) suffers, there can be no moral justification for disregarding that suffering, or for refusing to count it equally with the like suffering of any other being. But the converse of this is also true. If a being is not capable of suffering, or of enjoyment, there is nothing to take into account”
First of all, i think it would be of a good tone to present a justification to the choice of this theme. True is that i hear everybody talking about animal rights see people defending them, without myself taking a lot of time and consideration regarding this “on vogue” theme, not considering some heated arguments with my vegetarian cousin, that repeatedly gave me just one argument this question: “Because I feel sorry for animals”
Also I’d like to show what I have interpreted from the sentence so that the reader could understand what” tools” I’m using during this essay.  I think that its implied the idea that we should consider animal suffer, and act morally to that suffering as well as to other living beings, that suffer as well. In that way we should not harm any creature with this condition. On the contrary, if we harm a creature that can not suffer, there is no moral aspect that stops me from doing it.
Let’s see this situation clearly. According to Singer, we shouldn’t hurt a tiger, because we know and are aware that, that action is considered to cause pain to the tiger, therefore there is no moral justification to that action.  Now following that line of thinking, as we know that same tiger, will have an urge to eat, and then he will try to catch an animal, but we shouldn’t let him catch that animal, because it will cause suffering in its catch. Let me explain this better.  Well, the tiger can’t be hold responsible for the action of hurting its catch because, as we know he is an amoral being, however we shouldn’t let him do harm to any other being because, as we know we are moral beings. (All of this of course according to Singer quotation) This may sound weird, but analyzing the quotation, we found that he wrote “there can no moral justification for disregarding that suffering (...)”, we can’t also disregard the suffering of the tigers catch, and therefore we most protect it from the tiger that would make the rabbit suffer if he actually got caught. But, if that happens we will go to make the tiger suffer because he won’t be able to eat and eventually die, because tigers only eat meat from living creatures, unless of course we convince it to eat cabbages. So where do we stay?
Let’s see also the case of an example of an extremely rare disease (that actually exists but i don’t remember it now) that makes the person with it, incapable of feel pain, pleasure, warm, etc... Following again the line of thinking of Singe, if a being it’s not capable of feeling anything there is nothing to take into account, we could kick that person as much as we like, without feeling bad morally. But if you think we could be causing it some psychological trauma, that’s ok, we’ll just kick him during its sleep, that way he won’t feel the pain, nor get psychological problem that comes with it. But is this really free of any moral guilt? The fact of someone or something having the capacity to feel makes it wrong to kick you, or the absence of that feature makes that action morally accepted?
But now, according to the sentence is it ok to kill an animal? As I see it, I can make the interpretation that it is wrong to kill an animal, because, even if we kill the animal without it having any type of suffering, to kill an animal for or own ambitions is the ultimate form of cruelty against those animals which will lead to the suffering to the animal, even without him actually suffer. If that’s true, imagine a family with one parent and two children that are starving to death and the only source of food is one living pig. Is it wrong to kill that pig in order to feed and save a family? Here again the idea implied on Peter Singer quotation seems to be inadequate.
 Now that I’ve showed that Peter quotation is contradictory, difficult to apply and in a certain way kind of irrational and childish I don’t disagree with the main theme covered that is animal cruelty, just think that the theory of Peter Singer is exaggerated, and doesn’t take into count the biological factor of the human being, for that I’m presenting my own opinion regarding this subject.
Let’s get back, to my cousin argument, she feels sorry for animals. I think that if we analyze Peter quotation we will get pretty much the same conclusion. Peter felt sorry for the animals, so he tried to force an argument that would stop animal cruelty, because the fact of an animal suffering is not enough to acknowledge that eveytime that we make an animal suffer we are committing an immoral act. There are cases that animal make an animal suffer is immoral, and others that aren’t.
Let us take the example Spanish bull fights. In Spanish bull fights there is a man with a sword that in an arena full of a cheering crowd, tries to kill a bull for the entertainment of the people. In my opinion that is wrong. And why is it wrong, and if it is wrong, why is it different form Peter wrong? Well that’s an easily explainable situation, it is wrong because it is unnecessary to men, the only known moral being capable of distinguish right from bad,  and if it is unnecessary, then we shouldn’t practice it, because anything good will come of it. B the animal will suffer, and if anything good will come out we shouldn’t do it. At most violence against animals will generate (psychologically talking) more violence, what in fact it’s bad for humanity. 
Now let us see other example that was previously shown. If a family in order to safe itself and in order to safe its members kills an animal, I don’t think that that could be considered a morally incorrect action. Let me explain why. We above all, are biological beings, and so, we need to eat to continue living, and that is the cycle of life, there’s no way, for now, to escape that feature of ourselves, so in order to keep living is not morally wrong to kill an animal. You could think and what makes my life better the other? You could say nothing, and could be right... But in order to keep our most important right, the right to live, otherwise we should stop having children because their own existing will cause harm to animals.
I can also say, that if a human can live only by eating vegetables, he should do that, because if can do that we will be preventing unnecessary harm to animals, and like I’ve proved before, unnecessary should not be practiced.
Now, in conclusion, I think that Peter Singer, like my cousin, he felt sorry for the animals, what is totally comprehensible admitting that we are a specie that is able to feel compassion, but the argument that he used is totally out of case, and makes no sense in a rational and philosophical analysis. He thought that by making something suffer, we are practicing an immoral action, what I’ve proven to be false, under my own perspective of morality. The problem with this society is that it is trying to escape a reality that it’s inherent to humanity, WE ARE BIOLOGICAL BEINGS and as such we shouldn’t feel sorry or thinking that it is bad to do something that is a part of us. Animal don’t have rights because they don’t also have duties we have responsibility/duties towards them which implies some rights to.
[bookmark: _GoBack] However I don’t think that the core of the idea underlining that quotation is wrong. Following Stuart Mill moral “act in order to create as much more happiness in the world” I think that unnecessary violence against animals is wrong. If simply for the fact that if an action won’t bring any good to mankind, we shouldn’t do it, however, if violence against animals will prevent humans from dying and it will generate happiness, there is no moral that can keep me from doing that. I think that the only way that animal cruelty wouldn’t be at all justifiable was if we were robots that could live without any type of biological needs.
We need to stop trying to shape nature on our own way, and let it take its course, because we are not something that it’s outside of nature, we are a part of it, and so we can adjust ourselves to it, and live within its rules, without feeling guilty. 
