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General Introduction
The article of puppies, pigs and people: eating meat and marginal cases written by Alastair Norcross talks about the morality of animal treatment by humans. The story compares the moral status of humans and animal to come up with a better conclusion about the case of animal torture by Fred (Norcross, 230). The case of animal torture by Fred is explained in the article with arguments that favours him and those that contradict his justifications. This paper is going to analyze the puppies, pigs and people; eating meat and marginal cases article. The analysis of both arguments presented in the article will be done in this paper to provide a better argument that can be used to make preferable conclusions on the ethics of animal treatment.  
The overview of the article 
The article introduces Fred’s story, in his basement, where is a lot of animal noises, the neighbours were concern with the animal noises, and they reported him to the police. Fred explained to the police that he tortured the puppies for six weeks before butchering them while holding them upside down. The police arrested him for animal abuse, and there was high pressure from the newspapers to charge him with a serious case of animal abuse (Norcross, 230). Fred argued that his actions were a consequence of the accident he was involved in. After the accident, Fred’s test of chocolate got lost, and he decided to visit a gustatory neurologist. He was advised that the cocoa one could only solve his problem from the puppies which are stimulated when the puppies are stressed up.  The doctor informed him that the drug companies could not make medicine from the cocoa one because of demand and public scrutiny of torturing puppies (Norcross, 231).
Fred explained to the court he was not happy to torture puppies, but the opportunity to test chocolate had presented to him, just why he tortured puppies for six weeks. From Fred’s story, it is evident that he tortured puppies for his pleasures, and there are many animals tortured in the United stated before they are killed. Fred argues that there are many animals tortured before they are killed for meat in animal farms. He says that he cannot control the suffering of animals because many people eat animal products and he is the same as other people who buy meat without knowing the tress the animals passed through. The author counter argues Fred's argument by explaining that people who buy meat or animal products have no intention of stressing animals to acquire their products. He also argues that the animal products eaten are from animals such as chicken, cows and not dogs or puppies because they are considered of higher moral status that is why they are kept as pets (Norcross, 236). The Texans challenge states that if it is wrong to raise puppies to torture them for gustatory pleasure, it is wrong to support animal factory farming. The author argues that it is different to torture puppies for pleasure and rearing animals to kill them or food such as chickens.
The article compares the humans and animal's status by rationality, Fred's defence argues humans have higher moral status than the animals. Thus it is right to kill animals than human beings because animals are not rational. Warren, on the other side, concludes that the rights of humans are stronger than that of the animals, but the animal's rights should be taken seriously. Cohen argues that animal usage should be increased because they have low status as compared to animals (Norcross, 240). There are two cases marginal presented in the article and its challenges. The first case states that human moral status does not justify their actions on the treatment of the while the second one argues that the defiant humans have inferior rationality. The author uses these arguments to make conclusions on Fred's actions. The author explained that humans have superior status as compared to animals despite moral behaviours. Basing on the above arguments, the author stated that rationality and morality consideration of human beings as compared to animals does not make humans better than the animals. However, it is relevant to help in bringing out solutions to solve the problems. The author concludes that the act of Fred was unacceptable, and those who support animal farming, knowing the kind of torture the animals pass through are doing what is unacceptable (Norcross, 244).
Strong argument
The first line of the argument by the author is, supporting animal farms by buying factory-raised meat is ethical animal treatment than torturing puppies for gustatory pleasure. This is a strong argument because purchasing factory-raised meat does not involve torturing animals by buyers. The buyers may not even know if the meat they are consuming come from tortured animals (Norcross, 238). While torturing puppies for gustatory pleasure is animal abuse. According to Norcross (235), the status of the puppies is different from the chickens or cows that are slaughtered for consummations. The puppies in the United States are kept as pets and not food animals; thus, the case of Fred it was animal abuse. 
The author argument is based on the consequentialism theory where a good or bad action depends on it’s the outcome, however, if the action leads to more harm compared to the benefit it is considered bad action. Therefore, torturing puppies for gustatory pleasure was good action for Fred because it brought pleasure for testing chocolate while it brought more suffering to the puppies; thus, it is a bad action. Fred could have stopped torturing puppies because it was for his pleasure and it was mandatory. According to Norcross (244), Warren supports the idea of respect for animals even though they have less moral status than a human being. The rationality and morality in humans are relevant because it can be used to make a good decision concerning animal's treatment. The difference between morality and rationality of humans and animals should not be an option to treat animals unfairly. Most of the people buying factory-raised meats, if they are allowed to torture those animals most of them cannot while those torturing puppies for pleasure if given opportunity they will do it as Fred did.  
  Weak argument
Fred provides the second line of argument, and he argues that his behaviour of torturing puppies for gustatory pleasure coincides those supporting factory farming by buying their meat. This was a way of justifying his bad actions of the animal treatment so that he could not be charged (Norcross, 232). Fred, on his defence, used Hedonism theory which argues that the well-being of a person depends on seeking pleasure while avoiding suffering. Fred tortured puppies for his pleasure because he did not want to suffer the loss of test to chocolate. He uses this to argue that humans have more moral status and rationally than animals. This arguments are weak and do not justify torturing puppies for pleasure. The support of the factory farming by buying meat cannot be compared to torturing puppies because they are not involved in animal torture. Having the wrong perspective about animal’s torture in the farms does not justify torturing other animals. 
Conclusion
Fred who used to torture puppies for gustatory pleasure, he was arrested and tried to justify his case by saying he was not to be blamed. The author analyzed his justification and came up with various argument that contradicts his justification. It was found that it was incorrect for him to torture animals for his pleasure. It was the unethical treatment of animals and is not justified with other cases.    
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