Warren points out that the background information makes a difference to whether we think that it is wrong to unplug the violinist and kill him (sec. I, especially paras. 8 and 9).  Warren agrees with the author of the argument in the case of rape, which by analogy is a case where you were kidnapped and woke up to find yourself attached to the violinist.  Even in this case, however, it seems to me that I, if I killed the violinist by unhooking him, would be haunted the rest of my life by a sense that a better person than I would have made a sacrifice to save the violinist’s life.  I agree with the author, nonetheless, that the law should not require me to remain hooked up to the violinist in cases where I was not responsible for hooking him up in the first place.  Here, then, is my adjusted argument (my adjustments in square brackets):

Background information: I am not responsible in anyway for being hooked up to the violinist in the first place.  Perhaps I was kidnapped and hooked up while unconscious, or the like.

1.
“Violinists are persons.” 

2.
“All persons have a right to life.”

3.
So the violinist has a right to life.

4.
A person’s right to life is stronger and more stringent than your right to decide what happens in and to your body.

5.
“So a person’s right to life outweighs your right to decide what happens in and to your body.”

6
“So [there ought to be a law that] the violinist may not be killed; [there ought to be a law that] you may not be unplugged from him.”

I now agree with the author that conclusion 6 does not follow.

