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We do not remove it from his possession — 1797 NN 2RO PN

OVERVIEW

The >v7771 ruled in the case of 21 *mak Sw MR 71 (regarding which 1" ruled
3"X7D), that if a third party took possession of the property, 7"°2 does not remove
him from this property (even if he makes no claim'). m2o1n expands this ruling.
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And this ruling of 17 MR PRXM PX is effective even if they wrote a aRw97 to
each other. The reason the IXw77 is ineffective; since they are 2%ww-, we do not
assist them.

SUMMARY
The rule of 1771 MK XXM X is in effect even if they wrote a IXwA7 to each other.

THINKING IT OVER

mMooIN writes that 07> o°PPT1 PR since they are o°yw .’ Seemingly only of them is
[certainly] a ywn; there is no reason to assume that they are both 2°¥w9; why
therefore does n1ooN rule that 2% @°pP11 X even if 719 771 AW 1n5721°

! See oX 7"7 0"aw" and 7R 7"7.

> A 7w is a power of attorney. In this case, each of the initial litigants (after they realized that a third party took
possession) gave the other litigant the power to claim on his behalf the disputed property. Seemingly once these two
MR were executed, each one of them is seemingly the rightful owner; for he is claiming this property on his own
behalf and on behalf of the other litigant who granted him the power of attorney to litigate on his behalf. The third
usurping party seemingly has no rights at all since he is not making any claim (see ‘Overview’ and footnote # 1).
Nevertheless, 7"2 will not remove the third party from the property, as '01n continues to explain.

? It is apparent from moo1n that he disagrees with the X 77 0"2w" who states 712 P2 072 PX 2°WKRI7 '27 03 X, for
then it is obvious that a 7Xw"7 is ineffective (since it may not belong to either of them).

* One of the two initial litigants is certainly a yw™; for the property belongs to only one of them. See “Thinking it over’.
> See footnote # 4.

% See 17 MK "™,
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