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We do not write an authorization on movable property

Overview
The >y7771 ruled that one cannot write a IXwA7 on movable property, since it is not
in his possession.? maoIn qualifies this ruling.

- 495219 P17 PYLIVNINR YAN 79T PYOYVIAN NPT
This ruling of the *¥7771 is limited specifically to >wbu» which he claims were
stolen, however we may write a X for Pouhu» which were deposited.

Mmoo explains the difference:
- Y9530 19319 WIY NP WTPNY DTRY ND YW SWTPHa NIYL Y9N XN

For »nX based the reason of the °¥y7771 on the ruling regarding wTps, and a
person can be 2>7P» a deposit which he placed by his friend —

Mmoo proves that one can be w7pn his 725:
= NST2990 299 SHNRT N92) NINN 22D (3,09 97 xana xa2) 290N NN 99911912 NMNTH

As is evident in 71997 nR "2m7 P79 regarding that person who brought

pumpkins to Xn>7221L -
- DMWY PYTPI 10 291 NN NN RTN 1HPY Ny 5915 N

Everyone came and took the pumpkins one by one (without paying), the person
exclaimed, ‘these pumpkins are w7p;? for Hashem’ -

'Xno7 X or 7xwAT is delegating a power of attorney to an individual to act on your behalf to claim and collect from a
litigant anything which rightfully belongs to you. This 1RwA7 prevents the litigant from saying to your designated
agent, NX >7>7 0127 2¥2 %> (I have no business with you).
2 A axwnn is valid because the owner of the disputed item transfers the ownership to the designated individual (the
7wn). However since the Poubun are in the possession of the litigant, the owner cannot transfer it over to the 7w,
since it is not in the N of the owner.
3 The owner wants to designate a 7w to retrieve 120701 which he claims was stolen from him. He cannot designate
him as a 7w since the PYvh0n are not in the owner’s nwA.
4 The owner may appoint a 7w to retrieve a P20%un deposit which he placed by a custodian; those P2voun are
considered in the mwA of the owner, and can be transferred to the nwn.
5 ammx said the reason a AXWIT on P7LoLA is not valid is because of the ruling of 1371 ' that by 2°%v27 WK N1 X9 713,
the owners cannot be w>7pn it, since the object is not 1Mw2. Similarly (just as he cannot be w*7pn it) he cannot transfer
the ownership to another since it is 1Mw121K. It follows that if he could be w7pn it, he can also transfer the ownership.
¢ The reason is that this object, even though it is physically not in my possession, but since the "W is watching it for
me, it is considered as if the place where it is kept, is considered my mw-.
7 In 2"2 the RO is MR R 8P 9pw (instead of MR R KT 9PW).
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And is seem from the X1 there, that if the price of these pumpkins were not
fixed, they would be w7p7 —

mooIn offer an additional proof that one can be w>7pn his 117p5:
= YTPNY P219 05¥a PRT DIV DD BHWN 23HN NN 2NN PPN IMN 1095957 1w

And additionally, previously the cited f1wn stated that one who steals from a

thief does not pay »55, since the owner cannot be w>7p» it -
- 1195Hyab Has aHYN 1PN NN ANN

However one who steals from the custodian’s house pays 95> to the owners -
$2905 139121W 55219 2392 RIP 1703 (3,39 97 xw3n xa3) TOPONNA 2XINTD

As the mwn teaches in 79ps% P9, and moreover the main 185 regarding 992 is
written by one who steals from a custodian.

Summary
One may write a Xw"7 for a N7PH, since one can be W Tpn a NTPo.

Thinking it over

NdOIN maintains that if one can be W 7pn a 1725, he can write a 7XWIT on a NIPDo.
MooIN proves that one can be wW>pn a NP, from the XM in 2"3, where it explicitly
states s0.!* Why was it necessary to bring an additional (indirect) proof from 993 that
since one pays 79 for a 179, one can be W>TpPn a NTPH?

8 It is not clear why moon writes 'vawn', when it is explicit in the X n3 there which reads, =27 w>7pn QIR X 12 MR
WOTPR DWW P TN NIWN2 WINT X N9 ban InT ORI RN A"M W RW.

% If the price of the pumpkins were fixed ($1 a pumpkin), then whoever took a pumpkin acquired it through 77237 1737,
and it is valid purchase, in which case he owes the owner money for the pumpkin. In that case the w7p: is ineffective
for the pumpkin is owned by the buyer, not the owner/seller. However if the price was not fixed (it varied) there can
be no sale, for no sale is valid (even if a 717 was made) unless there was agreement on the price first, therefore the
status of these pumpkins in the hands of the people is like a 175 (the people had no intent of stealing the pumpkins);
they are obligated to return it to the owner. In that case the w7p1 is valid. This proves that w7pi is valid for a 17pd.

105 vo,

' We must therefore assume (since stealing from the 71 obligates one to pay 793) that the 791 can be v 7pn it.
Otherwise why is the ruling different by stealing 75177 n°a» than from 2137 n°2.

12 Seemingly this should read Jan7s (not X°1n72), for this is the first 7awn in Tpons.

13 The 709 in 1,23 (2°0dWN) MW writes, DI OPW? 2337 RYP? OX WRT NP2 233) W0W? %93 IR 493 3y7 2% WK 12 °32. This
shows that one is 993 2> for stealing a 117p».

14 See footnote # 8.
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