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FREIE TN E?

What Does It Mean by “the Poor” ?
#wEH

Yang Huilin, Renmin University of China

“HEFE3F A" (option for the poor) Z 18, W F % M - £ /K (Donal
Dorr) AR T 1983 4E . X F 1992 SE BT Y M — R & H. K
L HAER, BEHANHESUER LR RIR B E
W EZHUER A “HES SR (salvation through faith alone) 2
ERERI—ITBRESUNFHAE"C

e W0 2 IR BOHER AT A TE— A AR R A
e BRI MESEN RRE - TRAMER,
stk ENE G FER PR RETRARMETkEE, X
AN AR SERAEDA, e TECHTER
BEHSEMBARAE"MERZ,“FAE"ILFRULAN T
“PEFEGF AT IE R EEHMZ A LEMFEE",

BRFBEET ME“LSHF B . UAMTHEH " BEL—
ERULAMEIT R EETH . MBS AR ENNE AR

@ Denal Dorr, Option for the Poor: A Hundred Years of Vatican Sorial Teaching , revised
and expamded edition, New York: Orbis Books, 1992, p. 1.



WL HSERMALXIE", MARER R EEHFA"? KH

“HTEB"HARBRAMTE, MR EAL =R =+ 4
W EHERARBETH, MEHGABBSAMEE B
“EHHC HOMHBACS  BA—BRE A2 E"RM 8N,
—HERHEHRN AT, B S A"RA BN RENE
FERPHLSEHNHARLE . IERBSREE RE®R? HHE

MEFBERAR “EBFFARREEARBAESTIRE
T RS BT AR HE MR &8 P RBMK
#B. FEMNEERA LM EFRABRT IR LysUE,H
ELHELHER AN E HE-—THENEARE—FARE
AEHEE  MRE“— M RES - HOEHR". 5S2ZMH
R, fEMAAEMNCLAER“EEESMBR" 2T KNH S, W
EF R —SERYAEEBMNEERSMRIE CHHE=,

ZEREBHAXMMFED, BRBHKMR EERERBEE
BIA” (K 21:12), BRARERSR E 3K “IBRMB A HF A7 (K 19:21), &M
“EEHRE, KT B EERE" (K 19:23) , HEN L
BT A EREER A 42:8~ 15BN TH-HANFBKRS
VEAE ), AR R RAKET HED.

H LU ge R BRI R R E Y AR AR

EEHES FAFEHRFATHEEIR, FHIEXIEH
HEFARORR TR, HmF R+ =1 (Leo XII) 7E 1891 £ R
FWT A B W H B E MY Rerum Novarum ), H i

@ Donal Dorr, Option for the Poor: A Hundred Years of Vatican Social Teaching , revised
and expanded edition, p. L.
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H YRR SRENEL, ET TAREPHRBIL FHE
BENER” CARABEGS R R E AR, BRI
RN AUYEHELN T ARZH THEEFLERNEMN
- BR MERTLTHBRRAAEERTOLIE, E HEHRM
FAEMZEE . MRBED DB M AR T RE 1867
~ 1804 sE > AIRGEE IR . R A RN TRRSAE  “REXRE MR
MEEHESENL, R WRTHSELMHEN" O

(“HFE"EMYE K 0 FZE, EF+— Mt (Pius XD EE 1931 £
BERBWESBREMW+E 8 ) ( Quadragesimo Anno) , F
DER, hERBRHRIEH SHLSELHERMAM LK, BEEHL
LSBT RA, Ll HEHN IR B RYAE
B @ GFEERBEALS, b HEAFEE. M TE
FENEESAYERATHTE  XHENABRREALHE
W7 R R -t BB ERP A —HERRENAE
Ef, 5—FEHNLPFREAFMABMALEMC BN E LN,
------ HEERE 8 A XK R, R MERATANS, TR
PLAEERE, - A ARBTAUMNASTHES EREWEX
Fefifbi] B S WAXEITANEF. -

HAMEA 1961 EC A SR E AR N BG5S
Y ( Mater et Magistra) , 2B B 3 52358 — + =t (John XXIID) %%
PR R AR YRR SRR . R EEENE
AIMETE” EBRML T NELEL WAL ZRMRN " ;BES
WEE, SHFERMREFARRYEANMENRE FERFRXE
YWEMM A ESRERE

@ Donal Dorr, Option for the Poor: A Hundred Years of Vatican Social Teaching , revised
and expanded edition, p. 9. -




F 1960 FREFRE R KA S E, BB ERAU
BRI E B Y (Vatican 1: Gaudium et Spes ) EEE B [ “H S
A RIEMN CANBRERAE N EAREAFTHAOYE, T
WA BN, A EAEANTEREFESEZE.”

WE XA 1971 F8 =K 2 3R E # 2% (General Synod of
Bishops ) 8 i 9 { 2) S0 B 2 R} (Justice in the World) , 1986 4E#) 3%
[ 3 # B 4 R { & T2 5 4 IE Y ( Economic Justice for All) , LA K 2004
EHENERBITO(RLHELNRFLR)FED,

B A M2 SCRR B BB , BB FUREIXR T H AN HHE-
Ho U0 {32 220 24 v A7 o Fh b e 2 3 Lo b 7 AL AT I BEL B 1T
SMB A, HRSRL R R R R A WM & R RE R ARERILT
(K 13:54~56), HE“FA"MBIXXIATHY? FigHEMEND
T JURR AR B T BE .2

B EBEF AR H 2R XRBEE
(ZEYHW“ERZE", MR ERZE"ERE E—"HIE
R IR A TR MR R A R — RO S — BRI ST .

o B AT RBUENR R 08 TR T RS
BrzE MBS R RRAT RN, BEmRLEHA"
(0 SUE R IE AR B WL, ] R R B R X F R R E B e fE
SRR .

B CREFATRERSRROHLRMCEME, RES
WRMULEASTFHSWENALE, B EEA EAIFANS

(@ Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the
Church , Vatican: Liberia Editrice Vaticanan, 2004.

@ Pawicia Lamoureux, The Criterion of Option for the Poor and Moral Discernment
Louvain Studies, 21 (3), Fall 1996, pp. 261 ~ 287.
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TREEFWE S EEAERN.

BHER.BISE(EL)TNEAN AT BREAHFFY
HAGEMETY6:20, B “RENAFET ", HREM(ELIE
AR, XANBXAUR(ERBFIS3 AL, BREE(YS
KBESI,HF AT HELPARBEEN RENHEF" (the
poor in spirit) ,ARBIFFIHAI“HB L7 BT BERIEE, ERETHEL
FE“TRIA B © RS S 9 A7 (those who know they are spiritually
poor) ,©

—HU“REMRZ"H KT ER, YRGEZ SE ALK
BMEHAESE. ERWBREXH LN RERN]“HH"&
(Z2)HBRIEF B HAFNERL, RIS EEE T
M, WTTAH R (the poor) . “RAEM " (the poor in spirit)
B “f&iA B & RE$ T " (those who know they are spiritually poor) #) £
Bk,

A, FRPARETEARFAETUENZE FHIOR
FHEZFUAETHEHOARIER, HPRER EHF"H R
T RETFRMNMAAMTHRACHARYE. - FE%, N
SoRRGE RO TR,

“HECL" (kenosis) Hf F (BEST Ho45)2: 7. B BRI 8L 5L HP BF3E
BANAA EWNAR, A ERAS A HRM. BT A
HHYMBAR R G B AERNHERE—, BT A&
BB UAR TR, AR R B A
i) S E AT E oL

D BAETFEABMAPXRE(ES) BLELLSUIE (FUIRH . H7
i
@ AL, %398 H.




o H(EEMAREAN RO BEREREEZIMETACH
—40” (emptied himself of all but love) ; i T &/, R“BIKH A
BB E" (utter self - denial ) X Fh“HE C B L " (kenosis theory ) # #
R E BRI LA ik ¥ (metaphysical relinquishment of divine
attributes) , M &1L "k B B FMZ " (self - emptying) , H 4B
AL MBE R LA MO
MRMTH RS RIS IR ATE AT EiR,
“BOTHREUEN . RERANS 4 BRBEEERUGE LY
AL RAEE, REFEH"WEMAFRE  BREHIFE
TARCHXESG MERR FWNLS . EEEEFS, ML YL
ARFHOCWERACABEARE EZ B BHIE". X6
BERUEFAFBEPHBRNRERK, EXHEENRT. AR
W& R E KIS A T RE 3R B 3t 8] i 8 A8 vk, 3 o] O 0 BE AR A 3R
WAL AR .
it rHEME W HERERBET HE "B HEART
ELHRATERMAAMKREFNE . ELWTERBEHREFG
B X—FRANRZ T B AERE", 01 B X E 53" s R
wREEEM . BETR . E2Fus eSSy HERELR
ERCEETHFN L HEHAEM
EAR(EEIE L H2 WP EE LT LR AE, X T
fEfTA L AT IE A E O, OT B8 A9 B HE S R R R 0 T ) sk
B FA 4K RE & 2] 0B i S SENG 7
BHRAFMREE N HE B RNETR R - B K KX (Gayatd
Spivak) , B 7 1983 £ R RE L ML X8 T REMFEG7)( Can the

@ F. F. Bruce edited, New Internasional Bible C: v, revised edition, Grand

© Rapids: Zondervan, 1979, p. 1444 ~ 1445.
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Subaltern Speak?). it B 8 ¥ “J8 T " (Subaltem) SR & “ & T #”
(subaltemnity) , IEH Y TR EHM A EHRBMN"FAN". BGEERN
mE BEARARSN FEHEBRKEK CAEARAC BHER
R PR EE RS EIR AR IERIERNH A", 23
FLUEN BREYHEEW MELEN - KEHTHRERER
—iEE, W R T IHRERPREA.

OB S HEEAE R BB R — R &,
DREBAEAMBITHEEAR LRI B .M A Gl e Bl
BMEAEEPBMTMMENE", CETRFLL AT ZEREHE
ABNAEBRERES, ~FEHNARRAFRMN."C IR EHHE
XM EITN N EE, EWBREMT O, Y H S5
BRSNS FUNR W BT RGN, B R EE
HURBEBEFHEE".? MHEBSEENE, " BEHEHRHE
wHE—-EXEF REHREREARNE X,

—FE,FARREREMTH Y50 ARERES, BN
EFSMEE G BF BB E LU BGE RN 2 BEABAR
EHEH HPRIE - BEEREHEH THEEE"C, W
B—HE MELRANED B HRARHEEP EERE
TR E R BT TR A T AEEP N ENTH, LER
“EHEHETAMYBE.C F{Umik, $7 K L aiifE 8 SR
B4 T < — SO a4 T ™t e B A 38 1 e TR R HEAT)

O HEFE-SETLE (HESEE), $£% 7, LOFRX¥)2006 FH 6 ¥,
ERW,I5H.
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® RESHATRE,
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mEe.0
RAMEH LR ARG MEREEXT EES6 .0
HARE EXWE AETRE R AN ER. ABRE LR,
Xt SEBNMIAEAEaC, —FEH KRR EMN", KR
Wi R F Rt B LA IE SR, HE|MRA T
FUHANREE", BREMIIZIMUARRFREE" REkE
WOEHEH"FARCES”, Wiol LAE B8 B ik (Jacques Derrida)
“EHAARHRBER, Y. EREN T E BUR S E IR,
HEEEEFFAWIRZT E—ELSHEIBRBEE X#{b
{15835 , M A B {7148 %5 " ( speaking on behalf of them - without
speaking for them) 2B N “ N fhfiT" F“ BRI "WEB R -1,
RBEE N BEO"ERLCEZ2RIFENEE (pre -
assurance), ¥ F 2, — B “HE"WE T —EN“FH", R EHE"
HIR R RN ER AN HE. FAHELR A"
BYIE S0, I E M E ST RIAGE SRR W,
SR LU, DR AT TR AT — R A, B
RMEMAME" S FAXEFER" G- E L.

@ HERE-WERLN, GEHSE MY, FE T E, B0 E X7 )2006 T35 6 B,
WM.

@ Jacques Derrida, Acts of Religion, edited by Derek Atridge, New York: Routledge,
1992, p. 45.
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What Does It Mean by “the Poor”?

Yang Huilin, Renmin University of China

“Option for the poor” appeared in Donal Dorr’ s book by the same
name in 1983 and in its revised and expanded edition of 1992. At the
time, “option for the poor” was a new concept. By now, it has become
“one of the most hotly debated theological issues "P since “salvation
through faith alone” of the Reformation era.

According to Dorr, we live in a society which is segregated, and
many structures of economy, politics, culture and religion maintain the
governing of the broad masses. These structures are mainly operated by
organizations of the middle class, no matter what kind of personal virtue or
value system they adhere to, by their work they will aiways increase the
injustice within social structures. From this vantage point, “injustice” is
practically a given, while “option for the poor” is “an answer to the
injustice within the structures of society” .

However, if the structures of economy, politics, culture and religion
are operated by specific institutions and associations and if personal virtues
and value system cannot stop the injustice within social structures, who

@ Donal Dorr, Option for the Poor: A Hundred Years of Vatican Social Teaching . revised
and expanded cdition, New York: Orbia Books, 1992, p. 1.



then should determine “option for the poor”? This is my first point.

Secondly, “rich” and “poor” are relative terms. We have heard of
the adage “wealth does not carry beyond three generations™, wealth and
success are temporary, they can shift from east to west, and from west to
east. If “the poor” were to successfully overcome oppression, choose their
own destiny, and liberate themselves by removing unjust social structures
and establishing new infrastructures to become “the rich”, would they in
time degenerate unjust social structures, which would necessitate new
options all over again?

Thirdly, theologians generally agree that the concept of “option for
the poor” grew out of liberation theology and Marxism. But its roots are to
be found in the Christian faith and its social doctrine. Theologians also
realize that the doctrine of the Church will ﬁot be altered essentially, but
at least there can be a shift of emphasis, because it is surely not a
prearranged fix model or an eternally unchangeable truth. Rather, it is
“an organic tradition” which has room for development. Related to this is
the fact that faith is less concerned with the effectiveness of the principle
of social administration. Its primary concemn is to “provide guidance and
witness for some basic human truths and values” . @

Fourthly, according to hiblical text and history, Jesus was angered
by “all who were buying and selling” in the temple ( Matthew 21:12},
and taught that one should “give to the poor” (Matthew 19:21) for it
would be “easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a
rich man to enter the kingdom of God” (Matthew 19:24) . However, from

@ Donal Dorr, Option for the Poor: A Hundred Years of Vatican Social Teaching , revised
and expanded edition, New York: Orbis Books, 1992, p. 1.
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FRRE"HATH?
God’ s rich rewards to Job (Job 42:8 ~ 15) to Max Weber' s The
Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, “the poor” does not appear
to be the ultimate basis of “election” .

Therefore, the premise of “option for the poor” should begin with
defining “what does it mean by the poor”?

There are many important documents in Christian church history
related to “the poor”, especially the numercus papal edicts issued in the
Catholic Church. For example, Pope Leo XIII issued the Rerum Novarum
in 1891 1o discuss the condition of the working class. It poinied out that
the heart of society” s malaise lay in the fact that “the most pan of the
workers class live in pain and suffering” , “we cannot simply see labour as
a kind of ware, since this is a denial of human dignity”, “the working
class accepts a wage which is just above existence level because it has no
other choice or is afraid of even worse consequences, but in this way the
workers become victims of suppression and injustice” With Marx’s Das
Kapital published between 1867 ~ 1894, it is conceivable that “even if
this encyclic vigorously denies socialism, *** it is colored by the principle
of socialism itself.”®

Forty years after the Rerum Novarum , Pope Pius XI responded by
issuing the Quadragesimo Anno in 1931 on the recovery of social order.
Despite its assertion that Catholicism was “opposed to socialism”, the
edict was an exercise in self — examination by the church. For instance, it
mentioned that at times, the church “seems to stand on the side of the

rich and is often criticized for only speaking for the wealthy, while

@ Donal Dorr, Option for the Poor: A Hundred Years of Vatican Social Teaching , revised
and expanded edition, p. 9. :

]

I




neglecting the needs of the prolétariat in an aloof manner” . Such criticism
might not be fair, but Pope Pius XI admitted that “quite many people:::
proclaim to believe in the truth of the Catholic faith, but on the other
hand they almost totally neglect the noble rules of justice and love---, and
there are even some people who are impelled by greed and exploit workers
without feeling shame. -+ some others even use the name of religion itself
to cover up their unjust behavior.

In the 1961 Mater et Magistra, which discussed new developments
in social issnes, Pope John XXIII stressed that the church’s continued
“outery and protest” against the growth of materialism in society, and her
nostalgic memory of the frugal life of the past “is not only meaningless but
even wrong.” Meanwhile, “the beacon of economic success is not only the
amassing of resources and money, but also must pay attention to the just
distribution of wealth” .

In the 1960s, Vatican II discussed the Church in the modern world.
Gaudium et Spes reiterated the “option for the poor” principle: “all
people have the right to possess property for themselves and their family
-+, and those in extreme poverty have the right to use other people’s
goods in order 1o satisfy the basic needs to survive.”

In 1971, the second worldwide General Synod of Bishops published
Justice in the World. In 1986, the American Synod of Bishops in tum
published Economic Justice for All . In 2004, the Vatican published the
revised edition of Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church .

All these documents are based on the biblical description of “the

@ Pontifical Council for Justice and Pesce, Compendium of the Social Dactrine of the
Church , Vatican: Liberia Editrice Vaticanan, 2004.
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poor” . For example, the Bible spoke of the disenfranchised and powerless
in society-—orphans, widows, and Gentiles. Jesus himself was portrayed
as a commoner from the countryside, “the carpenter’s son” (Matthew 13
:54 ~ 16) . But is the definition of “the poor” merely confined to these
descriptions? Subsequent discussions on the topic can be summarized into
the following challenges. ®

First, no matter how you present it, “option for the poor” involves a
“preferential love”, which may not agree with the Bible’ s notion of
“universal love”. I “universal love” had a “singular rather than
“pluralistic” connotation, then it would give priority to one group of

people over another.

Secondly, “option for the poor” is ultimately a subject of identity,

confirming the identity of the subject, which allows for limitless

interpretations . So if one absolutizes the perspective of “the poor”, this
too may be conferring undue preference to a particular identity group or
value stance.

Thirdly, “option for the poor” could easily lead to violence and
cultural conflict as it attributes the plight of the poor to an unjust social
system, and fails to fairly acknowledge the vigor, goodness and creativity
present in other forces within society .

Following this line of reasoning, we have in Luke 6:20-—"blessed
are the poor”—the most notable biblical example of “the poor” . Matthew
5:3 is its synoptic equivalent. But Matthew 5:3 conveys the meaning of
“the poor” as “the poor in spirit”, i.e. “the humble - hearted” . To

@ Patricia Lamoureux, The Criterion of Option for the Poor and Moral Discernment,
Louvain Studies, 21 (3), Fall 1996, pp. 261 ~ 287.



avoid misinterpretation, some later versions translate the verse as “those
who know they are spiritnally poor” . © Furthermore, this line of thinking
suggests that the crux of the matter is not wealth, social status, or even
spirituality. The actual “option” of “poverty” lies in our acknowledging
and understanding our own finite nature, bringing us naturally to the
concept of kenosis .

Kenosis appears in Philippians 2:7, which speaks of Jesus Christ’s
divinity, incamation and self — emptying. For although he is “in very
nature God, (he) did not consider equality with God something to be
grasped, but made himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant,
being made in human likeness. And being found in appearance as a man,
he humbled himself and became obedient to death” . %

Some biblical scholars believe that kenosis meant Jesus emptied
himself of all but love, which included utter self — denial. This is the
kenosis theory of the metaphysical relinquishment of divine attributes. Be
it “relinquishing” or self — emptying, Jesus’ original divinity is not
compromised . @

H God' s kenosis is expressed as the relinquishment of divine
attributes, then man’s kenosis should be expressed in “relinquishment of
self - insistence™ ( pozhi, “BE{A") . This echoes the notion of “being
absent in place”, the very theme of the editor’ s foreword in our 14th

issue. Without self — relinquishment, we are all susceptible to bias due to

(' The Bible, Contemporary English Version.

@ The Bible, New international Version, Philippians 2:6 -~ 8.

@ F. F. Bruce edited, New International Rible Ci ¥, revised edition, Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1979, p. 1444 ~ 1445,
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FRRE "BAAR? ———————

our particular cultural identity, value system, religious conviction and
language tradition, etc. We feel we must insist upon our subjective role in
order to enter into dialogue, or even simply to be able to express
ourselves. This could be the greatest misconception in modem western
thought. Under this premise, we could never find commen ground, and
the description of any set of values or ideal, would always vary according
to the vantage point of its presenter.

Therefore, the disintegration of value and meaning may not be the
result of “doubt”, or the philosophy of “nothingness” or self — negation.
Rather, it could well be the result of undue self — confidence and
insistence upon a perticular value system and basis of meaning. This
theory applies not only to the language of the powerful, but also 1o that of
the powerless. Based on this point of view, we cannot establish “the
poor” merely by socio - economic slatus or other materialistic
measurement .

Our discussion here is not just about biblical interpretation, or the
teaching of the church, or Christian theology. Whenever we discuss
“truth” or “justice”, we cannot avoid these same challenges. How then
could we respond?

Post — colonial theorist, Gayatri Spivak, came out with her famous
paper “Can the Subaltern Speak?” in the 1983. Her “subaltem” or
“gsubalternity” is similar to “the poor” in Christian thought. The
“subaltern” is “the poor” who are without the right of speech or a voice,
and therefore unable to represent themselves even in the post — colonial
era. Twenty — three years later, Spivak spoke at the United Nations

Conference on Women held in Beijing, where she raised the same issue to




