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There is a dichotomy in what we might call Homeric Justice and what we might call Platonic Justice, the institutionalized Justice delineated by Plato in the Republic.  

Homer, with Hesiod, stood as the original teacher of Greece; not in what may be considered a literary or aesthetic teacher, but rather they taught the nomos and ethos passed on from one generation to the next.  Homeric morality is one based on the Homeric Hero, who, through social obligations, lived his life in a way that corresponds to his role in society. 

The etymology of the Greek word for Justice offers some clues about the way it was viewed.  Dike, a Homeric term, means something like a right act, a custom.  It could even mean righteousness, but it is a righteousness associated with the process of obeisance to the gods and suffering the retribution of hubris, outrage.  Dikaiosune, a Platonic term, means something like our own word, Justice.  It could mean also something like righteousness, but not as a process, like Homeric Dike, but as a personal possession, the having or doing of one's own.  Dikaiosune is an abstract idea, whereas Dike is concrete. 

Dike in Homer is exclusively used to describe a corrective process and procedure. This Justice, however it was, is a mutual exchange, something taken or something added. 

The Justice of the Iliad is one about 'legality.'  Agamemnon commits hubris, the seizure of Briseis, upon which Axilleus withdraws in order that he identifies his role as a Hero. There were no laws to mediate, only custom: nomos and ethos.  This hubris was so shocking, however, it caused Axilleus to question the very role of a Hero, to discover for him self whether it is a worthy life.  The Dike, slowly resolved all through out the Iliad, makes no appeal to some authority; there are no laws, no divinities with answers.  Retribution rolls out as the very fabric of the story unfolds, as the lives are lived and lost in war, as women are gained and stolen, as plunder is passed on and received.  Axilleus has nothing of his own, so he says, save his own life’s breath: the substance of his soul.  In the end, influenced by Nemesis, to be sure, Axilleus fights again, at the cost of his own breath.  But this struggle is how he gains his honor back; this is why he is a Hero.  By laying his own life down for some greater good, he becomes “dios Axilleus,” godlike Axilleus. 

The Justice in the Odyssey is one about ‘morality.’  Odysseus, thought to have perished in the sea, must kill a group of suitors with certain rights: those of xeinos, stranger-guest.  But the way Odysseus, cool tactician, must do this, is through the appropriate moral procedures of Dike; he must prove that the xeinoi have violated their own moral obligations.  He does this in the guise of a xeinos himself, in his own house.  When he is abused and neglected, the suitors have committed a capitol hubris; and each corps vindicates the fervent rage of Nemesis, instrument of Dike. 

Platonic Dikaiosoune, an appellation of Dike, stems from an inner motive to participate in the corrective process, to commit Dike because it can benefit the individual.  The earliest usage of Dikaiosoune indicates a type of possession, perhaps from being overwhelmed by Nemesis, but still it is the possession of an individual by something he has done.  Then it becomes the ‘justice of the heart,’ a kind of personal integrity.  Only Plato completes the abstraction of Dikaiosoune from Dike by placing it as a human virtue of the soul. 

From Plato, Justice evolves integrally with personal identity and integrity.  Justice must now appeal to a sense of regularity, must refer to the consequent of an action, rather than the process of an action.  But isn’t the regularity of Dikaiosoune the same thing we see in Dike?  Is it not a regularity of staying within the nomos and ethos: of having and doing one’s own, of not stepping beyond the allotted share?  Dike, when in action, restores the nomos and ethos.  Dikaiosoune becomes the symbol of stability that does not change in an individual.  

-Explain important ways in which the earliest known works of Greek literature shaped subsequent intellectual developments. 

Well, I have already mentioned the two earliest known Greek literary works.  But why have these been an influence?  I think to answer that question requires a more important question: How did the earliest Greek literary works become literature? 

When I think of language, especially that of ancient culture, I think of the letters and words as artifacts.  The only reason certain literary works have survived is by virtue of the medium by which we call them literature; by virtue of the text that is written on paper and survives as text written on paper. 

Preserved speech is a mirror; it reflects the culture from which it is born.  The Iliad and Odyssey represent a transition in the medium of preserved speech.  On one hand, these epics are part of a culture that preserved speech in a way adverse to documentation, adverse to the very source of our term literature.  On the other hand, the have survived to us only as literature; the didactic function of preserving nomos and ethos in a way that lives in the mind and flows from the tongue is no longer necessary.  To examine them by literary standards is to compare two incommensurable identities.  It is like you saying, lets talk about cliché in literature, and me showing you a picture of my cat.  To talk about these poems in any way except literary terms is also impossible, for literacy has been fully interiorized in our language for so long that we have no comprehension for the power and contingency of orally preserved speech. 

I think a brief look at nomenclature is appropriate.  In a way, this is how I am going to answer the question of their “subsequent intellectual developments.”  Since the gamut of developments to which this phrase refers was not specified, I am going to discuss the incipient subsequent development.  There is no working word we have for this flow of didactic meter, which survives in the mind of the Bards, and is part of a culture with out literacy.  Walter Ong proposes deriving a word from Greek: “epos,” equivalent to Latin, “vox”(13 Orality).  For the lexical reference means something like utterance, cry, word, saying, speech, remark, proverb or maxim.  Epos is the oral art. 

Employing new, more accurate, nomenclature, in my opinion, helps clarify the murky sojourn toward the very ideas to which our words refer.  If I want to discuss this oral tradition in terms of the artifact which have survived, I have no other word in English to call them save literature; but this word assumes its own history, one of literacy.  It can not conceivable denote a meaning that would agree to thinking about these epoi in terms of their oral significance.  Here is an example that Ong uses to illuminate this problem: Imagine a person having never seen an automobile, and I use this word while talking with him.  So he asks me, “what is an automobile?”  And I say, “it is like a horse but instead of legs it has wheels, instead of hay for fuel it burns gasoline, instead of hair it has paint.”  This person will never understand what an automobile really is about as long as it is describe in equine nomenclature.  So too, to talk about the oral tradition in literary nomenclature becomes a fundamental obstacle to understanding the nature of orality. 

I think of this divide when I see the question about ‘earliest literature,’ and wonder what exactly that can mean.  I also think that whatever the stuff is, the contents of the material to which these words refer, becomes less the ‘shaper’ the medium itself shapes intellectual developments.  Formulaic articulation, epos, has had an influence insurmountable in terms of ‘shaping’ intellectual development; for I believe that many ideas, including philosophy, have been born from the very medium of epos.  Formulaic thought shaped rational, reflective thought. 

