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KING LEAR’S TRAGIC HEROES
Shakespeare’s play, King Lear, is used to liaise the element of tragedy caused as a result of an unfortunate mishappening. In the play, Shakespeare uses King Lear as his main tragic hero to convey the element of tragedy. However, Shakespeare is determined to completely evoke and capture the audience's feelings on their response to tragedy. To achieve this, Shakespeare introduces a secondary tragedy hero, Gloucester. However, despite going through synonymous encumbrances, Gloucester is not acknowledged as a major tragedy hero. Therefore, this paper seeks to explain why Gloucester is a secondary hero. To achieve this objective, we apply Aristotle’s definition of a tragic hero using the first five conventions to highlight how Gloucester is a tragedy hero but not the main hero in comparison to King Lear.
From Aristotle’s first five elements of a tragic hero, a tragic hero can be described as a noble person whose fatal flaw causes his/her downfall eventually disrupting the natural order causing suffering. Therefore, the first attribute that Gloucester has to attain in the element of a tragic hero is being a hero. From a layperson’s perspective, a hero can be described as a person who commands respect and admiration from other people. Aristotle's interpretation of a hero is a noble person. According to his ideology, Aristotle argues that a person can attain this title either through hereditary means where one is born in a family with a high position or through his actions and personality of being a relatively good person. The setting of Shakespeare’s play illustrates the era of monarchial governments, where kings and queens ruled. During the monarchial era, leadership and power were hereditary, interpreting that when the king/queen died, their offspring would automatically take up the leadership. It is therefore imminent that King Lear’s position as a king was attributed to his affiliation to the royal family. He was, therefore, noble by birth. Gloucester, on the other hand, shared synonymous attribution as King Lear. This is because Gloucester's complete name, as given by Shakespeare in the introduction of characters, was the Earl of Gloucester. According to the British system, Earl was a rank of nobility, derived from the English word eorl that was interpreted to a man of noble birth. Having established the hero aspect of a tragic hero, the tragic element follows. For a tragedy to strike a hero, he/she must have a fatal flaw, which is disguised as either a personality trait or a pride. 
King Lear’s flaw is guised in his pride. When he announces his plans to divide his kingdom among his three daughters, he asks for each of them to declare their undying love for him (Shakespeare, 9). However, the youngest daughter fails to adulate him like the others stating that her love for him was based on her bond with him as a father and no more or less (Shakespeare, 13). This annoyed King Lear, who disowns and excommunicates her. Like King Lear, Gloucester also has a flaw. However, his flaw is not as a result of arrogance like King Lear’; to the contrary, his is as a result of virtues. Gloucester meets Aristotle’s description of a fatal flaw that is caused by an exaggerated personality. From the begining of the play, we see Gloucester's goodness when he introduces his bastard son, Edmund, to the Earl of Kent. Despite being an illegitimate son, Gloucester protects Edmund’s innocence by saying that it was not his fault to be a bastard and that he acknowledged him as a son (Shakespeare, 8). Tragedy can be perceived as a series of events precluded by the fatal flaw. The fatal flaw causes the hero’s downfall disrupting the natural order. King Lear’s fatal flaw led to his overthrowal by his daughters, which leads to chaos in the natural order exhibited in the violent storm. On the other hand, Gloucester’s flaw led to his betrayal by Edmund. However, his downfall causes social chaos in his life. After being found guilty of being a traitor, Gloucester had his eyes gouged and sent off to the wilderness, changing his status from a nobleman to a poor man (Shakespeare, 29. The highlight of tragedy is depicted in suffering. Prior to physical suffering is emotional suffering resulting from betrayal. Both King Lear and Gloucester are betrayed by their children. However, the physical suffering of both is unjustifiable compared to the acts of their flaws. King Lear is held prisoner by Edmund, who eventually executes him (Shakespeare, 239). This is despite having reconciled with his daughter. Gloucester, on the other hand, has his eyes put out and sent out in the wilderness. It was justifiable to send him out in the wilderness, given that his son, Edgar, suffered the same fate. However, being blinded was uncalled for.
Having established Gloucester as a tragic hero from Aristotle’s definition from the first five elements, we use the same elements to explain why he is not the main tragic hero compared to King Lear. A tragic hero is defined by the nobility, a fatal flaw that leads to his downfall resulting in chaos and finally suffering. Nobility is the foundation of a tragic hero. Comparing the stories of both Gloucester and Aristotle, there is a disparity in nobility ranks between the two characters. Gloucester’s nobility can be perceived as implied rather than direct compared to King Lear’s nobility, which is directly expressed in his title and position and King. Gloucester’s title of Earl does not reflect on any specifics or dynamics of nobility. Aristotle highlights fatal flaws as the preliminary factor of tragic flaws. Flaws are often a result of a vice in one’s personality, which is exhibited in King Lear’s pride after the denial and outcasting of his youngest daughter. His flaw is directly expressed when he tells his daughter, Cordelia, that she a stranger to him and his heart, who is a disgrace to his generation (Shakespeare, 121). Gloucester’s flaw, however, is as a result of his virtues of goodness and human nature. His flaws are also indirect; given that they are not, they do not have a direct relationship with the resulting tragedy. As a father, it was his paternal responsibility to love his son regardless of whether he was an illegitimate son or not. The resulting downfall and disruptions of natural order were anticipated in the case of King Lear. This is because it unwarranted for him to disown his daughter for expressing her true feeling about him rather than being hypocritical like her sisters (Shakespeare, 19). Given his served his kingdom and held the position of King, Lear still commanded and deserved respect and authority. Therefore, his ill-treatment by his daughters warranted the storm that followed his downfall (Shakespeare, 97).  The impact of Gloucester’s downfall and the resulting chaos in the natural order illustrate why he is not considered as the main tragic hero. Unlike King Lera’s impact, which affected the whole community, Gloucester’s downfall affected his legitimate son, while King Lera’s affected the whole kingdom. The chaos in the natural order of King Lera's downfall also affected the whole kingdom while that of Gloucester affected his social status and that of his son. Arguably, the epitome of suffering is death, especially if the death is through crude means. After being kept prisoner by Edmund, King Lera was eventually executed. However, despite efforts to reach the epitome of suffering through suicide, Gloucester does not succeed (Shakespeare 201). This is because he is not the main tragic hero; therefore, the suffering of King Lera has to exceed his. 
Through Aristotle’s first five conventions, we are able to give a comprehensive definition of a tragic hero and illustrate how Gloucester qualifies to be one but fails to qualify as the main tragic hero in comparison to King Lear. From the first five conventions on nobility, fatal flaw, downfall, natural order, and suffering, Gloucester qualifies as a tragic hero given that he encounters synonymous attributes and experiences as King Lear. However, the difference between the two characters lies in the impact and directness of each of Aristotle’s convention. It is perceivable that despite his desire to fully exploit the element of tragedy by using two characters, Shakespeare did not want to risk meeting his objective by taking up this plot. Therefore, he ensured that King Lear’s character directly and primarily met a tragic hero's basic requirements. In contrast, Gloucester’s character would act as a captivating element of tragedy, which took the five conventions' remaining characteristics in an implied manner.   
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