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Introduction 

Allegorical metaphor, or metaphorical synthetic trope, or 

allegory on the basis of metaphor, or allegory which once called 

Momaselat (analogy) had a place in the art of schemes (Badi’) 

and some referred to it as metonymy. It has always been a 

common way of indirect expression of meanings and concepts 

among the sons of Adam and the living languages around the 

globe are replete with this kind of diction. 

The heart of the matter is that “Allegorical metaphor is a 

kind of explicit metaphor in which the elliptic tenor as an 

abstract form of multiple grounds is compared to an explicit 

vehicle which is an abstract from of multiple things either and 

mostly from the common parables, while in order to 

exaggeration it claims the entering of the tenor into the matter of 

the vehicle and also has a synthetic ground of analogy and its 

presumption is always circumstantial. As an instance if we use 

the parable of “ْآة دس ٘بْٚ کٛثیذ” – to beat the air – for someone 

who is engaging with a fruitless endeavor, we compared that 

engaging person (tenor) to someone who is pestling the water in 

a mortar – beating the air – (vehicle) and the ground of analogy 

would be the fruitless endeavor. 

Precursors’ views 

For the first time Jāḥiẓ has referred to this kind of metaphor 

in his book “al-Hayawān”, however, without calling it as 

allegorical metaphor. He quoted the following verse from ibn-

Mayādeh: 

ً   ٔبس   ٔبس  : ٔبساٖ ـــذَف   کــ َٓ  يصیت   ٚأ خشي                ــــغ  ِ  ّ جشِی ٘ب اٌ سؼیش   

Meaning: “He hath two fires, one which warmeth the 

destitute and one which burneth the criminal by its flame”. 

He said that his purpose is a fire on the basis of parable not 

truth (Jāḥiẓ, 1996: vol, 5; p. 133). Undoubtedly, his reference to 

“on the basis of parable” is an indicative that his purpose is this 

kind of metaphor. 

Abu-Hilal Askari named this kind of metaphor as 

Momaselat (analogy), although in his view the concept of this 

term includes the comparative allegory. Therefore, he defines 

that in this way: 

:اٌّّبثٍخ»  ِٛضٛػخ رىْٛ ثٍفظخ فیأري ِؼٕي، ػٓ اٌؼجبسح اٌّزىٍُ يشيذ أْ 

ػٓ أٚسدٖ إرا يٕجِئ   أٔٗ إلا آخشَ، ٌّؼٕي : 1995 ػسکشي،« )أسادٖ اٌزي اٌّؼٕي 

238.)  

Meaning: “Momaselat (analogy) is something that the 

speaker is willing to refer to a meaning, but he bring forth a 

word which is denoted for another meaning and when presenting 

that phrase comes with a context which evokes the connotational 

meaning”. 

Abd-Al-Ghaher explicitly referred to the metaphorical 

allegory and with an example explained that in this way: 

 لٌٛٗ فّثبٌٗ الاسزؼبسح، دذ   ػٍي ثٗ ٌّجیئک ِجبصا   يکْٛ اٌزي اٌزّثیً ِبأ ٚ»

د ٌٍشجً َ   أساک: "رشکٗ ٚ فؼٍٗ ثیٓ اٌشئ في يزشد  ش ٚ سِجْل   ر مذ  "« أ خشي ر ؤخ 

(1992 :68.)  

Meaning: “as for the allegory which is a trope, to the point 

that fact that you bring it forth to the degree of a metaphor it is 

like the saying to someone who is hesitant to do a job or not: I 

see you taking a step forward and then backwards”. His purpose 

in this example is that the “ َ   کّٓ رشد دک في أساک ش ٚ سِجْل   ر مذ   ر ؤخ 

 and tenor is omitted and the vehicle is explicit and ”أ خشي

because the tenor, vehicle, and grounds of analogy are extracted 

from multiple things and are synthetic, he termed it as 

metaphorical allegory. 

Ibn-Athir accounted allegory as a kind of metonymy and 

regarded it as a simile on the basis of metonymy. Although he 

didn’t mention the comparative allegory and allegorical 

metaphor in this kind of metonymy, the examples he presented 

some of them are metonymy, some comparative allegory, and 

some others allegorical metaphor. His definition in this part is 

close to the definition of allegorical metaphor because he says: 

 ِؼٕي، إٌي الاشبسح رشاد أْ رٌک ٚ اٌکٕبيخ، سجیً ػٍي اٌزشجیٗ ٘ٛ ٚ: اٌزّثیً»

 ٌٍّؼٕي ِثبلا   اٌّؼٕي رٌک ٚ الأٌفبظ رٍک رکْٛ ٚ آخش ِؼٕي ػٍي رذي   أٌفبظ فزٛضغ

(.157: 1375 اثیش، اثٓ« )إٌیٗ الإشبسح لصذد اٌزي  

Meaning: “allegory is a simile on the basis of metonymy 

and defined as referring to the connotational meaning, therefore, 

the words which have connotative meaning are used and those 

used words are examples of referring to the intended meaning”. 

One of the examples which is definitely an allegorical metaphor 

and ibn-Athir expressed it following this definition is the verse 
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ُْ  أيَذِت  } و  ْْ  أَدَذ  ًَ  أَ َُ  يأوْ  ِٗ  ٌذَْ یز ب أَخِی َِ   ٖٛ  ّ ْ٘ز  ا َٚ  فَىَشِ َ  ار مٛ  ْ   اللّ  َ  إِ اة   اللّ   ٛ ُ   رَ { سَدِی

(12/اٌذجشاد) . 

Sakkaki’s view 

Sakkaki didn’t explain much about the allegorical metaphor 

and in the end of the discussion about the definite actual explicit 

metaphor (the first type of his five-fold division of metaphor) 

mentioned it in a form of example and this is raised a doubt that 

Sakkaki regarded the allegorical metaphor as a type of singular 

trope. What is concluded from this explanation of Sakkaki is 

that the allegorical metaphor is the comparison of an abstraction 

form of multiple things to other abstraction forms and omitting 

the tenor and assertion of the entering of the tenor into the 

matter of vehicle. However, Sakkaki represents the allegorical 

metaphor in this way: 

 ٌٛصف أِٛس ِٓ ِٕزضػزیٓ صٛسریٓ إدذي ٚصف اسزؼبسح الأِثٍخ ِٓ ٚ»

ُ   ِسأٌخ، في اسزفزي إٔسبٔب   رجذ أْ ِثً الأخشيٰ، ِٙ  ٚ ٌیجیت، اٌٍسبْ ثئطلق ربسح فیَ

  ُ ِٙ ب ٘زا، رشد دٖ صٛسح فزأخز أخشيٰ، لاي  ٙ ْ   رشد د ثصٛسح فز شجِّٙ  في ٌیز٘ت لبَ إٔسب

َ   اٌز٘بة يشيذ فزبسح أِش ، ش   يشيذ لا ربسح ٚ سجل   فیمذِّ  صٛسح رذخً ثُ أخشيٰ، فیؤخِّ

اٌّشجٗ  ٚصف فزىسٛ٘ب اٌزشجیٗ، في ٌٍّجبٌغخ سِٚب   ثٗ اٌّشجٗ  صٛسح جٕس في اٌّشجٗ 

 اٌّفزي أيٙب أسان: لبئل   الاسزؼبسح، سجیً ػٍي اٌٛجٖٛ ِٓ ثٛجٗ فیٗ رغییش غیش ِٓ ثٗ

  َ ش   سجل   ر مذِّ یٗ ٚ٘زا أخشي، ٚر ؤخِّ  ّ ًَ اٌزّ ٔس  الأِثبي ٌىْٛ ٚ الاسزؼبسح، سجیً ػٍي ثی

: 1987 سکبکي،« )سجیل   إٌیٙب اٌزغییش يجذ لا الاسزؼبسح سجیً ػٍي رّثیلد وٍٙب

376.)  

Meaning: “… and from the examples of metaphor. 

Metaphor is one of the two descriptive abstract forms of 

multiple grounds to other things like when you find a man who 

has been asked a question, then at a time he is willing to talk and 

answer the question and somewhen he is not willing so. 

Therefore, you compare this form of doubt to the form of a 

human kind of doubt who is hesitating to do a job, so he is 

sometimes willing to go and take a step forward and sometimes 

not willing and take a step backwards. In this case you enter the 

form of tenor into the matter of vehicle for exaggeration and 

enter the description of the vehicle into the tenor on the basis of 

metaphor as the form of expression that: you the person who 

were been asked, I see that you take a step forward and then a 

step backwards; this is what we call as allegory on the basis of 

metaphor and all the examples are allegory to metaphor”. 

Qazvini’s view 

Qazvini stated the allegorical metaphor with the name of 

synthetic trope, although in the middle of his discussion he 

mentioned it as allegory on the basis of metaphor. He even said 

that allegory was named as an absolute form (without any 

condition). He delved into the discussion with an objection to 

Sakkaki for including the allegorical metaphor under the rubric 

of the definite actual explicit metaphor and then he gives his 

definition by pruning the mentioned inappropriateness of 

Sakkaki’s view back.  

From the fact that Sakkaki put the allegorical metaphor 

under the rubric of the definite actual explicit metaphor Qazvini 

construes that he regarded it as a singular trope, therefore, he 

raise an objection to this and says: 

، ثّب اٌزذمیمیخ فس ش ٚ»  ٔظش، فیٗ ٚ ِٕٙب الاسزؼبسح سجیً ػٍي اٌزّثیً ػذ   ٚ ِش 

  ْ  ِٓ لسّب   يىْٛ فىیف سجك، وّب ِشوجب   إلا يىْٛ لا الاسزؼبسح سجیً ػٍي اٌزّثیً لأ

 شجٗ ِب ثٗ أسيذ اٌزي ثبٌّجبص ػشفٙب ٚ. ثبلإفشاد الاسزؼبسح يمیذ ٌُ ٌٛ ٚ اٌّفشد؟ اٌّجبص

(.306: 2011 لضٚيٕي،« )اٌزشجیٗ في غخِجبٌ الأصٍي ثّؼٕبٖ  

Meaning: “He [Sakkaki] described the metaphor as it 

mentioned and accounted the allegory on the basis of the 

metaphor of that kind, while there is inappropriateness in it 

because as it was mentioned the allegory on the basis of 

metaphor does not happen synthetically. So, how can it be a part 

of the singular trope? Although he didn’t confined the metaphor 

to the individuals and considered it as a trope by which a 

meaning other than its denotational meaning has been inferred 

because of the exaggeration in tenor”. 

Qazvini after resolving his objection to Sakkaki’s view 

describes his definition of the allegorical metaphor in this way: 

ً   اٌّشو ت   اٌٍفع فٙٛ اٌّشوت اٌّجبص أِب ٚ» جِّٗ فیّب اٌّسزؼّ  الأصٍي ثّؼٕبٖ ش 

 أٚ أِشيٓ ِٓ ِٕزضػزیٓ صٛسریٓ إدذي رشجیٗ أي اٌزشجیٗ، في ٌٍّجبٌغخ اٌزّثیً رشجیَٗ 

ُ   ثبلأخشيٰ، أِٛس خ رذخً ث  فززوش اٌزشجیٗ، في ِجبٌغخ ثٙب اٌّشجٗ  جٕس في اٌّشجٙ 

(.297: 2011 لضٚيٕي،« )اٌٛجٖٛ ِٓ ثٛجٗ رغییش غیش ِٓ ثٍفظٙب  

Meaning: “However, the synthetic trope is a word that is 

used in a meaning similar to its denotational meaning as a form 

of comparative allegory for exaggeration in simile, that is, simile 

is an abstraction form of two or more (of multiple) grounds to 

another, then the tenor is entered into the matter of the vehicle 

for exaggeration, thus the vehicle is stated without any change”. 

Taftazani’s view 

On the contrary to Qazvini, Taftazani divided the synthetic 

trope like singular trope into two types, synthetic trope on the 

basis of metaphor and non-metaphoric synthetic trope (free 

synthetic trope). In a condition that there is a ground of analogy 

between the two modes of abstraction that would be on the basis 

of metaphor and if the shared ground is non-analogical that 

would be named as non-metaphorical synthetic trope (Taftazani, 

2004; p. 604) and said that it is a metaphor because the vehicle 

is stated and the tenor is completely omitted (Taftazani, 2004; p. 

604). 

The other point that Taftazani expressed in this regard is 

that because the use of the synthetic trope on the basis of 

metaphor is prevalent that was termed as parable. That is, he 

considers parable as an allegory which has become widely used 

on the basis of metaphor and conventionally termed as Kasir al-

estemal (widely used). He said that metaphor sometimes is 

called as allegoric and sometimes allegory; the reason he 

proposes for calling this kind of trope as allegory is that its 

grounds of analogy has been taken from multiple grounds and 

for listener/reader to differentiate between the allegory and 

comparative analogy he expresses that the difference between 

the two is that the comparative analogy is always bound to an 

allegory or an allegorical provision (his purpose is that in 

comparative analogy the word of analogy is certainly an 

allegory or allegorical provision), therefore, it will not be 

mistaken with the meaning of the allegorical metaphor (ibid). 

After stating the definition of synthetic trope from the 

perspective of Qazvini and describing it, Taftazani, came to this 

conclusion from the discussion of the allegorical metaphor: 

“The conclusion of the discussion of the metaphorical 

synthetic trope is that it is the comparison of one of the two 

abstraction forms of multiple forms to another one, then it can 

be claimed that the form of the tenor is of the matter of the 

vehicle; therefore, the word which is created for the form of 

vehicle as corresponding implication is attributed to the form of 

tenor (Taftazani, 2004; p. 604). After this conclusion he quotes 

the same sentence of Valid-ibn-Yazid as an example which has 

been described earlier. 

The last point that Taftazani wrote about the allegorical 

metaphor is rejecting the objection of Qazvini against Sakkaki, 

because from the viewpoint of Qazvini, Sakkaki regarded the 

synthetic trope as singular for he dealt with that in the discussion 

about the actual explicit metaphor. Taftazani propounds two 

reasons for rejecting the objection of Qazvini: his first reason is 

that Sakkaki put the allegory as an absolute part of the actual 

metaphor (which includes the singular and synthetic) not a 

metaphor which is a singular trope. Thus he has said: 

ٗ  اٌجٛاة ٚ»  لا اٌزذمیمیخ اٌزصشيذیخ الاسزؼبسح ِطٍك ِٓ لسّب   اٌزّثیً ػذ   أٔ 

ٓ ثي رفزبصأي،« )ِفشد ِجبص ٘ي اٌزي الاسزؼبسح ِِ (.2/109ج: رب   
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And the second reason is that the case of division in 

Sakkaki’s view was not singular trope, but it includes both 

singular and synthetic because he stated it in this way: 

«  ْ  إٌي ساجغ لسّبْ اٌٍغٛي ٚ ػمٍي، ٚ ٌغٛي: لسّبْ اٌسٍف ػٕذ اٌّجبص إ

 ٚ اٌفبئذح ػٓ خبي  : لسّبْ اٌّؼٕي إٌي اٌشاجغ ٚ اٌىٍّخ، دىُ إٌي ساجغ ٚ اٌىٍّخ ِؼٕي

ٓ  ّ ٓ ٚ ٌٙب، ِزض  ّ  اٌّجبص أْ ظب٘ش ٚ اسزؼبسح، غیش ٚ اسزؼبسح: لسّبْ ٌٍفبئذح اٌّزض

 أْ فیجت اٌّزوٛس؛ ثبٌّؼٕي اٌّجبص ػٓ خبسجبْ اٌىٍّخ دىُ إٌي اٌشاجغ ٚ اٌؼمٍي

ُ   اٌىٍّخ ِؼٕي إٌي ثبٌشاجغ يشيذ  في اٌذصش ٌیصخ   اٌّشوت ٚ اٌّفشد ِٓ اػ

ثي رفزبصأي،«. )اٌمسّیٓ (.2/109ج: رب  

Meaning: “the trope from the view of precursors was two 

kinds: lexical and mental, and lexical is two types: one is about 

the meaning of the word and the other is about the sentence 

proposition (the purpose is mental and predicative tropes), and 

the trope regarding the meaning of the word is of two types: 

without benefit and beneficial, the beneficial one has two types: 

metaphor and non-metaphor, and the apparent sense of this 

discussion is that the mental trope regarding the sentence 

proposition outside of the tropical meaning have the explicit 

meaning, therefore it is necessary that “regarding the meaning of 

the word” be considered as both singular and synthetic, 

accordingly, the delimitation of the mentioned divisions remain 

true”. 

Exegetes’ views  

Tayyebi in the book “al-bayan va al-tabyin” explains the 

subject of the allegorical metaphor and analyze it by giving an 

example. His definition has no apparent difference from 

Qazvini’s definition except in the matter that from his view the 

subject of the allegorical metaphor goes back to the aggregation 

between the Mostaar (borrowed word) and Mostaar Lah (tenor), 

but he considers that aggregation as a single representation. 

Therefore, he says on that matter: 

 إدذي ٚصف رأخز ثأْ رٌک ٚ اٌٛادذِ، دکُْ في اٌجبِغ   يکْٛ أْ ٘ٛ ٚ»

ُ   يشبثِٙٗ  ، أ خشيٰ  صٛسح ثٛصف فزشجٙٗ    أِٛس ِٓ إٌّزضعِ  اٌصٛسریٓ ًَ  ث   صٛسح ر ذْخِ

اٌّشجٗ  صٛسح جٕس في اٌّشجٗ  (.193: 2011 طیجي،« )ِجبٌغخ ثٗ  

Meaning: “and that (metaphorical allegory) is a metaphor 

that its aggregation has a single representation and it is in this 

way that you take one of the multiple forms of abstraction and 

compare it to another form which shares grounds of analogy 

then enter the form of tenor into the matter of the form of 

vehicle”. The other point that Tayyebi (2011) has referred to is 

the difference between the parable and allegory. In his view if in 

this kind of metaphor the Mostaar (borrowed word) is a 

common and widespread speech it is a parable and if it is other 

than this it would be an allegory. Therefore he says:  

ثّٛسدٖ ِضشثَٗ يشجِٗ   سبئشا   لٛلا   کبْ إرا فبٌّسزؼبس»
1
ِّّي  ثلَ ، س  ِّّي  إلا   ٚ َِ  س 

«. رّثیل   (Tayebi, 2011, p. 194) 

Subki has not a special new thing about the allegorical 

metaphor and he confined himself to describe the Qazvini’s 

view and just confirmed the Qazvini’s view related to the 

position of allegorical metaphor and the objection of Sakkaki to 

that issue and defended it. Thus he first introduces the Khatibi’s 

view on disconfirming the Qazvini’s objection and then reject it 

with its own reasoning and says: 

ْ  : اٌخطیجي أجبة ٚ»  في ثبٌکٍّخ ِشادٖ فزکْٛ کٍّخ، ػٍیٗ يطٍكَ لذ اٌّشکت ثأ

ُ   ٘ٛ ِب اٌّجبص دذ   (.193: 2009 سجکي،« )اٌّشکت ٚ اٌّفشد ِٓ أػ  

Meaning: “and Khatibi in response to Qazvini said: 

sometimes the word is also attributed synthetically, so his 

(Sakkaki’s) purpose of the word was in the realm of trope which 

                               
1 the meaning of “case” is the original form in which the speech 

(Mostaar or a structure which is quoted in the speech), and the 

meaning of “Mazrab” is a form that the word has been compared 

to or a form which is the purpose of the speaker (Mostaar Lah, 

tenor) (Al-Tahawoni, 1996; vol, 2; p. 1449). 

encompasses both singular and synthetic”. Following this he 

raises an objection to Khatibi’s view with the rationale that 

attribution of the word to synthetic and sentence is a trope and 

also requires the synthetic to have a denotational meaning. Thus 

he stated: 

ْ   ٔظش، فیٗ ٚ»  أْ يسزٍضَ فئٔٗ  ايضب   ٚ ِجبص، اٌکلَ ػٍي اٌکٍّخ إطلق لأ

(193: 2009 سجکي،« )ِٛضٛػب   اٌّشکت يکْٛ . 

Eeji has briefly defined the allegorical metaphor in this way 

that it is a metaphor which is accounted as parable, but it is not 

an allegory: 

ًِ  رشجیَٗ  ٌیس ٚ ِثل   ر ؼَذ   اٌ زي ٘ي اٌّزّثیٍیخ سزؼبسحفبلا»  الإيجي،« )اٌزّثی

1991 :90.)  

Contemporaries’ views 

Almaraghi considers the allegorical metaphor as a kind of 

metaphor in which exist a ground of analogy between the 

abstraction form of tenor and the abstraction form of vehicle, 

and on the other hand, these forms are extracted from multiple 

grounds. Thus he says: 

 ثأْ ٌٙب، اٌّسزؼبس اٌٙیئخ ٚ ِٕٙب اٌّسزؼبس اٌٙیئخ ثیٓ اٌّشبثٙخ ػللزٗ کبٔذ ِب»

ُ   ثبلأ خشيٰ، أِٛس أٚ أِشيٓ ِٓ ِٕزضػزیٓ صٛسریٓ إدذي رشجٗ ْ   يذػي ث  اٌصٛسح أ

خ اٌصٛسح جٕس ِٓ اٌّشجٗ  خ اٌصٛسح ػٍي فیطٍك ثٙب، اٌّشجٙ   اٌذاي   اٌٍفع اٌّشجٙ 

(.287: 1993 اٌّشاغي،« )اٌزشجیٗ في ِجبٌغخ ثٙب اٌّشجٗ  اٌصٛسح ػٍي ثبٌّطبثمخ  

Meaning: “allegorical metaphor is a kind of metaphor that 

its relation between the form of Mostaar and the form of 

Mostaar menh (vehicle) is a ground of analogy, that is, one of 

the abstraction forms from two or more is compared to another 

one then argue that the form of tenor is of the matter of the form 

of the vehicle, therefore, the word which is created for the form 

of tenor as an attributive implication attributed to the form of 

tenor for exaggeration in comparison”. He continues: this kind 

of metaphor is termed as allegorical metaphor, metaphor on the 

basis of allegory, or allegory without any provision. The 

criterion to distinguish it from the synthetic simile is that the 

synthetic simile is known as comparative allegory or allegorical 

(Al-Maraghi, 1993; p. 287). It should be mentioned that he 

considers this kind of metaphor as the most exaggerative of 

singular and synthetic metaphors (Al-Maraghi, 1993; p. 288). 

From the view of Al-Maraghi the parable is an allegorical 

metaphor, but has reputation and widespread use and always 

comes in the same form, whether for singular or masculine or its 

other derivatives. He said in this respect: 

یذ اسزؼّبٌٙب کثش ٚ اٌزّثیٍیخ الاسزؼبسح اشزٙشد إرا ٚ» ِّّ  يغیش لا ٚ ِثلَ ، س 

 ثطشيمخ فشػّٙب ٚ اٌّزکش ٚ اٌّفشد ثٗ فیخبطت الاسزؼبسح، ػٍي ِذبفظخ ِطٍمب  

کیٍخ سٛء ٚ أدشفب  : کمٌُٛٙ ٚادذح،
2

(.287: 1993 اٌّشاغي،« )  

Meaning: “whenever the allegorical metaphor takes 

reputation and widely used, it is called parable and never 

changes for keeping the metaphor then by means of it, singular 

and masculine forms and other derivatives of the both are 

addressed with the same way like this Arabic speech: you both 

give me the stale date and the bad bushel (you are stinting)”. 

Habankeh in his brief definition considered the metaphor in 

synthesis as allegorical metaphor. He says: 

«ٚ   ْ ّ ي اٌّشکت في الاسزؼبسح أ : 1996 دجٕ کٗ،« )اٌزّثیٍیخ الاسزؼبسح" رس

265.)  

After this brief explanation he described it and states: “it is 

a metaphor in which the borrowed word is a synthetic one and 

this synthetic word has been used in a sense other than its 

                               
2
 In this phrase: Mostaar la (tenor) is a person who has been 

damaged from two sides. Mostaar menh (vehicle) is the 

synthetic form and Vajh shabah (Jame, shared ground) is the 

damage received from multiple affairs, and the mentioned 

sentence is the lexical Mostaar (borrowed words). 
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denotational meaning, discoursively speaking, because of the 

existence of the grounds of analogy between the denotational 

and connotational meaning along with a context that restrain it 

from the denotational meaning (Habankeh, 1996; p. 265) 

Qalqileh delineated the allegorical metaphor in other way 

that although it has the concept of all the other views, but it is 

important because of its manner of expression. This is his saying 

in this respect: 

ح ففیٙب اٌزصشيذیخ؛ الاسزؼبسح ِٓ ضشة اٌزّثیٍیخ الاسزؼبسح ٚ» ثبٌّشجٗ  ٔصشِّ

، ِکبْ في اٌّزکٛس ثٗ ْ   إلا اٌزّثیٍیخ ٚ اٌزصشيذیخ: اسزؼبسریٓ ثیٓ لافشق ٚ اٌّشجٗ   أ

 اٌؼبئذ ٌٍمبئذ ٔمٛي. اٌّشک ت في رجشي الأخشيٰ  ٚ اٌّفشد في رجشي ِّٕٙب ٚادذح

(.62: 1992 لٍمیٍٗ،)« غشاثٗ إٌي اٌسیف ػبد: ِٕزصشا    

Meaning: “allegorical metaphor is a kind of explicit 

metaphor in which the vehicle is explicit and placed in the 

position of the tenor. There is no difference between the explicit 

and allegorical metaphors except in that one of them is realized 

singularly and the other synthetically. For example, we say to a 

commander who came back victoriously to home: He came back 

to home with his sword sheathed”. The point that the others 

didn’t mention it and Qalqileh drew attention to it is that the 

context of allegorical metaphor because of not changing in all 

the modes is always circumstantial but not lexical or textual. 

Thus he says: 

(.63: 1992 لٍمیٍٗ،« )دبٌیخ إلا اٌزّثیٍیخ لشيٕخ رکْٛ لا ٚ»  

Shamisa considers the synthetic metaphorical trope as a 

metaphor that its vehicle is a sentence which can be understood 

through rational contemplation that it was not used in its [literal] 

meaning, but with a ground of analogy conveys another 

meaning, like pestling water in the mortar which its meaning by 

comparison of the ground of analogy is the fruitless endeavor 

(1374, p. 177). The important point that he proposes is that he 

says: 

“However, it had better use the allegorical metaphor for the 

cases that the synthetic metaphor has the characteristic of the 

ersālolmasal (adage) or proverb. So, as it mentioned before the 

allegorical metaphor is a synthetic vehicle which is realized as a 

Masāl” (1374, p. 177). There are two important points in this 

expression. One is that Shamisa has said that the use of 

allegorical metaphor is in the cases that synthetic metaphor has 

the characteristic of ersālolmasal or proverb, while is the using 

of the Masal (parable) itself in the speech and it does not signify 

the Masal as Jorjani in definig it stated that ersālolmasal is that 

the speaker inserts a famous parable in his speech (Jorjani, 1377, 

p. 40). The other point is that he argued that the allegorical 

metaphor is a synthetic vehicle which represents the Masāl 

which is the same as Masal in his view. 

Shafiee Kadkani categorizes the metaphor into two types in 

the respect that whether it is in the word or in the sentence, and 

holds that synthetic metaphor encompasses most of the proverbs 

and also the cases that tenor and vehicle are assumed from 

multiple grounds. Thus he argues: 

Metaphor has been categorized into synthetic or allegorical 

metaphor and singular metaphor. Altogether most of the 

proverbs are included in the subject of synthetic or allegorical 

metaphor and also wherever a set of affairs to be considered, 

that is, transferring a collection of the meaning of a sentence 

which literally have special concept to something other than its 

literal concept (1375: p. 116). 

Hashemi in the book “Javaher al-Balaghah” introduces the 

allegorical metaphor in this way: 

ً رشویت ٘ٛ: اٌزّثیٍیخ ثبلاسزؼبسح اٌّشوت   اٌّجبص  » ِّ  ٌٗ، ٚضغ ِب غیش في اسْز ؼ

ً   يىْٛ ثذیث اٌٛضؼي، ِؼٕبٖ إسادح ِٓ ِبٔؼخ لشيٕخ ِغ اٌّشبثٙخ، ٌؼللخ  ِٓ و

 صٛسریٓ إدذي رشجٗ ثأْ رٌه ٚ – ِزؼذد ِٓ ِٕزضػخ ٘یأح ثٗ شجٗ اٌّ ٚ اٌّشجٗ 

 ثٙب اٌّشجٗ  اٌصٛسح في اٌّشجٗ  رذخً ثُ ثأخشي؛ أِٛس أٚ أِشيٓ، ِٓ ِٕزضػزیٓ

ّ ي ٚ – اٌزشجیٗ في ِجبٌغخ (.346: 1367 ٘بشّي،« )اٌزّثیٍیخ ثبلاسزؼبسح يس  

Meaning: “synthetic trope to allegorical metaphor: that is a 

synthesis which is used as something other than its denotational 

meaning by means of a ground of analogy, and along with a 

context that refrains the assuming of its denotational meaning. It 

is in this way that one of the two forms extracted from the two 

or more affairs be compared to another thing then the tenor be 

represented in the form of vehicle for exaggeration. That is 

called the allegorical metaphor”. 

Hashemi considers four cases of the differences between the 

comparative analogy and allegorical metaphor which consisted 

of: 1. in comparative analogy the tenor and particles of 

comparison are mentioned, while in allegorical metaphor just 

the explicit tenor is mentioned and the tenor and the particles of 

comparison are omitted. 2. It is permissible that comparative 

analogy be between to singular form, while the allegorical 

metaphor is just between two abstraction syntheses. 3. 

Comparative analogy does not need a context to refrain the 

realization of the denotational meaning. 4. Comparative analogy 

is a kind of truth, while the allegorical metaphor is a trope; 

therefore it is more exaggerative than the comparative analogy 

(Hashemi, 1376; p. 350). 

Conclusion 

There is no existential controversy regarding this metaphor, 

however, there has been controversies regarding its 

nomenclature and where it should be discussed. Qazvini 

assumed that Sakkaki placed it in the lexical singular metaphor 

because he [Sakkaki] mentioned it under the rubric of the 

discussion of the actual explicit metaphor, while it was not the 

case, and as Taftazani and others quoted the purpose of Sakkaki 

was not that, but he considered the allegory as a an absolute part 

of the actual metaphor which includes both the singular and 

synthetic not a metaphor which is a singular trope. However in 

this respect that some called it as Masal (parable) , it should be 

said that a parable is called allegorical metaphor which in the 

manner of a common metaphor be prevalent and widely used. 

The most simple and perfect definition can be stated in this 

way: allegorical metaphor is a synthesis which is used in a non-

literal meaning other than its literal denotation because of the 

existence of the grounds of analogy and along with a context 

that refrain it from the realization of the connotational meaning 

of the speech. That is, the tenor which is an abstraction form of 

multiple grounds is compared to the vehicle which is also an 

abstraction form of multiple grounds either. As an instance if we 

use the parable “pestling the water in the mortar” for a person 

who is engaging a fruitless endeavor, the person who is 

engaging a fruitless endeavor (tenor) is compared to a person 

who is pestling the water in the mortar (vehicle); and the ground 

of analogy is that fruitless endeavor. 
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