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Abstract

The aim of this study is to comparatively examine the anthropological
foundations of the Holy Qur’an and feminism regarding women’s rights
within the family. The main research question is: What are the
anthropological foundations of the Holy Qur’an and feminism concerning
women’s rights in the family, and what are the points of convergence and
divergence between these two systems of thought in the domain of women’s
family rights? This study employed a descriptive-analytical method based
on documentary and comparative analysis of religious sources (the Qur’an
and authoritative commentaries) and contemporary feminist theories. The
findings indicate that, from the perspective of the Holy Qur’an, women’s
rights within the family are grounded in such principles as the dual-
dimensional nature of the human being as consisting of body and soul,
human free will, purposiveness, dignity, and trusteeship. In feminism, by
contrast, these rights are based on the deconstruction of nature, social
constructionism, individualism and self-autonomy, and power struggle.
Although the two perspectives converge in affirming women’s dignity,
opposing violence, and emphasizing the necessity of eliminating oppression
and discrimination against women, they differ fundamentally in their
theoretical foundations and practical structures. According to Qur’anic
anthropological foundations, women and men are equal in their essential
humanity, inherent dignity, and capacity for spiritual perfection; however,
on the basis of complementarity between the sexes, they possess just rather
than necessarily identical or equal rights and duties. Moreover, according to
the principle of fitrah (innate human nature), despite meaningful physical
and psychological differences between women and men, they share
fundamental innate dispositions. By contrast, within feminist
anthropological frameworks, women’s family rights are generally
formulated on the basis of identical and equal rights and obligations, with
differences often regarded as manifestations of oppression and
discrimination, while marital relations are interpreted within the framework
of conflict theory and as an arena for the acquisition and negotiation of
power.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
This study provides a comparative analysis of the

anthropological foundations underlying women’s
family rights in the Qur’anic legal-ethical system
and feminist thought. Questions concerning
women’s rights within the family, including
financial rights, inheritance, maintenance, custody,
marital relations, decision-making authority, and
the distribution of familial responsibilities, have
consistently occupied an important place in
religious, philosophical, legal, and social debates.
The significance of these questions becomes more
apparent when two fundamentally different
intellectual systems—Qur’anic anthropology as
part of a revealed worldview and feminism as a
diverse body of modern human-centered theories—
are compared at the level of their underlying
assumptions concerning the nature, dignity,
freedom, purpose, and social position of the human
person. Feminist movements, despite considerable
theoretical diversity, generally emerged in response
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to historical patterns of women’s social, legal,
political, and economic subordination and sought
to challenge structures regarded as discriminatory
or patriarchal (hooks, 2000; Yazdani & Jondagh,
2003). In particular, liberal, radical, socialist,
Marxist, postmodern, and poststructuralist strands
of  feminism  have advanced  different
interpretations of equality, autonomy, gender,
power, and family relations. At the same time, the
Qur’anic system recognizeS women and men as
sharing essential humanity, intrinsic dignity, moral
agency, and the capacity for spiritual perfection,
while simultaneously acknowledging certain sex-
based differences in bodily and psychological
characteristics and in some corresponding familial
duties (Javadi Amoli, 2012; Motahhari, 1981).
Consequently, an adequate comparison between
the two approaches cannot be confined to isolated
legal rules. Rather, it requires examining the

anthropological premises from which those rules
derive. The central problem of the present study is
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therefore to identify the principal Qur’anic and
feminist anthropological foundations of women’s
family rights, determine how these foundations
influence the conceptualization and regulation of
women’s position within the family, and clarify the
major areas of convergence and divergence
between the two systems. The study is based on the
assumption that legal propositions are not
independent of deeper philosophical
presuppositions and that different understandings
of the human person inevitably generate different
conceptions of justice, equality, responsibility,
family, and gender relations (Chegini & Siahbidi
Kermanshahi, 2018; Kadkhodaei, 2012).

The research adopts a descriptive-analytical and
comparative method based primarily on conceptual
analysis and documentary examination of relevant
religious, jurisprudential, philosophical, legal, and
feminist sources. In the Qur’anic framework, the
study focuses on anthropological principles derived
from Qur’anic verses and authoritative Islamic
interpretations, while in the feminist framework it
considers major assumptions reflected in
influential feminist theories concerning sex,
gender, individuality, autonomy, equality, power,
and the family. The concept of “foundation” refers
to a basic presupposition or fundamental
proposition upon which a theoretical or normative
system rests; such foundations function as
conceptual premises from which more specific
rules and evaluative judgments are derived (Ibn
Faris, 1979; Ibn Manzur, 1993; Sharifi, 2024). In
this study, anthropological foundations therefore
refer to basic propositions concerning human
nature, bodily and spiritual dimensions, freedom,
purpose, dignity, innate disposition, and social
relationality. The family is likewise understood not
merely as a private association but as a structured
social institution formed through marital and
kinship  relations and involving enduring
emotional, reproductive, educational, economic,
and legal functions (Saroukhani, 2001). From this
perspective, women’s family rights cannot be
properly interpreted without considering the
broader conception of the family embedded in each
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worldview. Previous studies have examined
dimensions of women’s rights in Islam, gender
inequality, feminist approaches to family
institutions, the transformation of the concept of
family, and the anthropological foundations of
family law, yet many of these works have
addressed either Islamic or feminist perspectives
separately rather than systematically comparing the
foundational anthropological premises from which
their respective family-rights models emerge
(Bostan, 2000; Chegini & Siahbidi
Kermanshahi, 2018; Ghanizadeh Bafghi &
Varmazyar, 2021). Accordingly, the present study
seeks to fill this analytical gap by examining not
only the formal differences between rules but also
the deeper philosophical conceptions of the human
being that render those rules intelligible within
each system.

The findings concerning Qur’anic anthropology
indicate that one of its most important premises is
the dual-dimensional constitution of the human
being as possessing both body and spirit. Human
existence is not reduced to material or biological
dimensions, and human flourishing consequently
includes both material welfare and spiritual
development. This principle has significant
implications for women’s rights within the family
because the woman is understood as a morally and
spiritually responsible human subject whose
legitimate interests encompass not only financial
security, maintenance, housing, and material well-
being, but also education, religious cultivation,
moral development, dignity, and spiritual growth.
A second major principle is human free will.
Qur’anic anthropology recognizes the human
person as possessing agency and the capacity to
choose, and this has direct implications for a
woman’s participation in decisions affecting her
personal and family life. Within the sphere of
family rights, this principle is reflected in the
importance of consent in marriage, the possibility
of choosing a spouse, and women’s recognized
financial and economic independence in relation to
their lawful property and earnings. The Qur’anic
conception of freedom, however, is not equivalent
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to absolute individual autonomy detached from
ethical responsibility; rather, freedom operates
within a teleological and moral framework in
which  human choices are connected to
accountability and ultimate perfection (Mesbah
Yazdi, 2001). Another key foundation is the
purposiveness of human life. In the Qur’anic
worldview, neither the universe nor the human
person is purposeless, and human existence is
oriented toward moral and spiritual perfection and
proximity to God. Family life therefore acquires a
function beyond satisfaction of individual interests:
it becomes a context for tranquility, affection,
moral development, reproduction, education,
reciprocal responsibility, and spiritual growth. This
teleological understanding distinguishes the family
from a purely contractual arrangement formed
exclusively  for individual convenience.
Furthermore, Qur’anic anthropology recognizes
intrinsic and acquired dignity. Intrinsic dignity
pertains to all human beings as such, whereas
acquired dignity is connected with moral
excellence and piety (Al-Zabidi, 1993; Javadi
Amoli, 2012). Applied to women’s family rights,
this foundation supports respect for women’s
personality, property, reputation, bodily integrity,
and moral standing and prohibits humiliating,
harmful, or defamatory treatment. The legal and
moral prohibition of false sexual accusations, for
example, protects personal honor and social dignity
and illustrates the broader principle that women’s
family status cannot justify the violation of their
human dignity (Abd al-Rahman, 1998; Qarashi
Bonabi, 1951). Finally, the notion of trusteeship
and moral responsibility reinforces the idea that
family relations entail reciprocal ethical obligations
rather than unrestricted domination.

Feminist  anthropology, by contrast, is
characterized in the present analysis by several
foundations that generate a substantially different
conception of women’s family rights. The first is
the deconstruction of supposedly natural gender
roles and the strong emphasis placed, particularly
in  modern feminist thought, on social
constructionism. Simone de Beauvoir’s famous
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proposition that one is not born but rather becomes
a woman became a foundational expression of the
distinction between biological sex and socially
constituted gender (de Beauvoir, 1949). From this
standpoint, many psychological, behavioral, and
familial distinctions historically associated with
women and men are interpreted not as necessary
consequences of an inherent or divinely established
nature but as products of socialization, culture, law,
and patriarchal structures. Accordingly, legal
differentiation on the basis of sex is often
approached with suspicion and may be interpreted
as discriminatory unless it can be justified
independently of traditional gender roles (Rabbani
Esfahani, 2015). A second foundation is
individualism and self-autonomy, especially
prominent in liberal feminism. Here, the human
person is conceived primarily as an independent
rights-bearing individual whose freedom, choice,
self-realization, and personal interests should not
be subordinated to inherited social roles. Within
family law, this orientation encourages strong
protection of women’s financial independence,
individual decision-making, and freedom to enter,
remain in, or leave marital relationships (Kamyar,
2019). It also tends to reconceptualize the family
less as an ontologically or religiously privileged
institution and more as a voluntary association or
civil arrangement whose legitimacy depends upon
the ongoing consent and welfare of its members
(Bostan, 2000; Ghanizadeh Bafghi & Varmazyar,
2021). A third foundation, especially influential in
radical and some socialist approaches, is the
analysis of gender relations through the concept of
power. From this perspective, the family may be
understood as a central site in which gendered
inequalities are reproduced through the unequal
distribution of labor, authority, economic
resources, and symbolic power. Domestic labor,
caregiving expectations, male leadership, and
women’s economic dependence have consequently
been subjected to feminist critique as mechanisms
through which structural inequality may be
perpetuated (Hochschild, 2011; hooks, 2000).
Thus, while feminist schools differ considerably
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from one another, many share a critical orientation
toward fixed gender roles, emphasize individual
autonomy and equality, and seek to expose or
transform power relations that are perceived as
institutionalizing women’s subordination.

The comparative analysis demonstrates that the
Qur’anic and feminist frameworks exhibit certain
areas of  convergence  while  differing
fundamentally in their anthropological logic. Both
approaches affirm the significance of women’s
dignity and oppose unjust violence, humiliation,
exploitation, and discriminatory practices. Both
can therefore criticize historical or cultural
arrangements in which women have been deprived
of legitimate rights or treated as inherently inferior.
Nevertheless, their understanding of equality and
justice differs substantially. Qur’anic anthropology
affirms equality between women and men in
essential humanity, intrinsic dignity, moral agency,
and the possibility of spiritual perfection, while
rejecting the proposition that equality necessarily
requires complete similarity of roles, rights, duties,
or embodied characteristics (Javadi Amoli, 2012;
Motahhari, 1981). Within this framework, justice
may involve differentiation  where such
differentiation is understood to correspond to
physical, psychological, relational, and familial
realities and to a complementary organization of
responsibilities.  The principle of sexual
complementarity, expressed through the concept of
pairing, interprets woman and man not as
competing social classes but as relational beings
whose differences may contribute to mutual
tranquility and the functioning of the family.
Accordingly, the distribution of certain duties and
rights is assessed according to proportional justice
rather than formal identity (Chegini & Siahbidi
Kermanshahi, 2018; Kadkhodaei, 2012).
Feminist anthropology, particularly in its
constructionist and egalitarian forms, is more
inclined to regard institutionalized differences in
rights and roles as socially produced and
potentially discriminatory, and therefore tends
toward greater similarity in legal status and familial
responsibilities. The divergence is equally visible

V¥

in the understanding of the family itself. In the
Qur’anic framework, the family has a morally
significant and purposive character and is
connected with the development of its members
and the continuity of human and spiritual life. In
strongly individualistic feminist interpretations, the
family’s value is more contingent upon its
compatibility with the autonomy, equality, and
self-realization of its members (Ghanizadeh
Bafghi & Varmazyar, 2021). Finally, the two
systems differ in their interpretation of gendered
power. Qur’anic concepts such as responsibility
and family leadership are framed normatively as
obligations connected to support and protection,
whereas radical feminist theories may interpret
comparable structures as institutional expressions
of patriarchal domination (Rabbani Esfahani,
2015). These differences reveal that disputes
concerning specific family rights are ultimately
rooted in deeper disagreements concerning human
nature, gender, freedom, justice, and the purposes
of family life.

In conclusion, the comparative examination of
Qur’anic and feminist anthropological foundations
shows that differences concerning women’s family
rights cannot be adequately understood merely by
comparing individual legal rules or isolated social
practices. They arise from two substantially
different conceptions of the human person and of
the relationship between the individual, gender,
morality, and the family. Qur’anic anthropology
understands the human being as a bodily and
spiritual, free yet morally responsible, purposeful,
dignified, and relational creature. On this basis,
women and men share equal human worth and the
capacity for moral and spiritual perfection, while
some differences in rights and responsibilities are
interpreted  through  the  principles  of
complementarity, proportional justice, innate
disposition, and the functional requirements of
family life. Women’s material, moral, educational,
financial, and personal rights are therefore situated
within a broader conception of family as a
purposive institution directed toward tranquility,
affection, ethical development, and the flourishing
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of its members. Feminist anthropology, particularly
in its modern liberal, radical, and constructionist
expressions, places greater emphasis on individual
autonomy, socially constructed gender roles,
formal equality, and the analysis of power
relations. From this perspective, differences
grounded in conventional gender roles are
frequently regarded as potential sources of
inequality, and the family is evaluated according to
the extent to which it respects personal choice,
equal status, and individual self-realization.
Although both frameworks can converge in
rejecting violence, humiliation, oppression, and the
unjust deprivation of women’s rights, they
ultimately differ in their conceptions of equality,
justice, human purpose, sex differences, autonomy,
and the normative status of the family. The
principal implication of the study is that
meaningful dialogue concerning women'’s rights in
the family requires explicit attention to these
underlying anthropological assumptions;
otherwise, debates over particular rights and duties
remain  confined to  surface-level legal
disagreements without addressing the
philosophical foundations from which those
disagreements arise.
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