***Affirmative***
---AT Alt
There is no world absent masculine domination – their alt is utopian and not real – we can’t escape the masculine world and even if we do  we won’t be able to effectively create it. Our logic will always be in some way or form dominant which precludes alt solvency. 

Nhanenge 7 – Master of Arts at the development studies @ the University of South Africa (Jytte “Ecofeminism: Towards Integrating the concerns of women,, poor people and nature into development” http://uir.unisa.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10500/570/dissertation.pdf?sequence=1)//AA

I believe there is no research without weaknesses. Hence, the study's limitations should also be stated. (Creswell 1994: ll0): In my opinion, the study has mainly two weaknesses. The first is major, the second minor: A bit simplified one may say that I try to explore two worlds. One world is real, but not universal since each of us creates our unique meaning of it. It is the world we live in. According to ecofeminists, that world dominates women, poor people and nature. The other world is a possible world, which each of us only can imagine. It is the world we would like to live in, our utopia. According to ecofeminism, that world must be non-dominant if it should provide all with a good life. It is from the perspective of a possible, non-dominant world that ecofeminism critique the dominant world. That has one weakness. Since the dominant world is real and we each have our experience of it, we can judge and criticize it in various ways. The possible non-dominant world is not real. Hence, we have no experience of it, and we therefore do not know if we can create it. So we cannot know how a non-dominant world would be or if it is possible. We also do not know, if we would be able to develop systems of knowledge, economics, technology, and governance so diverse and context-bound that they would be non-dominant to any groups in society. We do not know if we could change our meaning-structure into a way of thinking, which is non-dualised and hence non-dominant. That may very well only be possible alter a new generation grow up without having learned the dualised perception of reality - but who should teach them? Conclusively, the critique ecofeminism direct to the dominant world is based on a real world of which we have experience. It is therefore well founded. However, it remains to be seen if humanity, in reality, can create non-dominant alteratives. I assume that this is the kind of hurdle we come across, when we critique a world-view.
Attempts to change the system are still gendered. 
Chow 03(Esther Ngan-ling, “Gender Matters : Studying Globalization and Social Change in the 21st Century”, International Sociology 18, Sep 1, 2003, 455-56)//AS

As resistance against globalization is on the rise, several articles in this issue lend evidence that this resistance is, by and large, gendered. First of all, anti-globalization is not new; and it is historically derived and locally grounded in different societies and historical times (e.g. the Mau Mau movement in Kenya and the Boxer Uprising in China against external invasion, colonialism and imperialism in the late Qing dynasty). A common notion is that anti-globalization is a recent phenomenon, starting as the result of a small coalition of groups against the increas- ing dominance of TNCs and multilateral agencies in the world economy and of specific politics in Seattle, Quebec, Washington, DC, Prague, Genoa and Davos. The terrorist attack on American soil on 11 September 2001 was simply one dramatic eruption from the cauldron of the anti- political globalization movement against the hegemonic dominance of the North as symbolized by the USA. Kimmel vividly illustrates how resistances to globalization are also gendered, in terms of hegemonic masculinity controlling the globalized processes and the TNCs, the displaced masculinity in far-right extremist groups, the struggling marginalized masculinities of Al Qaeda-type groups, and feminist efforts to challenge these male-dominated regimes. Defiant nation-states and resistant regional organizations bargain with these global hegemons to address the pressing needs and problems of the South. 
And they exclude all the positive aspects of science, economics, and technology. Excluding any of the beneficiary effects of science. 

Nhanenge 7 – Master of Arts at the development studies @ the University of South Africa (Jytte “Ecofeminism: Towards Integrating the concerns of women,, poor people and nature into development” http://uir.unisa.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10500/570/dissertation.pdf?sequence=1)//AA

A weakness I would consider as being minor is that the study does not include any positive aspects of science, economics and technology neither any praise to development, nation-states and the global institutions. It is a weakness because without it the study presents a one-sided, negative view only. There may be positive things to say about science, like its research and development of human vaccines and technologies that ease human workloads etc. There are two reasons for excluding any possible positive aspects of science: First, ecofeminism argues that science is a dominant ideology. Hence, science has destroyed much more than it has created. In order to get attention to this fact, I find it inconsistent to mention any assumed positive outcome of scientific development. Secondly, the benefits from science are to a far extent directed to the elite. Hence, if I mention any positive aspects it could be perceived as if I suggest that domination of women, poor people and nature is necessary for scientific progress. Such value would contradict the content of the study and my own beliefs. It is therefore left out. Nevertheless, it is still a weakness not to mention any positive aspects of science. 

---Permutation
The Permutation solves—only by engaging in both  a policy and feminist approach can we solve the environment—a feminist approach alone fails

MacGregor 03 (Sherilyn, holds a Ph.D in environmental studies from York University, Toronto, Canada and is a SSHRC postdoctoral research fellow in the Institute for Environment, Philosophy and Public Policy at Lancaster University, UK. She does research in the areas of ecofeminist theory and green politics and has been an editor of Women and Environments International. “FEMINIST PERSPECTIVES ON SUSTAINABILITY” In 'Introduction to Sustainable Development', David Bell & Annie Cheung. UNESCO Encyclopaedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS))
In response to these concerns, and to provide support for the development of feminist perspectives on sustainability, the following points ought to be considered. First, despite the various conceptual flaws in the idea of sustainability, it would be unwise for feminists to abstain from an ongoing discussion that is gaining such theoretical and political momentum. Insofar as the concept has the potential to engender progressive political action, it is worth retaining it and working towards a more comprehensive, gender-sensitive meaning. It does not necessarily mean that feminists should try to have the last word on sustainability, but rather to critically examine its multiple dimensions and bring in those that have been left out. This argument points to the need to expand the meaning of sustainability from a narrow focus on the ecological limits to growth or long-range viability of institutions to include issues of social and environmental justice, inter- and intra-generational equity, ideology, and political practice. This is the subject of part two of the paper. econd, it should be clear that feminists have an a priori stake in embracing and developing a gender-sensitive definition of sustainability. Feminism has always been a critical-visionary perspective concerned with understanding problems in the present context in order to envision a brighter future for all. Central to feminist epistemology is the belief that no theory is complete without an analysis of patriarchy, women’s oppression, and gender inequality. Feminist scholarship since at least the 1970s has been asserting the need for research into women’s lives not only to ameliorate women’s exclusion from knowledge production but also because it is believed that women experience the world in qualitatively different ways from men, due to their socially and discursively constructed position as Other. Generic approaches that consider humanity in gender undifferentiated terms have been shown to be implicitly masculine. To this we must add the argument that ostensibly generic approaches tend, in reality, to be quite race-, class-, culturally- and historically-specific. Analyses of the ecological crisis and their corresponding solutions in the form of sustainability agendas are no different. As many feminists have discovered, and as will be demonstrated below, conventional discussions of sustainability are primarily oriented toward the needs and interests of white affluent men living in Northern capitalist contexts. Insofar as women, in general, experience the ecological crisis differently than men, a feminist analysis is important in the search for sustainable alternatives. So far, this analysis remains at the margins of environmental discourse and policy-making. It is therefore necessary that feminist scholars engage in this discourse in order to ensure a balanced, diverse and workable program of change that is based on an analysis of differences rather than patriarchal universals. Third, there is the realization on the part of growing numbers of feminists that the quest for gender justice and equitable social transformation takes place in the midst of an ecological crisis that threatens all life on the planet. This raises new questions of priorities as well as strategy. As Canadian feminist sociologist Margrit Eichler writes: “...if our survival on this planet is, indeed, threatened...what help will social justice be to us as we lie gasping for a clean breath of air on our devastated earth? Is it worth continuing to do feminist work given the immediacy and overriding importance of environmental issues?” It is now necessary to evaluate social and political goals on the basis of their implications for the environment. This has been the case for many different fields of inquiry and action: the ecological crisis of unsustainability has changed the terms and goals of the debate. For example, for feminists, gender equity can no longer mean an equal right to pollute or the achievement of levels of consumption equal to affluent men. And in the process of putting feminist struggles in a global environmental context, it also becomes necessary to engage in broader discussions about, and to learn from, other perspectives on sustainability. Some feminists have recently suggested that it is important to find ways of collaborating with other social movement groups -- to find a new politics -- for the sake of planetary survival. As urgent as the ecological crisis may be, however, it is clear that feminists have been quite reluctant to renounce feminist goals for purely environmental ones. Why is this the case? Perhaps the most important reason is that many feminists have uncovered and chosen instead to explore the connections between women’s subordination to men and he exploitation of nature in modern industrial societies. These connections have been the subject of study for feminist environmentalists who engage in discussion of sustainability. It is to this branch of feminist discourse that the paper now turns.
Perm solves—need to engage the political realm for actual change.

Law 99 (Robin, Department of Geography, University of Otago “ Beyond ‘women and transport’: towards new geographies of gender and daily mobility” published in the Progress in Human Geography 23,4 (1999) pp. 567–588)
The research on gender and transport has made an invaluable contribution to the geography of gender, and to the geography of transport. It has demonstrated the power of a quantitative feminist geography which expands our understanding of social processes in time and space. The strong empirical base of this work has allowed for authoritative interventions in debates on transport planning and urban policy. Yet the roots of this work in transportation engineering and in empirical feminist urban geography have meant that some potentially useful alternative approaches – notably those associated with the ‘cultural turn’ – have been neglected. The time is ripe for a reconsideration of the gender and transport literature, and a search for new ways of thinking about transport-related issues as a gendered set of practices and meanings. I have argued that the issues raised in the gender and transport literature are too important to be left to stagnate in an academic terrain defined as marginal to both transport geography and feminist geography. As a strategy to redefine the terrain, I have suggested an engagement with some bodies of literature not usually read together, and a more systematic theorization of gender. This strategy thus marks out new scholarly terrain (naming it ‘gender and daily mobility’) within a larger project on geographies of mobility. Instead of being seen as marginal, the terrain can now be understood to be located at the heart of geography (via the core concept of movement), and in the thick of recent debates in feminism and social theory. Yet while there is much potential in the literature from the ‘cultural turn’, we also need to sound a note of caution here. The insights that the new literature sheds on the practices and meanings related to mobility should not distract us from the politics of mobility. Concern for injustices in access fired much of the early feminist work on gender and transport, and still inspires much work on policy. This tradition must not be lost as we take the cultural turn; instead, we must look for ways to link it to other traditions such as disability and environmental activism, and to other concerns in geography, such as time-space compression. In Massey’s (1993: 63) words, ‘conceptual- ising space, mobility and access in a more socially imaginative way . . . might enable us to confront some of these issues rather more inventively’.
