1nc – no military
A. Violation – 

Infrastructure is physical capital that provides public services – it excludes the military
Fourie 6 – Chief Operating Officer of ArcelorMittal South Africa (Johan, ECONOMIC INFRASTRUCTURE: A REVIEW OF DEFINITIONS, THEORY AND EMPIRICS, 9/06, South African Journal of Economics, Vol 74, Issue 3, Wiley Online Library)//EM

One way to define infrastructure is to describe it in terms of its characteristics. A perhaps sufficiently succinct definition of infrastructure, also called ‘social overhead capital’, is provided by Hirschman (1958). He defines infrastructure as “capital that provides public services”. In essence, infrastructure therefore consists of two elements – ‘capitalness’ and ‘publicness’. The first element is used to distinguish between infrastructure (defined as a stock variable) and public goods (defined as a flow variable) (Rietveld and Bruinsma, 1998:18). The latter element involves the general properties of non-rivalry and non-excludability. A distinction can, thus, be made between infrastructure and public capital where infrastructure would include goods that have a capital character, but are not necessarily public. Such goods could include privately owned telecommunications, but would exclude publicly owned military equipment (which are public capital, but does not provide public services). Thus, a common feature of infrastructure seems to be that there is at least a strong public involvement in the use thereof (Rietveld and Bruinsma, 1998:19). Economists label such goods physical infrastructure, or infrastructure capital, while urban planners might refer to them as transportation modalities and utilitcies.
Transportation infrastructure services are strictly limited to facilitating private economic activity
Musick, 10 – Congressional Budget Office’s Microeconomic Studies Division (Nathan, “Public Spending on Transportation and Water Infrastructure,”

http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/119xx/doc11940/11-17-infrastructure.pdf
Although different definitions of “infrastructure” exist, this report focuses on two types that claim a significant amount of federal resources: transportation and water. Those types of infrastructure share the economic characteristics of being relatively capital intensive and producing services under public management that facilitate private economic activity. They are typically the types examined by studies that attempt to calculate the payoff, in terms of benefits to the U.S. economy, of the public sector’s funding of infrastructure.

For the purposes of CBO’s analysis, “transportation infrastructure” includes the systems and facilities that support the following types of activities:

· Vehicular transportation: highways, roads, bridges, and tunnels;

· Mass transit: subways, buses, and commuter rail;

· Rail transport: primarily the intercity passenger service provided by Amtrak;

· Civil aviation: airport terminals, runways, and taxiways, and facilities and navigational equipment for air traffic control; and

· Water transportation: waterways, ports, vessels, and navigational systems.

The category “water infrastructure” includes facilities that provide the following: 

· Water resources: containment systems, such as dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds; and sources of fresh water such as lakes and rivers; and

· Water utilities: supply systems for distributing potable water, and wastewater and sewage treatment systems and plants.

Consistent with CBO’s previous reports on public spending for transportation and water infrastructure, this update excludes spending that is associated with such infrastructure but does not contribute directly to the provision of infrastructure facilities or certain strictly defined infrastructure services. Examples of excluded spending are federal outlays for homeland security (which are especially pertinent to aviation), law enforcement and military functions (such as those carried out by the Coast Guard), and cleanup operations (such as those conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers following Hurricane Katrina in 2005).

B. Vote negative to protect limits and ground – non-economic services explode the topic, they allow limitless military, police and homeland security affs, including for US military bases abroad which are legally considered part of the US.   The core of neg ground centers on the economics of infrastructure development, the military bypasses all of it
2nc – excludes military

Our definition reflects the consensus of academic studies of infrastructure – it includes tangible capital stock owned by the public sector to provide public services, excluding the military
El Makhloufi 11 – economics professor at Universiy of Amsterdam (A., “Economics Effects of Infrastructure Investment on Output and Productivity: A Meta-Analysis”, 4/11, http://www.sesric.org/imgs/news/image/541-full.pdf)//EM

2. Infrastructure investment and economic growth: A review of the literature

Existing literature concerned with the study of the relationship between infrastructure investment and economic growth show a wide variety of point of view concerning the definition of the concept 'infrastructure' (Lakshmanan, 1989).

Although the literature is generally clear in the way in which specific public goods are categorized, the general tendency is the association of infrastructure to particular characteristics of physical features (e.g. large and costly installations) or public services (educational buildings, hospitals, information flows, water and power supply, etc.). Some authors define infrastructure in a broader way without making any distinction between physical and non-physical infrastructure (Hirschman, 1958 for example). Others restrict the definition of infrastructure to core infrastructure consisting of railways, airports, and utilities such as sewerage and water facilities, information flows and particular cases of externalities of public goods (Aschauer, 1990; Anderson, 1991). Gramlich (1994, p. 1177) for example, defines infrastructure capital from an economic point of view as "large capital intensive natural monopolies such as highways, other transportation facilities, water and sewer lines, and communications systems."

More generally, most studies employ a narrow definition of public capital that includes the tangible capital stock owned by the public sector, excluding military structures and equipment and infrastructure capital based on private ownership. Other studies use a broad definition of public capital by including human capital investment (e.g., Garcia-Mila and McGuire 1992) or health and welfare facilities (e.g., Mera 1973). The latter components are hard to measure, which explains why most authors focus on narrowly defined public capital.

This definition is also reflected in proposed federal laws
National Infrastructure Improvement Act, 7 (S. 775, this bill did not pass, proquest Congressional)//DH

This Act may be cited as the 'National Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2007'.

(A) IN GENERAL.--The term 'infrastructure' means a nonmilitary structure or facility, and any equipment and any nonstructural elements associated with such a structure or facility.
(B) INCLUSIONS.--The term 'infrastructure' includes--
(i) a surface transportation facility (such as a road, bridge, highway, public transportation facility, and freight and passenger rail), as the Commission, in consultation with the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission established by section 1909(b)(1) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (Public Law 109-59; 119 Stat. 1471), determines to be appropriate;
(ii) a mass transit facility;
(iii) an airport or airway facility;
(iv) a resource recovery facility;
(v) a water supply and distribution system;
(vi) a wastewater collection, conveyance, or treatment system, and related facilities;
(vii) a stormwater treatment system to manage, reduce, treat, or reuse municipal stormwater;
(viii) waterways, locks, dams, and associated facilities;
(ix) a levee and any related flood damage reduction facility;
(x) a dock or port; and
(xi) a solid waste disposal facility.

Providing public services means transportation infrastructure must be open to the general public
European Environment Agency, 10 -  “Transport infrastructure investments” 

http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/indicators/infrastructure-investments
The term “transport infrastructure” refers only to infrastructures that are open to the general public. It covers buildings and other constructions as well as machinery and equipment, but it excludes vehicles and rolling stock.

Investment expenditure on infrastructure covers expenditure on new construction and extension of existing infrastructure, including reconstruction, renewal and major repairs of infrastructure.
AT: CI – public ownership 

The public ownership definition still excludes the military
Katz and Bye, 95 – both from Statistics Norway, Research Department (Alexandra and Torstein, “RETURNS TO PUBLICLY OWNED TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT”, September, http://www.ssb.no/publikasjoner/pdf/dp-154.pdf) 
Taking advantage of duality principles, Lynde and Richmond (1992) look at the effects that public capital has on US private sector (nonfinancial) production costs. Following the ‘ownership’ definition of infrastructure, they measure public capital as the net stock of nonmilitary fixed government-owned capital. Under perfect competition, the individual firm minimizes private production costs by choosing the optimal level of labor services and private capital services given the level of public capital services which are provided by the government at no cost to the firm10 . Lynde and Richmond use a translog cost function and estimate only the set of cost share equations for the period 1958-1989. They find a negative and significant infrastructure coefficient in the labor cost share equation which implies that an increase in the provision of public capital services leads to a fall in the cost share of labor. When Lynde and Richmond calculate the overall effect of public infrastructure capital on the demand for labor (i.e. after also taking the productivity effect into account), they find that labor and public capital are substitutes. They also find that private and public capital are complements. The results also suggest that the marginal product of public capital is falling over the period. That is, an increase in public capital services leads to an increase in its shadow cost share. Nonetheless, they find that the marginal product of public capital was not driven below zero. In short, although Lynde and Richmond take a different methodological approach than Aschauer and Ratner, they also conclude that public capital is a significant determinant of US manufacturing sector costs. They do not, however, discuss the stationarity of their data.

