2008 “State-By-State” Comparison Data from MPAA Website (http://mpaa.org/policy/state-by-state)
	State
	Films
	TV 
	Direct Jobs
	Wages Paid

	Alabama
	6
	15
	4,972
	$168.6

	Alaska
	1
	3
	806
	$11.1

	Arizona
	53
	53
	10,859
	$329.9

	Arkansas
	4
	1
	2,579
	$76.0

	California
	160
	320
	209,946
	16.7 billion

	Colorado
	10
	6
	11,171
	$463.8

	Connecticut
	11
	20
	7,233
	$523.2

	Delaware
	1
	0
	750
	$19.4

	District of Columbia
	12
	9
	4,587
	$444.3

	Florida
	26
	9
	31,997
	1.48 billion

	Georgia
	19
	73
	23,469
	1.28 billion

	Hawaii
	9
	9
	2,998
	$96.2

	Idaho
	1
	2
	2,607
	$53.4

	Illinois
	26
	12
	24,972
	1.08 billion

	Indiana 
	3
	6
	10,192
	$267.7

	Iowa
	6
	1
	4,168
	$92.8

	Kansas
	7
	2
	3,114
	$104.4

	Kentucky
	5
	1
	3,893
	$127.5

	Louisiana
	44
	12
	9,532
	$343.1

	Maine
	2
	0
	2,809
	$84.4

	Maryland
	6
	1
	7,858
	$505.5

	Massachusetts
	13
	14
	11,524
	$584.4

	Michigan
	35
	8
	15,161
	$510.0

	Minnesota
	8
	6
	9,426
	$284.5

	Mississippi
	7
	2
	1,225
	$17.8

	Missouri
	14
	0
	10,393
	$325.5

	Montana
	28
	23
	1,185
	$16.8

	Nebraska
	1
	0
	881
	$15.2

	Nevada 
	83
	181
	4,030
	$167.5

	New Hampshire
	18
	11
	2,094
	$89.9

	New Jersey
	37
	1
	11,404
	$780.6

	New Mexico
	35
	12
	4,055
	$146.8

	New York
	208
	143
	86,837
	7.56 billion

	North Carolina
	21
	5
	9,825
	$213.7

	North Dakota
	4
	0
	1,090
	$28.1

	Ohio
	5
	1
	15,409
	$484.2

	Oklahoma
	5
	1
	4,943
	$176.2

	Oregon
	9
	0
	8,200
	$286.6

	Pennsylvania 
	32
	20
	18,184
	$735.4

	Puerto Rico
	7
	1
	2,646
	$85.2

	Rhode Island
	12
	9
	1,494
	$57.2

	South Carolina
	8
	1
	4,396
	$140.7

	South Dakota
	14
	25
	955
	$14.0

	Tennessee
	7
	19
	12,850
	$538.8

	Texas
	49
	66
	43,167
	1.53 billion

	Utah
	28
	19
	6,930
	$180.8

	Vermont
	2
	0
	1,130
	$28.5

	Virginia
	17
	14
	12,483
	$608.0

	Washingotn
	11
	2
	11,290
	$347.8

	West Virginia
	4
	21
	2,180
	$49.7

	Wisonsin
	9
	16
	8,820
	$232.2

	Wyoming
	2
	9
	413
	$4.5


cused sqaurely on substance  without turning to red herrings or questions of personal bias or political considerations.  Honestly, it's been a real treat.  While you and I may agree that the bulk of the economic data points to film incentives as being revenue neutral or drains on state treasuries, this does not mean the issue is not "hotly debated."  In fact it is.  For example, I engaged with the Massachusetts film head on my own site here, which you may find entertaining.  Currently, I am working on a post that covers the "hotly debated" issue in New Mexico, which you can read about here.  Indeed, much of my recent law review working paper is spent addressing the two sides of this issue.  You may think it's no contest, because one side is so plainly correct (which I think it is, but retain the right to change my mind), but that does not mean it's not debated.  

In New Mexico, you cited the information from the Arrowhead Center's report to the legislature but not the Ernst & Young report prepared for the film commission, which you suggest is rife with bias problems.  And you might be right.  But incentive backers say the same thing about the Arrowhead Center, which depends on the state legislature for funding.  Thus, if an incentive opponent asks Arrowhead for a study on the incentive, the same fear of bias might apply.  It troubles me when film incentive backers shout down anyone who questions them, it's wrong for them to be so dismissive and certain.  Ignoring them in this debate, or denying one is taking place, makes film incentive critics guilty of the same thing.  Let's not do that.    

You said, "the budget disaster requires every program to be measured against competing priorities, and corporate welfare hasn't gotten enough scrutiny...Not a single person who has responded to my column has questioned that point."  I agree 1000% with you.  The very fact we are having this discussion means we are giving it scrutiny.  Trust me, I am not overlooking your argument, im knee deep in it.  

Let me clarify your point about the fact that I "ACKNOWLEDGE" there is "no evidence of an economic rationale" for the film incentives.  If the incentive could only be rationalized if it were revenue neutral or a revenue source, then it would be very hard to defend them and I would not.  But what if the economic rationale was just for job creation, irrespective of cost?  In that case, the incentives are very effective, because they do create and/or retain jobs.  Again, look at any state with new incentives and you will find hundreds, if not thousands of jobs that would not exist but for the incentives.  I have also said on more than one occasion that I have no problem if the incentives are rationalized on job creation grounds alone, but only if incentive backers were honest about the potential cost to the state.  If Massachusetts lawmakers and voters decide they are content with spending $89,000 to create each film job, then that is their right.  It might be poor public policy, but at least its informed.  Take Iowa, even after major fraud and abuse in the film office was uncovered, 61% of Iowans still favored the program.  

I think many Californians

