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Methodology
This master’s thesis was conducted as a case study of state motion picture incentive policy in the United States. A case study methodology was chosen in order to isolate processes and actions happening on a localized level as a way to identify unknowns related to a highly complex and controversial national issue. Shreveport, Louisiana was chosen as the case study subject for its unique circumstances (historic and economic) and ability to rapidly procure substantial levels of film production after Hurricane Katrina.
Goals of this study were to: a) clarify political logic behind the state’s motion picture incentive policy, b) investigate how the policy has impacted the local economy of Shreveport-Bossier City, c) uncover important political, social and other economic dynamics involved in that process, d) determine the sustainability of a creative industry in a traditionally manufacturing-based region, and e) construct an analytical narrative describing those findings. 
Interviews
My qualitative research method centered on one-on-one interviews with key players directly involved in film industry dealings at the local and state level. This roster of interviewees includes government officials, business leaders, industry professionals, prominent names and decision makers at relevant organizations of interest. An original group of participants was strategically hand-selected during the research planning phase, some by their notoriety in media articles related to the topic. Other interviewees were the result of introductions and suggestions made by early respondents during the interview process. Each target interviewee was contacted directly by email to participate in a “general study of the local film industry.” All participation was on a voluntary basis.
Interviews were conducted in person in a semi-casual manner with a personalized pre-prepared list of open-ended questions. When requested, sample questions were provided in advance. Average duration was approximately 45 minutes. All interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed in total and remain on record with the author.
A list of participants is provided below (alphabetically by last name) with their respective professional titles and background information. All interviews, with the exception of Chris Lyon, were conducted in person in April 2010 in Louisiana.
Arlena Acree is the Director of Film, Media, and Entertainment for the city of Shreveport. She has worked as a film liaison for the city mayor’s office since 2007. Previous to that role, Acree was the city’s Director of Economic Development under the previous mayoral administration.
Richard Bremer is the President of the Greater Shreveport Chamber Commerce. His organization promotes local business interests and economic prosperity in the region.
Stacey Brown is the President of the Shreveport-Bossier Convention & Tourist Bureau. Her office established the Shreveport-Bossier Film Office during the 1990s which later became instrumental in transitioning Louisiana’s film industry to the city after Hurricane Katrina.
Ryan Glorioso is a casting director with Glorioso Casting located in downtown Shreveport. His company services local productions, providing casting for principal and background actors. Glorioso is a native of southern Louisiana and relocated to Shreveport after Hurricane Katrina.
Jeffrey Goodman is a well-known independent film director and Louisiana native. After seven years in Los Angeles, Goodman returned to Shreveport in 2005 to complete his first feature film The Last Lullaby. The director is currently underway on his next film Peril, which like his first project, will be locally funded and filmed in the Shreveport area.
Alexandyr Kent is the Director of Community Outreach for Shreveport’s Robinson Film Center. Before taking that position in October 2009, Kent worked as a reporter for the Shreveport Times covering the local entertainment industry. He is the author of the now-defunct Louisiana Movies blog and has written articles on the film industry in major national publications including USA Today.
Dennis Lower, at the time of interview, was the Vice President of Planning & Development for Biomedical Research Foundation of Northwest Louisiana and Director of InterTech Science Park. The foundation has been essential in developing new digital media infrastructure in Shreveport. Lower recently took a position as the President and CEO of Center of Research Technology & Entrepreneurial Exchange in St. Louis, Missouri.
Chris Lyon is an independent filmmaker living in and native to Shreveport. In 2010 he founded the Shreveport Indie Film Alliance and works to support local film interests in the city. (A brief telephone interview was conducted with Lyon in July 2010.)
Diego Martinez is the President of Studio Operations, a local division of Nu Image/Millennium Films, in Shreveport. Martinez is a New Orleans native who worked his way up the ranks of the Louisiana film industry.
John Miralles is the Director of the Animation & Visual Effects Program at Louisiana State University in Shreveport. Miralles is a native of New York and industry veteran in the field of computer graphics and digital compositing. He has been a resident of Shreveport since July 2008 and was recruited to help craft the university program from the ground up.
Larry Powell is Dean of the Division of Telecommunications at Bossier Parish Community College. His department developed a comprehensive academic curriculum for television and film in 2001, which is now an important institution in film industry education for the region.
Chris Stelly is Director of Film & Television for the Office of Entertainment Industry Development within the Louisiana Economic Development Corporation. Since 2004, Stelly has played a lead role in advancing film industry growth for the state of Louisiana. Prior to his current position, he served six years in the office of ex-governor Mike Foster.
Rachel Volden is Director of Marketing for the Animation & Visual Effects Program at Louisiana State University in Shreveport.
Media Reports
Extensive background research was performed through a collection of media reports during the research planning phase. News articles from local, national and industry sources provided a reliable documentation of events over the years and supplied additional context for information gathered during the interview process. Media reports were identified as an important research tool for several reasons. Firstly, since the issue under study is still largely underway, they substituted for a lack of academic literature available on the topic. Secondly, any notable happenings after the fieldwork period were then available to be included during the writing phase. Thirdly, media reports served as an excellent secondary source for gathering industry perspectives and public quotes from key individuals who are not otherwise available. Examples of media sources included herein are: Los Angeles Times, Daily Variety, New York Times, New Orleans Times-Picayune, CNN, USA Today, Shreveport Times and MSNBC.
Other Official Sources
In addition to interviews and media reports, facts and data collected from official sources such governmental websites, film office publications, research institutes and economic reports were consulted to identify trends in the film industry. Items such as policy descriptions, employment statistics and production counts were necessary to supplement findings from interviews and media reports. Select information has been included throughout the text to validate arguments and support claims as necessary.

Behind the Scenes of “Hollywood South”: A Case Study of State Motion Picture Incentive Policy in Shreveport, Louisiana
by Stephen D. Friday
“Hollywood is an extraordinary kind of temporary place.”
	- John Schlesinger, Director of Midnight Cowboy
[bookmark: _Toc269116548]Introduction
An obituary for the Academy-award winning movie director in the New York Times records the famous quote as part of a clinching closing line. Of course, when those words were uttered by Schlesinger before his death in 2003, he was not making an observation to the tune of academics or social scientists – he was commenting on the instant dispensability of those working in the movies. Dreams, careers, reputations, even livelihoods have been destroyed by the economic powerhouse known as the Hollywood film industry; and as Schlesinger saw it, no one and nothing is immune. Even those who have enjoyed great success in the industry are always at risk of losing out to the next big thing. This phenomenon is not limited to above-the-line talent[footnoteRef:1], but can extend to places and cities fortunate enough to play host to this coveted creative industry. [1:  Above-the-line is an industry term referring to a film’s major creative talent, namely the billed actors, the director, the producer(s) and the writer(s). The term's opposite is below-the-line.] 

Since the 1990s, changes in film production strategies have prompted dollar-conscious production companies to seek out locales beyond the borders of the United States offering cost-cutting advantages over more established domestic production centers. During that decade U.S.-led motion picture production rose to prominence in countries such as Canada, Australia, and the United Kingdom where cheaper labor costs and currency exchange advantages became essential to maximize output under the strain of rising production and distribution costs and shrinking profits back home (Ulich & Simmens, 2001 : 364-365). Often, the cost benefits of international filming have been enhanced with aggressive tax incentive policies and opportunities to capture broader international audiences. This geographic dispersal of film production resulted in decreased activity in primary U.S. film centers such as Los Angeles and New York City, and spurred the creation of ancillary production centers in urban areas across the globe in a process known as “runaway production.” The term, in its most broad definition, refers to the act of film companies exiting Los Angeles in search of more economically viable destinations to carry out their projects. 
Overseas runaway production and its implications for America’s film industry has been the object of extensive analysis from the academic world. In the eyes of many, this trend of exportation has marked a new era for the business side of Hollywood and highlighted the industry’s increasingly flexible organization of productivity. Receiving urban centers abroad often exhibit indicators of economic boosts in the form of direct capital investment, job creation and infrastructure growth. On the other hand, convincing arguments have placed emphasis on the “transient” nature of Hollywood’s film industry and risk of abandonment as better financial opportunities arise elsewhere. As such, a new chapter has begun to unfold on the topic of runaway production in recent years, and thus far has received surprisingly very little attention from industry observers in academia. Recent enterprising efforts from U.S. state officials in the form of motion picture incentive (MPI) policies have attempted to reel rogue productions back in and keep those valuable dollars and jobs in the country. These domestic policies, which offer various forms of lucrative tax breaks to Hollywood producers, have siphoned production away from Los Angeles in ways previously unseen. Evidence emerging on this subject contains broad implications for changing production strategies across the United States, driven in large part by said state incentive policies. More interestingly, state leaders are holding up MPIs as access cards to more creative, knowledge-based industries rooted in motion picture production.
Opposition from fiscally-conservative politicians has drawn attention to the pitfalls of incentivizing a private-sector business often labeled as variable and hard to pin down, citing low returns on publicly-funded subsidies and temporary job creation among other problems. Policy advocates insist MPIs generate new economic development platforms for state and local governments in the form of big-picture gains and a host of intangible (mainly residual financial) benefits. A quick survey of states to date shows a mixed bag of outcomes and opinions related to MPIs. While over forty states today offer incentives to film companies in some capacity, the biggest players – Louisiana, New Mexico, Georgia, Michigan and Connecticut – seem to have delivered with a winning combination of timeliness and attention-getting generosity. Within these states strategic points of production – generally the larger urban areas – have experienced an influx of film and television crews hoping to trim overhead costs. Though these “mini film hubs” account for only minor shares of annual domestic production overall, direct budget expenditures valued in the millions (usually per production) and the presence of a high-profile industry have some local officials laying out the red carpet to keep cameras rolling. 
Underneath all the hype and surface cost-benefit debates surrounding MPIs, more meaningful economic development trends are occurring on the ground and require closer examination. Where most state film incentive programs can be accurately characterized as sponsoring nothing more than sporadic, temporary or low-impact activity from filmmakers, the case of Louisiana shows us something very different. Today Louisiana is home to a maturing entertainment production complex exhibiting stability and deep-seated indigenous qualities, attributable above all to opportunities generated by the state’s MPI policy. This can be explained through new investment strategies taken by non-local investors and necessary adaptation measures guiding the course of action on the receiving end. More importantly, “Hollywoodized” Louisiana natives returning to their home state have supplied essential industry knowledge to mediate relations between non-local investors and active locals and provided the “stickiness” on which to leverage a long-term creative industry.
More generally, this thesis investigates how opportunities for economic development under Louisiana’s motion picture incentive policy have been received and employed at the local level. Through a detailed case study of Shreveport-Bossier City (spanning nearly five years from the events of Hurricane Katrina in September 2005 to July 2010), I will explain what historical, economic, political and social factors and actions taken by key public and private groups are fostering an active center for film and television production. Furthermore, I will describe the transformative effects this industry has had on the city’s (and state’s) plan for long-term growth into corresponding creative industries. 
The course of the argument emphasizes the economic history of Shreveport-Bossier City (and to a larger extent, Louisiana) as a heavy-industrial region once characterized solely by its natural resources, and demonstrates how that past continues to influence many political decisions made today. It charts over a series of chapters how local and state officials are responding to changing tides in the global economy, how Hollywood’s runaway production is being pulled (and pushed) back into the United States providing new locational opportunities for lower-level independents, and ultimately how those two currents intersect. Above all else, this text underscores how new film production opportunities in Louisiana are drawing back indigenous creative talent from primary film centers and allowing the area to gain entry to more advanced sectors of the entertainment world. I conclude that this repatriation of creative and intellectual capital is the most significant outcome of Louisiana’s state motion picture incentive policy.
This analytical narrative should present useful new evidence to a wide-ranging audience including film industry insiders, academic sociologists interested in Hollywood’s changing economic geographies, U.S. political analysts and state lawmakers who stand on both sides of the MPI issue. It also provides a rare and valuable look into new domestic host sites of Hollywood. Creative repatriation trends identifiable in Louisiana have considerable implications for other U.S. states and cities, particularly those that have been able to procure a critical mass of film production through public subsidies. Regions with lingering ties to Fordist era manufacturing today, such as Michigan, are likely to exhibit the strongest correlation. Subsequent research is necessary to verify the implications of this research on other locales.
Chapter I will begin with a brief economic description and historical analysis of the Shreveport-Bossier City region.
Chapter II provides a literature review of Hollywood’s changing economic geographies and identifies important theories related to the film industry’s organizational structure.
Chapter III brings the discussion into the context of Louisiana and provides an initial state-level analysis of MPI policy from 2002 to September 2005.
Chapter IV moves the discussion to the city level and fully explores the effects of state MPI policy in the case of Shreveport-Bossier City from September 2005 to the present.
Chapter V covers the important national economic debate surrounding the contemporary issue of state MPI policy and also discusses secondary economic circumstances in Louisiana related to the matter at hand.
Chapter VI explores longer-term social and economic policy implications for the city of Shreveport and attempts to gauge the film industry’s sustainability in the area.
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Brief Economic Background on Shreveport, Louisiana
Before national headlines surrounding Hollywood’s arrival propelled Shreveport-Bossier City (herein referred to simply as “Shreveport”) into the national limelight, the city held a more modest profile. Situated in the northwest corner of Louisiana in the tri-state region known as the Ark-La-Tex, Shreveport was once a major player in the United States oil and gas business. Along with the rest of the state, it thrived during the Fordist era as a heavy-industrial center dominated by manufacturing and agricultural trades. The larger metropolitan area, home to approximately 400,000 residents, straddles the Red River and has long served as a minor port and shipping center. 
Like many other American cities of its size, sectoral shifts from manufacturing to services during the 1970s (Sassen, 1990) had detrimental effects on Shreveport’s economic well-being, which rested on energy production from oil and gas. The notorious “oil bust” of the mid-1980s across the southern U.S. caused by nose-diving crude oil prices crippled the region’s economy. A sharp spike in unemployment, depopulation and crime[footnoteRef:2] in the following years left Shreveport with a tarnished reputation.  [2:  City of Shreveport, Crime Comparison Charts 1978-1998, Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

“The community in the 1980s was in bad shape. There were a lot of empty buildings. People who had worked in the oil and gas industry were going back to school or finding new careers. People at all levels were needing to find new jobs.”
- Stacy Brown, Interview, 2010
Home values in the Shreveport region fell 34% from 1984 to 1991[footnoteRef:3] corresponding to negative population growth, a common trend at the time for cities with a large manufacturing base (Glaeser & Shapiro, 2001 : 10-11). Census data available for the Shreveport-Bossier Metropolitan Statistical Area in 1990 indicates a local unemployment rate of 10.5% compared to a national unemployment rate of 6.3%[footnoteRef:4]. [3:  MSN Money, “4 of America's nastiest housing busts” by MSN Money Staff (June 24, 2009), Last accessed: 7 June 2010.]  [4:  US Census Profile Comparison 2000 and 1990 for Shreveport-Bossier MSA compiled by Louisiana State University, Shreveport. Last accessed: 7 July 2010.] 

By the early-1990s Shreveport had opted for a “low-road” recovery plan when Louisiana state legislators moved to permit gambling activities at fixed points along the banks of its rivers in specially designated riverboat venues. Low-road economic practice typically supplies workers with low-skill, low-wage jobs, setting the stage for long-term poverty traps and suppressing overall quality of life. The education and training demands of low-road economic output are considerably less than those of “high-road” alternatives, which emphasize personal development and a pathway to advancement (MacEwan, 1999 : 204-208).
“There was a sense that Shreveport was closing down,” said Dale Sibley, the city’s director of economic development at the time. “Things were really in a depressed state. It was pretty dead.” Desperate for a remedy, Shreveport and area officials gambled that riverboat casinos could turn things around. […] “Shreveport needed a kick in the pants,” said Tom Dark, the city’s assistant chief administrative officer and a Shreveport native. “The casinos provided that.” (Shreveport Times, 2006)[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Shreveport Times, “From oil bust to riverboat boom, Shreveport rides casinos to change quality of life” by Joel Anderson (9 July 2006), Last accessed: 1 July 2010.] 

Louisiana was one of six states at the time – including Iowa, Illinois, Mississippi, Indiana, and Missouri – to pursue this economic development strategy. A total of fifteen gaming licenses were allocated among Louisiana’s key urban centers, five of which were granted to casino companies in Shreveport hoping to reach the Dallas-Fort Worth market in nearby Texas. The arrival of a gaming industry in Shreveport, solidified with elaborate land-based hotel complexes and a horse-racing venue, provided a launch pad into regional tourism. Today approximately three-quarters of Shreveport’s tourism market are attributed to short-stay visitors from east Texas patronizing the area’s gaming facilities.
While Louisiana’s gaming industry is heralded for bringing in vital new flows of capital across state lines, it was primarily viewed by local officials as a quick recovery device from the area’s traditional Fordist roots. An economic development report known as the Mount Auburn Study had been commissioned by the Shreveport Chamber of Commerce in 1986 to identified new initiatives to diversify the city’s economy. “A lot of focus had just been put on gas and oil. A decision was taken by the local leadership that it was untenable to continue to focus on one industry” (Lower, Interview, 2010). Following recommendations from this study, the Biomedical Research Foundation of Northwest Louisiana (BRF) was established to facilitate growth into knowledge-based industries with a strategy to leverage the city’s existing but nascent medical infrastructure. Through public and private sector support, BRF was successful in developing foundational resources and infrastructure in the form of a science park for innovation into the health care industry, among others. A business plan emerged during that time to expand into the sectors of life science, chemical/environment science, nano-technology, and information technology/communications. The healthcare industry has since grown into Shreveport’s largest employer, building on the long-time presence of LSU Health Sciences Center, but opportunities to attract businesses in the other three sectors remained limited[footnoteRef:6]. (Today, BRF maintains a key role in Shreveport’s “new” economy by luring in businesses and advancing educational initiatives. This point will be touched upon later in Chapter IV in reference to digital media industries.) According to research by Glaeser and Shaprio (2001), growth into knowledge-based industries was stifled in the 1990s by a lack of “high human capital” (defined by the level of residents’ education and income), a problem plaguing cities suffering from high unemployment and poverty: [6:  According to Glaeser and Shaprio (2001), there is an inverse relationship between employment in the healthcare industry (as of 1990) and a city’s population growth over the 1990s. “This connection is quite strong—cities with the highest percentage of health services employment grew over 20 percentage points less quickly than cities with the least health services employment.” Their explanation for this connection is that the healthcare industry is “concentrated primarily in poorer places” and that people has drained away from “low human capital” areas (pp. 10-11).] 

The most important factor driving the success of a city is its human capital base. Cities with skilled workers or high median incomes grew [during the 1990s], and cities with high levels of poverty shrank. This suggests that city leaders who want to encourage growth need to think about whether their policies are encouraging skilled workers to live there (2001 : 13).
Educational statistics on record for Louisiana support this research. In 1990, 32% of the state’s population (25 years or older) had not obtained a high school diploma, compared to 25% nationally[footnoteRef:7]. Between 1970 and 1990, the gap between Louisiana and other states in the proportion of residents with at least a bachelor’s degree more than doubled from 1.6% to 4.2%[footnoteRef:8]. [7:  Institute for Environmental Studies (LSU) Report, “Louisiana’s Economy in Transition” prepared by ECONorthwest (consultants in economics, finance and planning), p. 3 (March 1997), Last accessed: 11 July 2010.]  [8:  Id.] 

Workers with less education, especially those who did not graduate from high school, generally do not have the requisite skills to compete in the increasingly high tech, global economy and can expect to have relatively fewer, high-paying employment opportunities in the future. Economic-development policies that do not emphasize correcting the state’s educational deficiencies cannot be successful. (ECONorthwest Economic Report, 1997)[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Id.] 

During that decade, by most indicators of well-being (employment, education, income, crime, and health risks) Louisiana “ranked at or near the bottom,” showing “underperformance relative to the nation as a whole”[footnoteRef:10]. Understanding this context as the impetus for new policy precedents is fundamental for the extent of the argument hereafter. Challenges experienced by local and state governments related to economic development since the 1980s have been present behind all policy developments moving forward, with a keen emphasis on education and training. [10:  Id.] 
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Changing Economic Geography of Hollywood’s Film Industry
This chapter will explore the history of Hollywood’s changing organizational structure and economic geography over the course of many decades. It presents several key theories in the field explaining how a distinctive industry once exclusive to its namesake production locale has transformed into a global machine comprising a network of companies and activities all over the world. Attention is called to the “split locational pattern” associated with runaway production as carried out by Los Angeles-based corporate studios. While this separation of creative and practical labor functions remains an unaltered business model for larger production companies, I make the argument that new investment opportunities presented by state MPIs are curbing exportation of projects from the United States. Further and more notably, I show that state MPIs are contributing to the rise of lower-level independent filmmaking by reducing barriers to funding and improving industry accessibility. Where these two movements overlap, new localized film ecologies are emerging, the “gravitational” effects of which are siphoning more production away from Hollywood for reasons related to hard-cost factors.
Retracing Early Hollywood
Although filmmaking is regarded as a contemporary and global creative industry, motion picture production as such spans a century of history. The first years of filming activity in the early-twentieth century are rather vague, but a few key authors in the field have assembled a cohesive narrative on the industry’s early growth and offer a theoretical coating around its organizational dynamics. According to Allen Scott, origins of Hollywood as an active place of motion picture production can be traced back to about 1907 to 1914 (2005 : 11). This timing seems to coincide with an era of film history marked by the proliferation of small “nickelodeon” cinemas in the United States as a way to deliver moving picture entertainment to a growing American audience[footnoteRef:11]. Through these advancements, moving picture production became a viable business prospect to early filmmaking companies including Pathé, Edison Company, Biograph Company and American Vitagraph (among others)[footnoteRef:12], and eventually led to what Scott describes as a “loose and rather chaotic collection of motion picture shooting activities” in a “straggling suburb some seven miles from downtown Los Angeles” (2005 : 11). Due to this dense spatial proximity, the industry’s original production and distribution channels matured into the classical system of studio production by the late-1920s through a sort of “virtuous cycle of endogenous growth” (2005 : 11). Debates remain over exactly the critical turning points which catapulted the Hollywood cluster to the dominate gathering place over other equally promising clusters taking shape simultaneously elsewhere in the U.S. and Europe. [11:  Wikipedia, “History of Film”, Last accessed: 6 July 2010.]  [12:  Id.] 

For purposes of this thesis, it is useful to understand Hollywood’s early developmental phase in terms of “ecological” evolution. Borrowing from the work of Rothschild (1995), a functioning “economic ecosystem” can be defined generally as a system of symbiotic relationships within a particular environment building on knowledge already gathered. Where Scott discusses a “virtuous cycle of endogenous growth,” this can be reinterpreted as the interdependence of people working under institutional structures in a shared environment towards a common goal of progress and survival. In this way, a “loose and rather chaotic” young Hollywood slowly organized, stabilized and matured through the fruitful relationships of locals and non-locals alike in the interest of film production. This concept of “film ecology” will be carried through the course of my argument and should provide a tool for analyzing the material herein.
The so-called “Golden Age” of Hollywood, which lasted from the late-1920s to the late-1940s, brought a series of important events including the consolidation of operations into the “vertically-integrated” corporate studio system and formation of the early Hollywood “majors” (Scott, 2005 : 25-27). Big name studios of the time aggressively pursued control over the main three phases of the motion picture industry: production, distribution and exhibition, in addition to packing all fundamental tasks of filmmaking under one hierarchical structure. This may be interpreted as a type of oligopolistic regime (Storper & Christopherson, 1987; Schatz, 2008). Available texts implicate that the quality of film product suffered under this form of commodity chain – for reasons relating to routinization and artistic homogeny – and created opportunities later for a number of independent shops to gain a small share of the market (Storper & Christopherson, 1987). According to Addison (2003), it was also during this time that the signature moniker of “Hollywood” was adopted to refer to the entire American motion picture industry (2003 : 143-150). This type of “locational intensification” and “institutional order” as interpreted by Scott had strong bearings on the industry’s organizational stability, and by extension, the geography of production, which at the time remained almost exclusively in Southern California. Locational intensification was exemplified by the assemblage of motion picture employment (creative, technical, commercial) in Southern California (by 1937 its share had grown to 87.8%, corresponding to steep declines of such jobs in New York) tied to the spatial concentration of large film companies in Hollywood (perhaps due in part to availability of cheap land for sound stages) and the industry’s growing “cultural domination” attached to place-name (2005 : 27). Heightened production capacity and achievements in institutionalizing the industry through new labor unions, studio relation agreements and professional associations strengthened Hollywood’s organizational stability and further entrenched moviemaking activities in the region (2005 : 30-32). The studio system held “monopolistic control” of the film industry and flourished through most of the 1940s (Schatz, 2008 : 15).
Disruption of “old Hollywood” is attributed largely to the Hollywood Antitrust Case of 1948 (also known as the Paramount Decision or Paramount Decree) in which the U.S. Supreme Court ruled the production and subsequent exhibition of a major movie studios’ film through its corporate-owned theatre chains was unfair trade practice and a violation of U.S. antitrust law (Elmer & Gasher, 2005; Schatz, 2008; Scott, 2005). Proliferation of television consumption due to “wholesale changes in postwar American lifestyles” also prompted changes in the way movies were made and Hollywood’s business model, as “watching TV” generally replaced “going out to the movies” in the 1950s. (Schatz, 2008 : 16). Oft-cited research by Michael Storper and Susan Christopherson explains how the once “routinized, factory-like process” of studio operations in the first half of the twentieth century began to “vertically disintegrate” through the 1950s and early-1980s as a direct result of said court case and America’s changing entertainment preference (Storper & Christopherson, 1987; Schatz, 2008). Significant consequences of these events include the rise of specialized industry firms and independent production services, which could then operate without strong-arm blocking strategies of the majors. These smaller firms, agile and responsive to production needs and demands, helped form a trend in the industry known as “flexible specialization” (Storper & Christopherson, 1987). In general post-Fordist terms, flexible specialization refers to a production system organized around an interconnected network of small firms and characterized by small-batch, custom production and niche consumption. This type of production system is flexible because “each production project can be organized with a different mix of specialized input-providing firms” (Storper & Christopherson, 1987 : 105). It is here that locational decisions of individual companies and changing labor market dynamics as a result of disintegration and flexible specialization reinforced an agglomerative film economy in Southern California. Spatial concentration of employment and establishments in the sectors of motion pictures, television, and their “allied services” increased dramatically in the Los Angeles region through the 1980s and can be explained by “subcontracting firms” locating near each other (or agglomerating) to engage in frequent “face-to-face contact” to win contracts (usually short-term) on a project-by-project basis (Storper & Christopherson, 1987 : 109-112). The concept behind “economies of agglomeration” relates to networking effects of related business clusters and improved production through an enlarged supplier and customer base[footnoteRef:13]. In the case of Hollywood, Storper and Christopherson recognize that skilled workers (whether above- or the below-the-line) have remained close to the “largest pool of employment opportunities” in order to offset risks associated with the “instability of short-term contractual work” common to motion picture production basis (1987 : 113).  This agglomerative behavior protected Hollywood’s dominance as the nation’s primary film center even as filming of motion pictures began to move out of the region.  [13:  Wikipedia, “Economies of agglomeration”, Last accessed: 25 June 2010.] 

Ins and Outs of Runaway Production
The changing composition of Hollywood’s organizational structure and rising costs of production during the latter half of the twentieth century led to a phenomenon known as “runaway production”. Technological advances through the 1970s and 1980s allowed for the exportation of filming activities to other locations nationally and internationally. Runaway production in general refers to the execution of Hollywood film projects in places outside Southern California – for reasons sometimes creative but often economic. If considered at the national level, runaway production refers to that which goes to other countries; at the state level, runaway production refers to that which goes to other states (McDonald, 2008 : 9). The issue of runaway production is highly complex and requires an explanation of macro and micro economics, politics and other push and pulls factors. It has received much attention from scholarly onlookers in many fields of academia due to economic, political, cultural and social ramifications on both the giving and receiving ends. Therefore, a wide body of literature exists on this topic chronicling runaway production from the 1980s when the first dollar-conscious producer took his project on the road to more contemporary accounts. Canada – more specifically its provinces of British Columbia, Quebec and Ontario – has received a tremendous amount of U.S. film production for reasons spanning from favorable currency exchange rates to cultural similarities (i.e. non-descript North American scenery). Other popular overseas filming locales have included Australia, Mexico, the U.K. and Eastern European countries. The function of these filming destinations has been described primarily as one of production execution, as project conceptualization and other creative tasks have remained based in Los Angeles (Elmer & Gasher, 2005 : 2).
It is important to understand that runaway production has not been a win-win situation for all parties involved, where producers get to make cheaper films and host locales receive hefty financial injections. In fact, there has been a deepening controversy among domestic industry and political voices over how to keep those spent dollars and well-paying jobs in Southern California. The term “runaway” itself carries a doleful connotation – one that conveys an idea of something lost or rightfully belonging elsewhere. And their arguments have merit. Film production has been an indigenous industry to Southern California since its inception, providing an economic bedrock that has propelled the city of Los Angeles to its position as a command center of a “new international division of cultural labor” (Miller et al, 2001 via Elmer & Gasher : 1). Hundreds of places around the globe, including a number of American cities and states other than California, contend to lure film production or some aspect of it for the big bucks attached. Although it is argued that host locales often do not reap adequate returns on such investments. Tax concessions and other policy incentives are increasingly common among world lawmakers to access not only the financial advantage of Hollywood, but to obtain heightened notoriety and movie star glitz associated with American cosmopolitanism (Donald, 2005 : 146). Dubai is one of the newest international locales to show interest in doing business with Hollywood. What began as a strategy to boost the Emirate city’s “appeal to property investors” years ago[footnoteRef:14], has since been looked upon as an opportunity to diversify the local economy in the wake of the recent real estate crash[footnoteRef:15]. [14:  Offshore Shelter, “Buying Property in Dubai Getting Boost From Hollywood” (5 December 2007), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.]  [15:  Variety, “Credit crunch crushing Middle East” by Ali Jaafar (11 December 2009), Last accessed: 9 July 2010. ] 

Not all productions fleeing Los Angeles since the 1980s have sought overseas locations. In fact, continued evolution of Hollywood’s organizational structure from the mid-1980s allowed for the rise of regional (or second-order) film centers in North America (Lukinbeal, 2004). Building on Storper and Christopherson’s earlier theory of flexible specialization, Lukinbeal argues that the arrival of localized cable broadcasters expanded distribution outlets for feature films (specifically existing film libraries which had new value) and provided vast new potential for television markets. In order to fully capitalize on these new entertainment platforms, Hollywood slowly “vertically reintegrated into mega-multinational ‘entertainment’ corporations”[footnoteRef:16] (Lukinbeal, 2004 : 307). “[Corporatization] signaled an end to the vertical disintegration of the organizational structure that had characterized the film production industry from the 1950s through the 1970s” (2004: 307). With that said, dynamics of flexible specialization have remained an integral part of the corporate business model. His argument continues that increased demand for television show production through the 1990s ultimately led to new economic geographies for film in Texas, Chicago, Florida and North Carolina. (These events are separate from and predate the more contemporary events surrounding state MPIs.) Lukinbeal explains how and why certain locations were chosen for production, such as for their site specific and “realistic” imagery (for instance in San Francisco, Miami Beach and Las Vegas), small economic incentives in the form of right-to-work laws (as in Texas and Florida), mature soundstage infrastructure (in the North Carolina case), or a combination of two factors as in Texas where economic advantages paired with “a generic sense of place” for variety of settings. In short, each second-order production center of this era filled “a slightly different market niche” rationalized in the sense of occasional “on-location” filming (2004 : 319). In a later work, Christopherson describes the attractiveness of domestic on-location runaways during this period primarily as a means to circumvent the “high cost, unionized environment of Los Angeles” (Chistopherson, 2005 : 21-22). Where the two authors differ slightly in opinion is over the relevance and purpose of pre-21st century regional film centers in the U.S. (Christopherson considers the role of independent producers over corporate studios here, although she views the two as inextricably linked, particularly during the distribution phase), both explicitly conclude that nominal film activity and perpetual labor shortages never allowed for economies of agglomeration to develop in these places and therefore Los Angeles was not challenged as a dominant industry center. [16:  Time Warner, News Corporation, Viacom, Sony, Walt Disney Company and General Electric / Vivendi SA are considered the contemporary “Big Six” media conglomerates. Source: Wikipedia, “Major film studio”, Last accessed: 12 July 2010.] 

In most international cities and countries the story has been much the same. Threats to L.A.’s dominance have remained low because Hollywood-based producers face risks and obstacles when contracting out to foreign territories (even though numerous financial advantages often override such adversities). Practical needs such as assembling a skilled crew base or finding location-neutral backdrops for filming often besets producers who choose to make their films outside of the United States. Maintaining a certain type of film aesthetic is essential for appealing to broad international audiences, a strategy for contemporary studios to maximize their products’ market exposure (Donald, 2005; Matheson, 2005). This is done so that completed projects (particularly television miniseries) can maintain a generic quality and be repackaged on a country by country basis to squeeze larger financial returns out of those production dollars already spent (Selznick, 2005). Issues of “aesthetics control” have been raised frequently in literature covering international runaways. The right “look and feel” of a Hollywood project must be retained when substituting domestic U.S. backdrops for others elsewhere. Cities such as Toronto and Sydney have become preferred location choices because of their ability to mimic American urban settings. Often the “true” place of production is intentionally masked in efforts to ensure appeal to international audiences (Matheson, 2005 : 118). Some strategies to achieve this include changing street signs and license plates on vehicles, or avoiding easily recognizable landmarks or architectural styles that may reveal too much localized character (2005 : 125-130). Matheson (2005), referencing earlier work by Relph (1976), refers to this as “projecting placelessness”. Aesthetics control is also a concern outside of place settings. The advent of post-production outsourcing in digital media hubs like India and the Philippines presents the need to eliminate or minimize non-North American style influences (Govil, 2005). Corrective workforce training and assurance of technology standards are seen as necessary to carry out digital outsourcing from Hollywood. These additional expenses offset advantages of upfront cheap foreign labor costs (Govil, 2005 : 107-112; Goldsmith & O’Regan, 2005 : 41).
Another hurdle for foreign runaway production pertains to cultural ideologies. Host countries to Hollywood are often wrought with the need to maintain a sufficient level of indigenous production portraying their country’s respective nationalistic themes, aesthetic notions, morals and values against the hegemonic tendencies of Hollywood (Miller, 2007). Evidence of this has been gathered in Canada and Australia which have been great benefactors of the industry’s “finance-capital apparatus” (Breen, 2005 : 72-77). Increasingly, patriotic production policies in these countries have been introduced to counteract the loss of indigenous film projects, often working against parallel efforts to preserve Hollywood’s presence on economic grounds (Breen, 2005). Similarly, conservative Muslim values battling typical American themes have narrowed Hollywood’s prospects in the United Arab of Emirates. 
[Since Emirate] execs are looking to finance projects that are ethically based and focus on family-friendly themes, the [film] fund will likely avoid projects that deal explicitly with sex, politics or other contentious subjects. […] “There are certain subject matters that we’re not interested in, like horror or films that deal too much with sexuality. But that still leaves us with action, adventure, comedies and thrillers,” says al Noor senior adviser Talaat Captan. “The last thing we want to do is invest in a film that shows Arabs as terrorists.” (Variety, 2009)[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Variety, “Credit crunch crushing Middle East” by Ali Jaafar (11 December 2009), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

These cultural clashes have become a point of contention between receiving foreign governments and American producers wishing to continue making motion pictures abroad.
In addition to adversities encountered outside of the country, financial and political factors at home have discouraged U.S.-based producers from exporting their projects. The most prohibitive reason relates to macro economics. “A number of factors have contributed to the decline in [international runaway] productions, most notably the downturn in the American economy post-9/11” (Elmer & Gasher, 2005 : 11). Fluctuating currency exchanges rates and economic uncertainties also negatively affect longer-term investments in foreign locales such as soundstages and post-production facilities. A weakened American dollar today in the aftermath of the 2008 global economic recession continues to block production companies from utilizing once popular film destinations abroad. In the political sphere, ideological and patriotic dimensions to runaway debates have pressured Hollywood’s labor unions to restrict occupational provisions such as pension and health benefits in foreign territories (Christopherson, 2005 : 32; Ulich & Simmens, 2001 : 367). These measures have discouraged actors and other unionized workers from taking film jobs outside of the United States. Such economic barriers and cultural and political pressures internally and externally have preserved L.A.’s role in the globalized film industry.
State Motion Picture Incentive Policies
Through the discussion of runaway production up to this point, it is generally accepted that Hollywood has taken on a “split locational pattern” with pre-production and post-production creative work centered in Los Angeles and actual production activity scattered all over the world (Elmer & Gasher, 2005 : 7). This split locational pattern is a critical theory explaining why Hollywood has sustained its industry relevance while television and movie production has gradually decentralized. Literature reviewed in the preceding section illustrates how Hollywood’s growing film operations nationally and internationally never resulted in sufficient activity in any one location to collectivize risks for industry firms and workers, especially those in more creative roles. However, I make the assertion that disruption of this paradigm is beginning to take place, the results of which are leading to new geographies of production previously unseen in the United States. Some American cities and states (different ones than those recognized in the 1980s and 1990s) are attracting large shares of film production, some of which are also beginning to build up and leverage their own post-production services. The source of this disruption lies in entrepreneurial efforts taken by state officials in the form of state incentive policies. (Advances in digital technologies should also be recognized as a factor.)
Motion picture incentive policies emerged as a strategy for U.S. state governments to capture a share of film production being taken out of the country and to tap part of the nearly $60 billion dollars generated by the industry each year[footnoteRef:18]. Mounting political voices from California-based industry unions, film commission officials, politicians and the media brought the issue of runaway production into the national spotlight. A news article from the Los Angeles Times dated April 1999 shows the state of affairs at the time: [18:  Daily Tribute, “Hollywood comes to Detroit” by Angela G. King (4 February 2009), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

Directors Guild Executive Director Jay Roth said the hiring of the firm Washington Counsel PC as a lobbyist on the issue was done because “our view is that the question of the loss of motion picture and TV production is not strictly a California issue. It's a nationwide issue.” […] Over the last few months, production work has slowed for a variety of reasons, including studios’ cutting their bloated production slates due to high production and marketing costs in a saturated market for films. As that has happened, the issue of runaway production – a major issue in Hollywood off and on since the early 1980s – has reemerged as a top concern. (Los Angeles Times, 1999)[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Los Angeles Times, “Movie Industry Rallies to Halt 'Runaway' Films” by James Bates and Jeffrey Gettlemen (17 April 1999), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

That year members of the Directors Guild of America and Screen Actors Guild commissioned a study to determine the full impact of runaway production on the larger national economy, and in 2001 those concerns were acknowledged in a report by the United States Department of Commerce (Ulich & Simmens, 2001 : 360). Combating the “flight of U.S. television of cinematic film production to foreign shores” began to take on nationalistic tones, particularly from interests in Los Angeles and Washington, D.C.[footnoteRef:20]. [20:  The Migration of U.S. Film and Television Production, report issued by U.S. Department of Commerce in January 2001.] 

The vogue for state film subsidies appears to have started in Colorado early this decade, with a briefly financed Defense Against Canada law that was devised to win production back from Vancouver and Toronto. Louisiana and New Mexico soon came on board (New York Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:21] [21:  New York Times, “States’ Film Production Incentives Cause Jitters” by Michael Cieply (11 October 2008), Last accessed: 17 July 2010.] 

In 2002, Louisiana passed what is widely considered the nation’s first state MPI legislation, the Louisiana State Motion Picture Incentive Act. New Mexico passed a similar measure shortly thereafter that same year. By some accounts, these state policies were modeled after film incentive policies observed previously in Canada, and function in the same way by offering tax credits to appeal to short-budgeted producers[footnoteRef:22]. While the concurrence of these two events – anti-runaway production campaigns and appearance of U.S. state MPI policies – are unquestionably related, intentions behind incentivizing Hollywood (at least from Louisiana’s perceptive) were less about patriotism and more about opportunity for economic development. [22:  New Orleans City Business, “Hollywood Execs Love Louisiana Film Credit Cash” by Holly Miller (2 February 2004), Last accessed 15 July 2010.] 

Over the last eight years, the concept of state legislators offering lucrative tax incentives to attract film production for economic gains has become extremely popular, and increased resistance and risks related to production abroad has worked to intensify this trend. A 2008 New York Times article describes how parts of the United States have become the “New Bulgaria” – a reference to what was once the film industry’s “favorite” low-cost production site[footnoteRef:23]. What may have been instigated by efforts to “bring runaway production back home” for the sake of Los Angeles has ballooned into a national policy phenomenon, one that is inadvertently causing even further transformative effects on the economic geographies of American film production. Some industry onlookers and media outlets are calling it the “democratization” of Hollywood. At present over 40 of the 50 states now offer MPIs of some kind including tax credits or rebates, cost reductions on commodities or money upfront to fund film projects. More sophisticated tax-based subsidies usually fall into the categories of investment tax credits or rebates and payroll tax credits.  [23:  New York Times, “States’ Film Production Incentives Cause Jitters” by Michael Cieply (11 October 2008), Last accessed: 13 July 2010.] 

Some cities and states have been more successful than others in attracting motion picture production, for reasons usually attributed to policy timing (“first-mover” advantage), subsidy generosity and availability of infrastructure support. The reality is, of course, much more complex – particularly in the state of Louisiana, home to an expanding film industry marked by intensifying durability and indigenous creativity. The complexity of this issue is illustrated by the simple fact that most other states offering MPIs have not experienced this type of growth. In many cases, incentives (by their very nature) have only been useful in luring intermittent, pass-through investments from Hollywood in line with the classic split locational pattern identified earlier. Only when MPIs are enacted with strategies of intervention to adapt local conditions to industry labor needs and native assets are fully exploited (as Louisiana has done) can states leverage a competitive edge and begin to build a sustainable industry encompassing the creative sides of production.
But the majority of state lawmakers treat MPIs as quick devices for instant access to creative, knowledge-based industries, shortsightedly attempting to build a film industry from the ground up solely through subsidizing runaway production. Efforts to promote local technical skills and creative talent necessary for pre- and post-production are often ignored or ineffective, reinforcing Hollywood’s command post as the focal point of such employment.
No one is trying to compete with L.A. from a technical standpoint. […] They’re certainly competing from a financial standpoint, though. The name of the game is all about tax incentives. (CNN, 2010)[footnoteRef:24] [24:  CNN, “States use tax incentives to draw film work from Hollywood” by Stephanie Goldberg (13 March 2010), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Criticism both external and internal against this subsidy trend has been strong. Basic arguments surrounding this issue claim that little or no evidence can be presented to suggest MPIs, which come at the expense of tax-payer dollars, actually pay for themselves in aggregate dollar terms, usually measured by direct production budget expenditures and sales tax revenue. A critical appraisal of state strategies to lure filmmakers in 2008 by Christopherson and Rightor titled The Creative Economy as “Big Business” outlines many of the economic dilemmas experienced by state governments participating in film subsidies. Consensus among opponents claim that MPIs: a) are too expensive, b) are inappropriate because they incentivize private sector business, c) jeopardize precious state resources, d) only encourage temporary job growth, and e) are misguided by Hollywood’s prestige or glamour factor. On the other hand, proponents – particularly those from more successful states – insist economic payback from MPIs go far beyond dollar-for-dollar returns. For example, a number of indirect or intangible benefits must be considered like increased quality of life and new economic vitality. Supporters maintain that actual fiscal returns on initial tax payouts are met long-term after continued investment in the industry. (This discussion will be covered in more detail in Chapter V.) More high-paying jobs and lateral growth into other creative industries connected to film production are also often regarded, but as I have stated and will continue to explain, this seems to occur only under certain circumstances.
Important Role of Lower-Level Independents
Outside of the debate on fiscal worthiness which has taken all of the spotlight, state MPIs seem to be creating new economic and locational platforms for lower-level independent groups in the film industry. This connects directly to how some states (again, looking primarily at Louisiana) have been able to attract or home-grow indigenous creative spheres and disrupt the split locational pattern of production. With this said, much more scholarly attention is required to uncover what broad structural, organizational and economic ramifications MPI policies are having on Hollywood’s geographic distribution, and by extension, receiving localities across the country. This section will discuss how lower-level independents have been empowered by new opportunities associated with MPIs and form the building blocks for new film ecologies outside of Hollywood.
Ample statistical evidence shows that in recent years the percentages of feature film production in the Los Angeles region has fallen sharply.
So it’s a harder pill for Los Angeles, the home of American filmmaking, to swallow — threatening to put it in a class with other cities whose identities were deeply associated with a single industry. […]  The bad news: movie location shoots around Los Angeles fell to 4,976 days last year [2009], down 29.9 percent from 2008 and off 64.4 percent from a peak of 13,980 days in 1996, according to FilmL.A., which monitors film permits in the area. Producers have routinely had stories based in California rewritten to occur in states with high subsidies. […] In a new indignity for Hollywood’s struggling film production business, Los Angeles and its environs are about to be ravaged by aliens in Battle: Los Angeles. It stars Aaron Eckhart, is set for release by Sony Pictures in 2011 — and was shot in Louisiana. (New York Times, 2010)[footnoteRef:25] [25:  New York Times, “For Hollywood, Stand-Ins Play California’s Part” by Michael Cieply (4 February 2010) Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

California’s world share of studio films (i.e., those made by the six biggest studios) dropped from 66% in 2003 to 34% in 2008 and has fallen further since then. (The Economist, 2010)[footnoteRef:26] [26:  The Economist, “Hollow-wood”, (11 March 2010, printed in 13 March 2010 issue), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

On-location feature film production in the area has fallen to its lowest levels on record. Student films generated as much activity on the streets of Los Angeles in the first quarter of 2009, when only a few movies, including Fame and Alvin and the Chipmunks: The Squeakquel, were shot there. California's share of U.S. feature film production dropped to 31% in 2008 from 66% in 2003, according to the California Film Commission. That largely reflects a falloff in the Los Angeles area, where feature filming activity in 2008 was nearly half what it was at its peak in 1996. […] “L.A. is at risk of losing a good part of one of its signature industries, just like it did with the aerospace industry in the early 1990s,” said Jack Kyser, chief economist for Los Angeles County Economic Development Corp. (Los Angeles Times, 2009)[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Los Angeles Times, “As the Hollywood machine abandons L.A., its supporting workers struggle” by Richard Verrier (12 July 2009), Last accessed: 7 July 2010.] 

While not all of this loss can be attributed to siphoning effects of state MPIs, several states other than California and New York are capturing larger shares of domestic film production than ever before. Louisiana is now recognized by leading industry sources as the nation’s third largest production center after California and New York (The Hollywood Reporter, 2010)[footnoteRef:28]. According to the Internet Movie Database (IMDb) website, 915 productions took place in Louisiana from 2002 through July 2010[footnoteRef:29]. Functioning film ecologies are developing in places that formerly had no (or considerably weak) ties to motion picture production, nor (as established in the previous chapter) a pre-existing “creative milieu” to produce such a high-level industry so rapidly. [28:  The Hollywood Reporter, “Made in Louisiana” by Todd Longwell (27 May 2010), Last accessed: 23 July 2010.]  [29:  Not all of these productions can be attributed to Louisiana’s motion picture incentives. Some projects listed are less noteworthy. Still, the 915 figure for the period 2002-2010 compares to an all-time total of 1,494 dating back to the 1940s.] 

In order to peel back the layers and understand how Louisiana has been able to incubate its film ecology, we need to take a closer look at the two primary spheres of Hollywood film production. Allen Scott makes a distinction between two separate “arms” or types of filmmaking in contemporary Hollywood: corporate studio majors resigned to making high-concept blockbuster films, and “more modest independent filmmakers” who emphasize authentic content over box-office punch (2005 : 35). At times there is intermixing between these two spheres, but they principally operate separately from each other. As pointed out earlier, independent filmmaking and independent production services rose to prominence after vertical disintegration of the classic studio system after the 1950s. These smaller boutique companies, as opposed to their more geographically-bound corporate counterparts, possess a degree of mobility and flexibility that Storper and Christopherson have labeled as “flexible specialization” – or the ability to easily adapt to shifting organizational structures through subcontracting and their intrinsic small size[footnoteRef:30]. Vertically-reintegrated media corporations reappearing after the 1980s have also retained a degree of flexible specialization in their production models, and as Lukinbeal and Christopherson have recognized, this has provided the latitude for “geographic expansion” of production operations. This has to be differentiated from “geographic mobility” inherent to independent operators. Where the former remains based in one location and can carry out operations virtually anywhere, the latter transplants operations altogether. Here further distinction should be made between three ranks of contemporary filmmaker: a) corporate studio majors, b) higher-level independents, and c) lower-level independents. Each of the three ranks carries varying levels of financial power and resources, which translates into varying degrees of “sphere of influence” and capacity for risks. Corporate studio majors and higher-level independents (modern independent studios sometimes referred to as “mini majors”) have comprised the vast majority of international runaway production from Hollywood, and have been the focus of academic literature covering this topic. [30:  Despite attributes of mobility and flexibility, the classical theory of flexible specialization maintains that small subcontracting firms are bound to geographic precepts of mature production complexes. The argument is made herein that such geographic precepts are being redefined through economic push and pull factors.] 

Lower-level independents and their role in shaping “New Hollywood” have been highly ignored, but they are key players in the larger discussion on MPI policy in Louisiana and other U.S. states. Data available from the Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA) indicates that there has been steady growth in independent feature film production since the arrival of state MPIs in 2002. Table 1 below compares trends in the number of studio (“MPAA”) projects versus “other feature films” between 1999 and 2008[footnoteRef:31].  [31:  Table reproduced (and slightly modified) with permission by Adrian McDonald as published in “Down The Rabbit Hole: The Madness of State Film Incentives as a Solution to Runaway Production” (2009), see Cited Literature. Original data source: Motion Picture Association of America, Theatrical Market Statistics 2008.] 

Table 1 – Annual MPAA vs. Independent Feature Film Releases in U.S., 1999-2008.
The data shows 9% average annual growth between 2002 and 2008 in the category of other feature films – represented here by non-MPAA affiliates (both mini-majors and lower-level independents) – with an aggregate increase of 69% overall. Over the same six-year period, the number of major studio films decreased annually by 3% on average. This decline in studio feature films coincides with soaring production and marketing costs, which the MPAA estimates has had a combined compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 5.2% since 2001[footnoteRef:32]. Production costs alone exhibited a 6.8% CAGR between 2001 and 2007[footnoteRef:33]. For example, total average production costs per feature film were estimated at $47.7 million in 2001 and $70.8 million in 2007[footnoteRef:34]. A large portion of these higher production costs can be attributed to the improved “bargaining power of media ‘talent’ (including actors, directors, and writers)” (Christopherson & Rightor, 2008 : 2). [32:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates, p. 13, Table 1, (February 2009), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.]  [33:  Id.]  [34:  Id.] 

The salaries of the “talent” are a significant part of the total budget, depending on their star power, but since well-known actors and directors are important to marketing the film or television product, cost reduction pressure is typically aimed at the shooting phase of the production process and the skilled craft workforce […] So, producers are pushed to look for subsidies provided by state governments as a source of project financing by the companies that distribute their products, from whom financing is harder to get. (2008 : 2).
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that Los Angeles has suffered a two-fold fall off in feature film activity due to a shrinking pool of major studio projects and a higher percentage of all remaining studio projects being pushed to other cities and states. While this has contributed greatly to the promotion of U.S. film hubs outside California (although working on a split locational pattern), this information does not account for the upsurge in independent filmmaking in recent years. One theory I offer up is based on the role of lower-level independents. By offering MPIs for film production, states are creating new domestic platforms for lower-level independents. These new platforms not only provide more favorable economic environments, but are expanding locational choices of creative individuals and small specialized firms seeking to engage with the industry. Linked to this, but less a focus of this thesis, is the proliferation of digital technologies since the beginning of the century which may be effective in lowering barriers to entry for low resource groups.
According to 2009 statistics published by the MPAA, over 49,000 businesses involved in film and television production-related activities in the U.S. today – including not only production studios but core industry suppliers – are largely entrepreneurial small businesses, 93% of which employ fewer than ten people[footnoteRef:35]. This figure is up from 85% estimated only three years earlier[footnoteRef:36]. With the advent of state MPIs, small service shops, independent filmmakers and new startup companies – depending on their objective, industry specialization and financial means – can choose between two main business practices: 1) orbit compatible businesses in sufficiently-established film centers and find work on a project-per-project basis through established industry channels, or 2) seek out alternative, less-established locales which offer financial conditions or other special motivation(s) such as less competition to engage with the industry. Recognizing the overlap and non-exclusivity between these courses of action, the intention here is to differentiate between those acting as followers and those acting as pioneers. Often, this classification is made between independents valuing more predictability and security and those valuing more opportunity. For example, a young independent filmmaker looking to assemble a production crew and direct a low-budget feature film may fall into the latter category, along with newly-formed enterprises looking for entry into the industry and small-time production service firms looking to fill market niches. These groups are characterized strictly by high mobility and low financial capital and are structurally inclined towards the second type of business model described above. Historically, lower-level independents have been bound to “production complexes” in primary film centers such as Los Angeles to access professional networks and business opportunities (in line with the logic of flexible specialization). These cities have also served as traditional access points for industry newcomers and low resource groups. [35:  Motion Pictures Association of America (MPAA), “The Motion Picture & Television Industry Contribution to the U.S. Economy – Supplementary Report”, p. 4 (April 2010), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.]  [36:  Motion Pictures Association of America (MPAA), “The Economic Impact of the Motion Picture & Television Production Indus try on the United States”, 2006 Report, p. 8 (January 2007), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

In addition to these new pull factors associated with MPIs, decentralization of lower-level independents out of Los Angeles is being accelerated by amplified push factors. Push factors for Hollywood-based companies include: a) high costs of doing business, b) expensive labor costs, c) shrinking film budgets, and d) practical production complexities (red tape, costly permitting, anti-film sentiments). Push factors for individuals include: a) high cost of living and b) low industry accessibility. These push and pull factors affect both business-level interests and individual-level interests looking to partake in the world of film production. Large corporate studios are arguably more resilient to these push factors due to their high financial capital, and explains why they continue to base their operations in Los Angeles but seek out labor cost-cutting opportunities in other places.
Lower-level independents are foundational for sparking new film ecologies outside of Los Angeles by acting on “improved career chances,” often exercising preference of place related to employment. They function as pioneers in new environments and are orientated towards longer-term growth, establishing networks to win work on a project-by-project basis and forming alliances to create better production environments. Opportunities for film-related work in these new environments are generated by intensified streams of runaway production leaving Los Angeles[footnoteRef:37]. In other words, both large and small film interests respond to MPIs but their geographic effects are very different. Where these two pathways cross, conditions are ripe for a new film ecology to take root. [37:  This trend may be supplemented immediately or later by rising levels of indigenous film production resulting from these new production environments.] 


Chapter Summary
The one hundred-year history of Hollywood’s film industry is marked with changing geographies of production driven by practical needs and concern for the bottom line. Beginning in the early-twentieth century, a loose collection of filmmaking activities in Los Angeles followed a path towards vertical integration, creating an oligopolistic studio production system which flourished until 1950. Legal forces disbanded the old studio system and paved the way for independent operators to gain access to the market. An organizational trend known as flexible specialization transformed the industry, simultaneously reinforcing spatial concentration of firms in the Los Angeles area and allowing for production work outsourcing to save money. New domestic entertainment distribution platforms arising in the 1980s encouraged corporatization in Hollywood (later becoming the contemporary studio majors), proliferating the practice of runaway production to foreign territories and some U.S. states offering cost-cutting advantages over California. A split locational pattern of production resulted where creative processes assigned to pre- and post-production stayed in Los Angeles and actual production was increasingly executed in strategic locales around the globe.
Campaigns to stem international runaway production took the national stage in the late 1990s. As a result, state motion picture incentive policies began to appear in 2002 as a tool to recover economic losses associated with international production, but alternatively served as devices for economic development for state governments. These policies, which offer tax credits to production companies, have been successful in luring productions out of Los Angeles to cities and states across the country and generating new economic geographies for Hollywood. Barriers encountered by production companies outside of the U.S. continue to strengthen these new domestic geographies. More importantly, MPIs have created new economic platforms for lower-level independents and expanded their locational choices, which were historically limited to primary film centers. Where the pioneering activities of lower-level independents meet streams of runaway production, new film ecologies are being spawned.
The next chapter will move this discussion into the context of Louisiana and will explore the unique circumstances around the state’s motion picture incentive policy and policy goals. A more elaborate analysis will follow on the city of Shreveport providing case study evidence on the economic effects of MPI policy at the local level.
[bookmark: _Toc269116551]
Louisiana State MPI Policy Study: July 2002 – September 2005
Under the leadership of Governor Mike Foster in 1999, an economic renewal and diversification plan at the state level was drafted with explicit efforts to meet long-term growth into creative and knowledge-based industries. This policy directive dubbed Louisiana: Vision 2020 placed high priority on cultivating a well-educated workforce and balancing the economy through technology-intensive industries. “A more diversified economy will not only leave Louisiana less vulnerable to downturns in any particular sector, it will also result in an environment for creativity and innovation, an environment where good ideas in one sector spill over into improvements for other sectors as well”[footnoteRef:38]. In order to shed its “historical shortcomings” and fundamentally redefine itself, the state plotted a course to produce more “well-educated graduates with knowledge and skills” to buoy a competitive business environment. The document identified the state’s rich cultural heritage as important building blocks for undergoing the necessary economic transformation, with creativity as the core engine of long-term recovery. [38:  State of Louisiana, “Louisiana: Vision 2020” prepared by Louisiana Economic Development Council, p. 7 (31 March 1999) Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Introductory State Policy Directives
Global paradigm shifts toward technological innovation and changing modes of production are heavily present in Louisiana’s Vision 2020 state policy plan, published by the Louisiana Economic Development Council in 1999. Held up as a master plan for economic development, the document identifies industry diversification, improved workforce education, and aligning with the “new economy” through a “culture of innovation” as its key priorities. An action plan was set forth to lure knowledge-based industries through “target programs” and “private sector incentives” combined with a diffusion of “innovative behavior” across all segments of government[footnoteRef:39]. [39:  Id.] 

Prevailing discourse among politicos and academia at the time to cultivate an economy based on creative output forced reassessment of Louisiana’s intrinsic assets. Lash and Urry (1994) refer to this global trend as the “commodification of culture”. Government officials began to reinforce the need for exploiting the state’s cultural qualities over its natural resources. This shift in economic attention highlighted Louisiana’s strong cultural heritage in areas of live performance music, culinary arts, classic film, festivals, and historical preservation, most of which had been centered in or around the New Orleans area. Efforts to employ this heritage for economic purposes resulted in developing an incentive policy compatible with the state’s cultural heritage. This was seen as a way to leverage and exploit the state’s most “bankable” cultural assets. 
State legislators enacted the Louisiana Motion Picture Tax Incentive Act (hereafter referred to as the “Act”) in July of 2002 in order to encourage U.S. production companies to shoot their motion picture projects (feature films, television shows, commercials, music videos, etc.) in Louisiana. The relationship between the state’s chief policy directives and motion picture incentives is clearly identifiable. Authors have long noted that America’s film industry is synonymous to the concept of cultural industry (Coe, 2000; du Gay, 1997 via Lukinbeal, 2004). Lawmakers initially hoped this industry-based policy would encourage use of a nominal and mostly dormant film infrastructure, advocate hiring of local technical crew and talent, and harness the state’s “authentic cultural draw” which had periodically captured the interest of filmmakers for decades.
“We already had a cinematic history here. Whether it’s Steel Magnolias [which was filmed] in Natchitoches… people still go to Natchitoches to see the Steel Magnolias House. You’ve got other historical films like Street Car Named Desire that was filmed down in New Orleans, along with Cincinnati Kid and King Creole with Elvis. We’re playing to that history. We have writers that have written about the state of Louisiana and its magical draw. So we’re really parlaying that ‘draw’ into something.”
- Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
Though its earliest iteration was limited in scope, the Act signified a shift in Louisiana’s economic ambitions and became a cornerstone policy for embarking into a new era of culture as business. Incentives in the form of tax credits to production companies drove policy efforts. The Act of 2002 instituted a 10% tax credit (for Louisiana-based investments between $300,000 and $1,000,000 operating under an LLC formed in the state) and 15% tax credit (investments greater than $1,000,000) for all production dollars spent, including those out of state. Additionally, a 10% employment credit became available to productions who claimed Louisiana residents on their payroll (for in-state spend between $300,000 and $1,000,000) and a 20% employment credit (in-state spend greater than $1,000,000), as well as a general sales-and-use tax exemption provision. To qualify for sales-and-use tax relief under the Act, a production company was required to spend a minimum of $250,000 in goods or services from Louisiana vendors during a consecutive twelve-month period, and execute those purchases from a checking account at a Louisiana financial institution. These incentives were intended to offset certain state tax liabilities on a dollar-for-dollar basis for filmmakers injecting revenue into the economy by executing their projects in-state.
Early Policy Responses and Revisions
Reactions to the incentives were slow in the beginning, but had immediate results. Complicated policy language and a degree of “newness” hindered receptiveness. A gradual uptick of production in 2003 led by lower-level independents around New Orleans acted as a sort of “beta testing” for the provisions allowed under the Act. That year 15 projects[footnoteRef:40] (and one project in 2002) were made in conjunction with the program, the majority of which were low-budget feature films, commercials and music videos produced by Louisiana startup LIFT Productions[footnoteRef:41]. Several small (difficult to trace[footnoteRef:42]) production entities and larger independents were also active early on. Available evidence suggests they were a combination of local and out-of-town ventures. [40:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED)’s Entertainment Office, Filmography Listings, Last accessed: 14 July 2010.]  [41:  LIFT Productions (an acronym for Louisiana Institute of Film Technology) was an independent productions house founded in 2002 by New Orleans attorney Malcolm Petal and New Orleans-native and long-time Hollywood producer John J. Anderson specializing in “made-for-television movies, low-budget feature films, music videos, and commercials”. (Source: Wikipedia and IMDB, Last accessed: 14 July 2010.)]  [42:  Since policy requirements at the time required producers to form a Louisiana-based LLC, it is difficult to determine the exact origins of early smaller film projects. However, available evidence indicates California-based Element Films, a small independent productions house, was responsible for the pioneering project in 2002 and partnered with LIFT Productions and the state of Louisiana for numerous production deals.] 

The state is seeing a jump in smaller projects, including a $16.1 million thriller starring Jessica Lange under development by Seven Arts Pictures. Other projects in the works include a $1.5 million feature film by Crescent City Pictures Inc. of New Orleans and a $3.7 million project by Soundesign Studios of Studio City, Calif. Another small feature film, by a Buffalo, N.Y.-based company, recently completed its Louisiana shooting. (Baton Rouge Advocate, 2003)[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Baton Rouge Advocate, “Film industry tax benefits could boost economy” by Sara Bongiorni (2 June 2003), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Lawmakers quickly discovered deficiencies in its bureaucratic structure and retooled policy terms to better meet the business needs of production companies. This initial “learning curve” resulted in two immediate changes at the state level. Firstly, Louisiana’s long-time Film and Video Commission, which up until this point was housed under the Lieutenant Governor’s office and served no practical purpose, was restructured into the Governor’s Office of Film & Television Development and relocated to the department of economic development. Bureaucratic functions including delegating tax credits to producers and tracking their projects were streamlined under the consolidated authority of the office’s director, and new staff members were also added at time[footnoteRef:44]. Appointees in key positions took on formal roles as industry “educators” and “recruiters.” As educators these individuals served to spread awareness of film investment opportunities generated by the Act, to explain basic workings of the incentives, to clarify who is eligible to receive them, and to justify underlying logic to tax payers. Similarly, recruiters acted to connect with entertainment leaders in California, engage with prospective production companies in other states and sell Louisiana as a strategic place in the U.S. to make movies. Secondly, a series of remedial revisions to the Act were taken that year to close abuse loop-holes and reconfigure the incentive mechanism by making them transferable (or saleable) between parties. This was done due to the fact that most out-of-state production companies hold no state tax liability, and therefore state tax credits only served as incentives if production companies could sell them second-hand to local residents or businesses for cash. Another policy revision that year bumped the thresholds to qualify for the 10% and 15% tiers. By 2003 the Act was coming alive as a viable economic development endeavor – with a fifteen-fold increase in production applications from 2002[footnoteRef:45] – and was treated increasingly as such by the state. This is seen through steps taken to expand negotiating capacities of the state and enhancing the monetary value of tax credits to out-of-state producers. [44:  The Times-Picayune, “Film program primed for take 2” by Stewart Yerton (20 June 2003), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.]  [45:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates, p. 32 - Table 11, (February 2009) [link] Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

A couple of high-profile productions arriving in New Orleans in 2003, both with close ties to the Deep South, provided early endorsements for the state. Media attention surrounding Ray Charles biopic Ray and John Grisham’s Runaway Jury, set in a Mississippi Gulf Coast town, ushered Louisiana into the national spotlight and prompted curious onlookers from Hollywood and other state legislators. Director Taylor Hackford of Ray was quoted by a New Orleans City Business article: 
We chose to shoot in New Orleans because Louisiana just passed a tax credit and the person financing the movie wouldn't pay one cent over the $34 million budget. I figured we could come to Louisiana and save money and we did. The budget was $34 million-plus and we got $3.7 million back. (New Orleans City Business, 2004)[footnoteRef:46] [46:  New Orleans City Business, “Interview with director of Ray Charles biopic, Ray” by Richard Webster (1 November 2004), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

On the other hand, filmmakers behind Runaway Jury chose New Orleans on less economic grounds.
Producers of The Runaway Jury, a big-budget John Grisham thriller starring Gene Hackman, Dustin Hoffman and John Cusack, began shooting in September [2002]. That film had nothing to do with the state’s incentive program. (The Times-Picayune, 2003)[footnoteRef:47] [47:  The Times-Picayune, “Ray Charles biopic to start in March” by Stewart Yerton (28 February 2003), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

While this served as the publicity hype Louisiana lawmakers had hoped for to get the production ball rolling, many barriers to entry still existed. A major barrier related to the tax credits themselves, perceived by outside filmmakers as experimental and risky, particularly because of the way they served as tradeable commodities. Not only did this require an educational process, but Hollywood producers had to find individuals or businesses with Louisiana tax liabilities in order to make the credits profitable. Value associated with “creative runaways” may have helped ease this transition in the beginning, and big success stories (such as those from Ray and Runaway Jury) validated policy mechanics and elicited continued interest from Hollywood. Later that year, Walt Disney Pictures – the first major studio to utilize the program – located its feature Mister 3000 to New Orleans from Milwaukee.
Other hurdles related to more practical matters. The lack of a sizeable experienced crew base, filming facilities and institutional knowledge in the area often made production cumbersome and impractical. A strong disconnect existed between local conditions and industry requirements, a problem only amplified as production volume grew on top of an undeveloped film structure. Workforce challenges emerged as a top concern with a stream of projects moving into the area and stretched a limited pool of screen actors and crew.
Repatriates and Overcoming Initial Barriers
Escalating activity from 2003 onwards spurred a very dynamic and interconnected set of events that deepened and broadened film ecology in Louisiana (at this point predominantly New Orleans). A steady production calendar filled with independent features, TV movies, commercials, music videos and the occasional studio title formed the basis for which a modest crew base and film-support services network began to coalesce. Statistics extracted from the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicates that film industry jobs in Louisiana nearly doubled between 2002 and 2003, moving 896 up to 1,515.
Employment in Louisiana’s film industry increased at a compound annual growth rate of 22% from 2001 to 2007. This compares to a national growth rate of 1.8 percent annually over the same time period. […] The film industry expanded most rapidly from 2002 to 2003, in large part as a result of the incentive programs. (Louisiana ERA Economic Impact Study, 2009)[footnoteRef:48] [48:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates (ERA), p. 28, (February 2009), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

Some had been long-time players in the state’s latent film scene often “juggling full-time jobs with occasional film work”[footnoteRef:49].  [49:  The Times-Picayune, “Shortage of workers” by Crystal Bolner (14 August 2003), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

“The film industry has always been here, primarily in New Orleans. There’s been a decent crew base and there had been enough films in south Louisiana, not a lot, but there had been enough over the years that were being shot there because of its cultural heritage.”
- Dennis Lower, Interview, 2010
According to a New Orleans Times-Picayune article from 2003, the International Alliance of Theatrical Stage Employees holds seven chapters in Louisiana and southwest Mississippi and at the time possessed a membership of qualified “electricians, lighting technicians, set dressers, wardrobe workers and other specialists,” some careers spanning twenty-years[footnoteRef:50]. However, the article points out the aging population of this group and the immediate need for a new crop of workers, which was slowly met as the numbers above indicate. Workforce development noted after 2002 can be explained by a combination of exogenous and endogenous growth, the latter of which did not happen immediately since the outlets were not yet available. New workers arrived in anticipation after the Act was passed, were ushered in by pass-through production teams, or appeared later once snowballing production reduced risk perceptions. Among this new worker group were Louisiana natives who in years passed had left the state to engage with the film industry in dominant production centers like Los Angeles or New York City. Characterized by their educational attainment and creative pursuits, these individuals had been previously “bound” to the place precepts of the industry but began to return to seize new opportunities formerly unavailable to them at “home.” Evidence of this “repatriation” trend is strong and convincing but difficult to quantify. First-hand accounts from interviews conducted during the research phase of this thesis and numerous reports in local media articles since 2002 substantiate this claim, and no available information leads to the contrary. Some example evidence is given below. [50:  Id.] 

“I get calls from expatriates that had to move out to Los Angeles or New York City to foster that creativity. This is standard below-the-line story… Most Louisianans that you talk to want to come back home. It’s an amazing asset and attribute of a Louisianan. They always want to get back home. So hearing those stories where people were out in L.A. and there was no business, now they’re back in Louisiana and working.”
-Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
“We’ve got an influx of people who have moved away [and come] back. Those people who have already made their contacts with people elsewhere… also their friends are moving into the area. So we’re bringing back people who have left. I can attest personally to the film industry, I know quite a few who have moved back from Los Angeles, who had been gone, some of them for 20 or 25 years. They’re ecstatic they’re back at home!”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
With or without advertising, word of mouth about the boom in Louisiana film production is traveling, and some [industry workers] have moved [back] on their own. One of those workers is Aaron, a native of Crowley [Louisiana] who has done sound work in Los Angeles, Denver, Wilmington, N.C., and most recently in Salt Lake City. Aaron moved back to Louisiana about a year ago. “I came for family reasons, but it just so happens that it looks like it’s a really great time to be here,” he said. (The Times-Picayune, 2003)[footnoteRef:51] [51:  Id.] 

Due to lack of data on the receiving end, continuing decentralization of film industry employment out of California and New York can be attributed largely to the effects of repatriation. Statistics provided by the MPAA in a national report dated April 2010 on the U.S. motion picture and television industry lends further evidence:
Although many of the core production-related jobs are still located in California and New York, nearly 40 percent are now located outside those states. Every single state has jobs of this kind. Most notably, in 2008, these jobs grew significantly in states like New Jersey (+8%), Georgia (+31%), Pennsylvania (+33%), and Massachusetts (+45%). […] Louisiana [as of 2008] is home to more than 3,500 direct production-related jobs, which paid more than $150 million in wages. There are more than 440 businesses in Louisiana dedicated to the production industry. (MPAA Supplementary Report, 2010)[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Motion Pictures Association of America (MPAA), “The Motion Picture & Television Industry Contribution to the U.S. Economy – Supplementary Report”, p. 2-3 (April 2010) Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

Primary factors driving this repatriation of film-industry individuals appear to be improved career chances in a more accessible corner of the industry. That accessibility may translate into decreased competition for screen actors, higher-capacity positions for set personnel, more attainable managerial roles at various film-related companies, “on tap” civic assistance and convenient sources of financing for independent filmmakers (as directly related to MPIs or other monetary government allocations), or a combination of thereof for an overall entrepreneurial advantage. (It should be mentioned here that improved career chances is also responsible for bringing in a separate range of talent looking for quick entry to the industry where personal ties to the state are absent. This point will be elaborated in a later chapter.) Less notable secondary factors can be interpreted as closer proximity to familial ties and a general desire to be “back home”, but such motivations alone may not always be sufficient. Repatriation of Louisianans from places like Hollywood should be understood as a non-absolute ongoing process, most likely accelerating in recent years as job opportunities increase and extra risks diminish.
Practical roles played by “Hollywoodized” repatriates are varied and linked to their respective professions. They can be identified as producers, actors, directors, below-the-line crew members, location scouts, industry businessmen, casting agents, and in more mature markets, digital animators and post-production specialists. Individuals in this group often exhibit versatility and flexibility (particularly upon arrival), and their valuable industry knowledge allows them to transfer easily between lines of work. For example, an aspiring independent director may take a temporary position as a location scout or a long-time producer may reemerge as a soundstage operator. This is a direct reflection of individual capacity for risk and opportunities available at the time of repatriation. Upon returning home they simultaneously contribute to the local knowledge pool and become vested stakeholders.
In addition to being harbingers of industry knowledge, repatriates possess two unique attributes that are vital to establishing new film ecologies in empty production environments. Firstly, they demonstrate a strong “preference of place” connected to employment. This attachment to place supplies the “stickiness” for creative activity suspended in place, not by a fruitful creative milieu or a self-preserving agglomerative economy, but by hard-cost factors and proactive stakeholders. Secondly, repatriated workers take on dual or mediating positions through their experience in Los Angeles (or other film centers) and Louisiana. Putnam (1995) refers to this quality as “bridging social capital” and is necessary for connecting two separate social groups. Repatriates employ this bridging capital by drawing on their professional networks in Los Angeles while acting on new business prospects in Louisiana. Through these actions, prolific relationships are produced between locals and non-locals. These new relationships help to overcome barriers to film production and create a healthier production environment.
“First generation” repatriates are special for their pioneering effects and should be distinguished from their “later generation” counterparts (to be covered later). Specifically, first movers helped to: a) fill immediate deficiencies of institutional knowledge, b) install critical production amenities, and c) develop outlets for endogenous growth. Meeting these demands on the ground prepared the terrain for the next round of investors and repatriates, in turn further diversifying the production complex and enabling continued evolution of the film ecology. Evidence of the earliest movers in Louisiana can be pinpointed to 2002 when New Orleans-native John Anderson returned to co-found LIFT Productions (Louisiana Institute of Film Technology) after twenty years working as a producer in Los Angeles[footnoteRef:53], led by a stated goal “to create a production infrastructure in Louisiana to compete with Los Angeles and New York”[footnoteRef:54]. Anderson partnered with New Orleans lawyer Malcolm Petal to launch the venture immediately after the state’s MPI policy had been introduced[footnoteRef:55]. LIFT Productions was a highly active film interest in New Orleans, responsible for the majority of motion picture projects in 2003 and “almost $75,000,000 in locally-financed production in 2004”[footnoteRef:56]. The company was involved in many industry dealings including establishing a full range of services for filmmakers (including debt financing), partnering with West Coast film groups to secure movie contracts for Louisiana[footnoteRef:57], and collaborating with local educational institutions to set up training programs for people interested in entering the industry. Along with public and other private sector stakeholders present at the time, LIFT not only held an interest to maintain levels of production but to also expand the hosting capacity of the area. The following excerpt is an example of LIFT’s early endeavors to promote internal film labor growth by circulating their industry knowledge: [53:  Internet Movie Database (IMDB), “Biography for John J. Anderson”, by Matt Toushard, Last accessed: 14 July 2010. LIFT Productions later dissolved over allegations of fraud in 2007 relating to tax credit abuse, directed primarily at Anderson’s business partner Malcolm Petal. Refer to Times-Picayune, “New Orleans film executive charged in tax credit scam” by Bob Warren (11 December 2008), Last accessed: 8 July 2010. Anderson now heads New Orleans-based film hedge fund firm The Andertainment Group.]  [54:  Wikipedia, “LIFT Productions”, Last accessed: 16 July 2010.]  [55:  The Times-Picayune, “Opening Credits” by Stewart Yerton (22 February 2004), Last accessed: 17 July 2010.]  [56:  Press Release, “LIFT Relocation and Expansion” (9 September 2005), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.]  [57:  The Times-Picayune, “Louisiana is back in the movies” by Jaquetta White (14 September 2006), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

“We explain to them that this is not strictly a 9-to-5 job. It’s a lot of freelance, longer hours. It can range from two- to three-hour days or 14-hour days. We explain all of these things before they are even accepted into the program,” said Kimberly Anderson, chief operating officer of [LIFT], which along with Ghost Rider Films oversees classes at the Louisiana Technical College in Jefferson Parish. Anderson said the Louisiana Institute of Film Technology, a film production and finance firm, plans to start training courses in January to anyone interested in film production. Her husband and co-owner of the company, John Anderson, said programs are important because many who think they want to try the film industry don’t know what they’re jumping into. “What we’ve found in the last year is that interns locally don’t know the basic terminology. They’ve never even touched any real production equipment,” said John Anderson. […] “Our goal is to try to help as many students as possible, but not everyone will succeed,” Kimberly Anderson said. (The Times-Picayune, 2003)[footnoteRef:58] [58:  The Times-Picayune, “Shortage of workers” by Crystal Bolner (14 August 2003), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Courses provided “intensive work in all aspects of film production, including editing, graphic design, camera, production accounting, grip equipment operations, copyright law, lighting and electrical training” and were funded by public dollars earmarked for workforce growth. Other training workshops (mostly informal) were assembled by proactive business interests to promote entry-level technical skills to fill short-term labor demands.
Around this time in 2003, shortly after the state expanded its negotiating capacity, the new director of the Governor's Office of Film & Television began to access LIFT’s private L.A.-based contacts to win long-term production contracts for Louisiana.
The state of Louisiana has teamed with Los Angeles-based Samy Boy Entertainment to create a $50 million production fund, LA Squared. The fund intends to back 10-12 pics, all of which will be shot in Louisiana. The films will be produced through Samy Boy and HSI Entertainment, which plans to produce two to four films per year with budgets under $10 million. Equity comes from Sam Nazarian’s Samy Boy and the Louisiana Economic Development Corp. The Louisiana Institute of Film Technology (LIFT) arranged debt financing. […] LA Squared was conceived by Mark Smith, the director of the Governor’s Office of Film & Television Development in Louisiana. He then approached LIFT chief exec Malcolm Petal, HIS’s Stavros Merjos and Adam Rosenfelt and Nazarian. HIS’s chief operating officer and general counsel, Randy Winograd, and Petal negotiated the deal with the LEDC. (Variety, 2003)[footnoteRef:59] [59:  Variety, “Cajuns cook $50 mil prod'n fund” by Dana Harris (10 July 2003), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

In short, Louisiana enhanced its tax credit program by offering guarantees for bank loans to filmmakers and by investing state venture capital money into film funds backed by the private sector. Innovative public-private partnerships to advance film activity became common practice and these relationships were facilitated by the actions of experienced repatriates with direct attachments to the industry.
It is fair to say that key players active in Louisiana’s hopeful film industry at this point claimed some personal connection to the state, whether directly or indirectly through a professional partnership. Many of those key players in the private sector began to act as informal educators and recruiters, much in the same manner as the formal ones identified earlier. Ensuring a steady production flow became the means to broadening their operations base, which had been built on the imported knowledge of industry professionals, adapted with local business acumen, and honed through “make it work” moments. 
Continued Push for New Infrastructure
In 2004 public and private stakeholders and the efforts of their synergies brought 32 motion picture projects to Louisiana for an estimated $413.4 million in total budget dollars, $158.3 million of which was certified as in-state spending. Unavailability of a sizeable infrastructure was recognized early as a major hurdle for growth, and although some initial needs were beginning to be met, more significant investments were necessary towards the long-term. Job growth was steady but demand continuously outstripped supply. In some cases, this reality undermined cost saving advantages of the state’s tax credits because producers were unable to make use of local crew or services, resulting in the need to outsource.
Plans for industry-standard soundstages and other facilities emerged between partnerships of proactive repatriates and opportunistic entrepreneurs (venture capitalists and high-wealth individuals), but progress was slow moving and expensive investments seemed too risky. The future of film in Louisiana showed potential but uncertainty and instability was still present in the minds of many. Meanwhile, rising competition from other states who were by then passing incentive legislation of their own only complicated the situation and created a sense of urgency for local stakeholders. State officials, in conjunction with a supportive constituent base, moved to ensure the survival of its budding industry.
Further Policy Revisions and Expansions
Another round of policy revisions to the Act was adopted in 2005, in tandem with a set of supplementary incentive measures, to address many of the challenges surfacing internally and externally. Overall tax credits were boosted to 25% of production expenditures, replacing the two-tier system of 10% and 15%, but the law was strategically changed to apply only to in-state expenditures. This initiative, known as “Louisiana Spend”, encouraged producers to seek out local alternatives to outsourcing, in addition to the extra 10% credit on payroll costs for employing Louisiana residents. Another important addition to the program was a 15% infrastructure credit to entice construction of new filming facilities by minimizing investment risks. The sales-and-use tax exemption provision introduced in 2002 was abolished. In short, the newest legislation aimed to maximize production spending in the state, create more permanent jobs (and new educational curricula), develop a permanent infrastructure, and sharpen Louisiana’s competitive edge in the national arena. These objectives were also seen as mutually supportive of each other. For example, building soundstages and post-production facilities not only assisted with actual production but positioned the state to capture a larger percentage of overall budget dollars, particularly those associated with post-production. In the age of digital effects and animation, post-production budgets can sometimes surpass that allocated for actual production.
Regardless of the logic behind these amendments, increasing scrutiny from public forums and more tax dollars on the line branded the bill as ambitious and high risk, particularly as criticisms escalated over the true net benefit of incentivizing a private-sector industry notorious for its “love ‘em today, leave ‘em tomorrow” tendencies. State leaders – now in unison with local leaders whose constituencies were benefitting first-hand from production dollars – cranked up the rhetoric and touted the new and improved incentive package as Louisiana’s vehicle for success in the global cultural arena. Educators representing public and private sector stakeholders were deployed to alleviate tax payer concerns across the state and rally support in favor of the industry. 
Also by this time, the cultural economy initiative had fully penetrated the state’s fiscal ambitions. A publicized letter from Louisiana’s acting lieutenant governor in 2004 states:
As Lt. Governor, one of the philosophies that guide my administration is adding value to raw materials, native talent and intellectual capital. Louisiana has throughout her history given birth to and nurtured unique and unparalleled creative assets. But, for far too long, these assets have either gone elsewhere to make it or simply not reached their full potential. That must change. Another philosophy of my administration is to expand and diversify Louisiana’s economy. My New South Team and I are committed to creating more economic growth and community development by cultivating a new economy[footnoteRef:60]. [60:  Public letter regarding “Cultural Economy Initiative” by Lieutenant Governor Mitchell J. Landrieu  (21 October 2004), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

A report commissioned by the state’s Office of Culture, Recreation and Tourism titled Louisiana: Where Culture Means Business was published in July 2005 with a full endorsement of the state’s current trajectory:
Louisiana: Vision 2020, the state’s master development plan, prioritizes education, entrepreneurship, and technology and designates tourism and entertainment (specifically music and film) as core state industries. Development of Louisiana’s overall cultural sector depends on the availability of a technologically-skilled, entrepreneurial population to develop, produce, and get local cultural output to market. The cultural sector offers an appealing and promising avenue for achieving Louisiana’s long-term growth and development goals.[footnoteRef:61] [61:  State of Louisiana, “Louisiana: Where Culture Means Business” by Mount Auburn Associates, p. 10 (31 July 2005), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

The report recommended strategic objectives and actions for further developing arts and culture as modes of economic advancement. This prompted a push for devising supplementary incentive policies connected to but separate from the state motion picture incentive act already in place. Adding measures to encourage digital media and live music growth to construct a comprehensive incentive package of symbiotic entertainment industries was seen as the logical next step. 
With the passage in 2002 of the Louisiana Motion Picture Incentive Program, film has become a significant component of the state’s entertainment industry. […] The definition also looks beyond traditional media and captures activities associated with digital media including animation and computer gaming. With the passage of new tax incentives applied to these segments of the entertainment industry, these components of the industry, while currently very small and difficult to quantify at this point, are likely to grow. (Louisiana: Where Culture Means Business Report, 2005)[footnoteRef:62] [62:  State of Louisiana, “Louisiana: Where Culture Means Business” by Mount Auburn Associates, p. 22 (31 July 2005), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Taking the necessary leap, however, required backing by Louisiana taxpayers and boosting confidence of investors in the private sector to expand into those fields. This was accomplished by: a) stakeholders, now embedded in the film industry’s survival, deploying their “educators” to campaign public support and b) the timely arrival of recent made-in-Louisiana movies rolling into theaters. Educators, formal and informal, engaged the general public through individual face-to-face contact, organized gatherings and forums, and media outlets. They continue to serve as reservoirs of information, interpreters of policy, and relayers of local success stories (those who report direct gains from the industry’s presence). 
Taxpayer and investor confidence was also being facilitated and reinforced through the timely theatrical release of recent made-in-Louisiana films. Following up the 2003 release of Runaway Jury were the 2004 release of Ray, Skeleton Key, and Mr. 3000 and then Because of Winn Dixie in 2005. These bigger-name pictures were critical during the early years because they garnered media coverage, both local and national, through which they served as glorified examples to local constituents, potential investors and production companies elsewhere that Louisiana’s incentive policy works and is seeing tangible, high-quality results. The feature films themselves – many with storylines representing New Orleans as New Orleans – rationalized Louisiana’s new film industry to skeptics and naysayers in ways proactive educators could not.
Out this culmination of events, the Digital Interactive Media tax incentive and Sound Recording tax incentive programs were enacted in 2005. Louisiana’s Digital Interactive Media bill created a transferrable 20% production tax credit for the development of interactive media (animation, video games, digital effects) with no minimum threshold, while the Sound Recording bill created a 15% production and infrastructure tax credit with a minimum threshold of $15,000. This credit is non-transferrable between parties and the entire program is capped at $3 million[footnoteRef:63]. These supplementary bills were intended to broaden the state’s capacity to accommodate entertainment-related industries, while at the same time, reinforcing and stabilizing its foundation of motion picture production. (The following year, the Governor’s Office of Film and Television was renamed to the Office of Entertainment Industry Development to better suit the broader initiative.) [63:  In 2007, the Sound Recording Incentive program was amended to increase the production and infrastructure tax credit to 25%. Also that year, the state introduced a Live Performance Incentive Act.] 

“Everything we’re doing now in entertainment is based off the success of film. Film has been the model […] So we’re really trying to steamroll and build upon that success.”
- Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
Film interests in north Louisiana were incited by the state’s expanded and more generous incentive package. Up until this point, production activity was focused almost exclusively in greater New Orleans. Constituency groups outside of New Orleans were struggling to access the fringe benefits of an industry they were helping subsidize. 
There is no reason such success must be confined to the Crescent City. Shreveport-Bossier City, according to Mark Smith, director of the Governor's Office of Film & Television Development, offers -- and this is not an insult -- neighborhoods that have the generic look that makes them suitable for a wide array of films. The accommodating climate that makes year-round production a possibility doesn’t hurt either. (Shreveport Times, 2004)[footnoteRef:64] [64:  Shreveport Times, “Film Center can diversify economy” by editorial contributor (25 October 2004), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

Media voices in the Shreveport Times pushing for more production up north and better local representation coincided with the enactment of the new incentive policies[footnoteRef:65]. Initially, lawmakers hoped other cities would leverage local assets and market themselves to production companies to disperse and circulate production dollars being secured by the state. [65:  Shreveport Times, “Northwest La. ripe for film productions” by Alexandyr Kent (21 August 2005), Last accessed: 15 July 2010 / Shreveport Times, “Entertaining ideas” by Michelle Mahfoufi (4 July 2005), Last accessed: 15 July 2010 / Shreveport Times, “Pursue north La. film productions”, editorial (27 August 2005), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

“[Film production is] one of those things that you start off in the city of New Orleans. If we can make this happen on a small scale, then people will begin to see the trucks, see the crew, and businesses will feel the impact. […] The state incentives draw them in and it’s up to the local communities to sell themselves.”
-Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
Ironically in September of that year, new opportunities for the northern region to garner more film production became immediately available as a direct consequence of the worst natural disaster in U.S. history.
Decentralizing Effects of Hurricane Katrina
In terms of production volume, 2005 ended as a banner year for Louisiana’s film industry. The total number of projects logged that year was 36 representing $613 million in total production spending, $239 million of which had been absorbed by the state.  This compares to 32 projects in 2004 and 15 in 2003[footnoteRef:66]. Increasingly competitive and complementary incentive policies set in place to grow an economically sustainably entertainment industry amid generally positive media coverage only fueled local optimism. However, Hurricane Katrina’s arrival devastated the southern coast and wiped out infrastructure in the city of New Orleans. Active production was temporarily suspended during recovery efforts and concerns grew over the future of the movie business in an already fragile production environment. [66:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates, p. 38, Table 11, (February 2009), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

Three years into its industrious enterprise, the state had earned a reputable status in Hollywood as an accommodating and viable place to make movies. Producers, motivated by the state’s more-generous-than-ever tax credits, looked for alternative shooting locales outside the battered storm zone. They soon discovered Shreveport 350 miles to the north could substitute for many urban settings, but more importantly it offered a stable filming location to continue accessing the lucrative incentives. Within three days of the storm, Shreveport city officials found themselves accommodating five displaced productions originally slated for New Orleans, the most notable and impactful of which was Disney’s The Guardian.
Although the natural disaster was expected by onlookers to push productions out of Louisiana permanently, the aftermath actually had the opposite effect. Hurricane Katrina, and to a lesser extent Hurricane Rita, acted as catalysts to disperse filming activities to other parts of the state, particularly the lesser known north region. “This diversification seems to be the greatest good to come out of the tragedy”[footnoteRef:67]. As the following chapter will show, decentralization of the movie industry allowed for the state to diversify and expand its overall production capacity, in addition to unifying tax payer and political support statewide. [67:  Moving Pictures, “Ext: New Orleans - One Year Later” by Billy Slaughter (Fall 2006), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Chapter Summary
In 2002, Louisiana state officials embarked on a political strategy to diversify the state’s vulnerable economy with culture and education as the means for obtaining that goal. The Motion Picture Incentive Act, a product of that plan (and national sentiments at the time to stem international runaway production), was successful in stimulating film production through tax-based incentives – the majority attributable to independent filmmakers both native and non-local. New employment and business opportunities attracted film industry professionals, the most important group identified as repatriates who were key in generating a home-grown film ecology through their attachments to Louisiana and professional networks in Los Angeles. The imported industry knowledge and proactive stances of these repatriates, in addition to entrepreneurial actions taken by the state and other local stakeholders, helped reduce production limits faced by incoming crews. Remedial and supplementary policies passed in 2003 and 2005 worked to maximize advantages to out-of-state producers while positioning the state for long-term growth in film.
Chapter IV shifts the perspective of Louisiana’s MPI policy to the city level. Through an extensive case study of Shreveport we can explore how some of the top-down political initiatives, key players and adaptation strategies introduced in this chapter helped to overcome local shortcomings and formulate a complementary film ecology to the one introduced here. Understanding pre-existing economic conditions associated with Shreveport (outlined in Chapter I) provides the reader with a baseline to gauge the transformative effects of film production activity, particularly towards the realm of creative, knowledge-based industries.
[bookmark: _Toc269116552]
Shreveport, Louisiana MPI Policy Study: Sept. 2005 – July 2010
Local officials and “committed individuals” in the northern part of Louisiana had long been “seeking a piece of the pie”[footnoteRef:68]. When producers opted for Shreveport as an alternative to New Orleans (and nearby Baton Rouge) in the weeks after Hurricane Katrina, the city was prepared to accommodate them. Swift action was taken by key private sector and public sector players (local and state) to ensure production remained in Louisiana. But Shreveport’s lack of film infrastructure posed many familiar challenges. With the tax incentives still firmly in place, production companies displayed a high level of commitment to the state – opting to keep their projects in Louisiana to provide “jobs, money, and moral support” in the aftermath of the hurricane – despite setbacks[footnoteRef:69]. Four groups of industry stakeholders were active on the scene in Shreveport at the time to preserve their shared interests: 1) state officials working to ensure the state’s ongoing economic development endeavor stays intact, 2) reliant film-related businesses and workers from New Orleans “chasing” the industry, 3) Shreveport and Bossier City officials reacting to a potential “high road” economic development opportunity, and 4) production teams already present in Louisiana to take advantage of improved tax incentives. Acting as a united front, necessary resources were mobilized and existing support services were relocated upstate to meet production requirements[footnoteRef:70]. [68:  Shreveport Times, “Pursue north La. film productions”, by editorial contributor (27 August 2005), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.]  [69:  Entertainment Weekly, “Southern Comfort” by Missy Schwartz (17 March 2006), Last accessed: 12 July 2010 / Entertainment Weekly “Storm Surge” by Benjamin Svetkey (9 September 2005), Last accessed: 12 July 2010.]  [70:  Press Release, “LIFT Relocation and Expansion” (9 September 2005), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Hitting the Ground Running
Mobilizing resources in a matter of days and weeks required the cooperation and synergistic efforts of all groups. Many adaptation tactics utilized by industry leaders in New Orleans were repeated in Shreveport. Vital functions were systematically installed or imported: a) production-to-government interfaces (to handle practical matters including permitting systems, location procurement, road closures, etc.), b) filming facilities, c) film production services, and d) whatever skilled crew the state could wrangle up. The Shreveport-Bossier Film Office, established in the 1990s and housed under the Shreveport-Bossier Convention and Visitor’s Bureau, was instrumental in the beginning for facilitating basic film needs such as location scouting and access to facilities and office space. Staff members in strategic city departments transitioned into film liaison roles (informally at first) to provide ancillary support and coordinate production needs on the ground with corresponding branches of local government and the private sector. Where resources fell short, film liaisons utilized local media outlets to activate community members to offer up potential filming locations, participate in extras casting calls[footnoteRef:71], submit photographs of residences to a film locations database, and be accommodating to crews.  [71:  Shreveport Times, “Locals land extra roles in film” by Velda Hunter (26 June 2007), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

Available warehouse structures with specific requirements (such as 30-foot ceiling heights) to meet production standards were identified as potential soundstages. A combination of private and public-private ventures resulted in rapid renovation of three under-utilized buildings to create filming facilities[footnoteRef:72]. The most shining example is a former exhibitions hall in downtown Shreveport leased by the city in April 2006 to a group of entrepreneurial investors for the purpose of crafting soundstages and office space. Other early production facilities, some still functioning today, were results of sole private ventures from the community. Specialty infrastructure, though rare, was developed directly by the hand of corporate studios, such as a water-tank filming facility built and financed by Disney for making of The Guardian[footnoteRef:73]. Another example is a large Biblical city set constructed later in late 2007 by Sony Pictures for Year One, complete with a sprawling landscape of desert sand. Infrastructure investments at all levels were justified by the state’s 15% infrastructure tax credit enacted in March 2005. [72:  Shreveport Times, “Northwest Louisiana offers versatile locations, adds soundstages” by Alexandyr Kent (25 June 2007), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.]  [73:  A group of private investors bought the 750,000-gallon wave tank later in 2006. It is now the Louisiana Wave Studio.] 

Many film-support businesses – including casting offices, equipment rentals and production consultancies – and skilled crew members active immediately in Shreveport after Hurricane Katrina were transplants from New Orleans. Productions compensated for labor shortages by bringing in crews from nearby states or the West Coast. Importing labor, talent and material resources on a per project basis was an adaptation strategy common to out-of-state production companies met with limited film infrastructure. Adaptation expenses blocked some productions from bringing their projects to Louisiana when cost-benefit factors were weighed. 
The task and cost of assembling a crew makes some out-of-state production companies hesitate before coming here. “Their desire to bring projects is there, but their apprehension is over the uncertainty of crew,” said Gary Strangis, an Emmy-winning TV producer who made Not Like Everyone Else in Shreveport in early 2006. He is also a cofounder of TurnKey Louisiana, a Shreveport-based company working to provide incoming productions with vital equipment and services. The more in-state hiring a production does, the more it saves. But productions can’t claim any tax credits by hiring people who reside outside of Louisiana. Moreover, if a unionized crew member lives 60 miles away from a movie’s production office, the production office must pay the crew member a stipend for daily living expenses. (Shreveport Times, 2006)[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Shreveport Times, “ACTION!” by Alexandyr Kent (23 October 2006), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

Limited resources in the state weakened the appeal of Louisiana’s tax incentives in the eyes of producers, as the Spend Louisiana provision of the new incentive policy only grants tax credits to expenditures made to in-state businesses and residents. In the harshest of circumstances, that imbalance of supply and demand rendered parts of the incentive package (particularly resident payroll credit) unusable or of negligible benefit. In other words, productions were not able to maximize their tax breaks under stipulations set forth by Louisiana Spend because it was not possible at times to spend that money in the state. Estimates around this time indicate that only 38% (on average) of all budget dollars on productions claimed by Louisiana were actually being spent there[footnoteRef:75]. Small shares were being absorbed by surrounding states with the lion’s share going back to California. This is explained not only by limited resources within the state at the time (qualified film workers, vendor goods and services connecting to productions), but also Louisiana’s strict utilitarian function as a place to execute filming. Creative tasks (script writing, principal casting, visual effects) and core business dealings (financing, scheduling, above-the-line contracts) associated with pre- and post-production remained rooted in Los Angeles. The split locational pattern associated with runaway production is acutely illustrated here and accurately characterizes the situation at the time. Even indigenous films conceptualized and shot locally were resigned to seeking out post-production services in other places (Goodman, Interview, 2010). Intentions behind 2005’s expanded incentive program set to reposition the state entirely. [75:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates (ERA), p. 32, (February 2009), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

 “Front-End” Soft Factors
Hard factors related to profitable tax credits and overall low costs of doing business, while undoubtedly most important, are not the only reasons Shreveport was selected as a location alternative to New Orleans. By January 2006, the number of states competing with Louisiana for film production had ballooned to 43[footnoteRef:76]. With more stateside options available to Hollywood and policymakers around the country upping their incentive ante with each passing legislative session, discerning producers must also consider other aspects above hard-cost factors. For Shreveport, a number of “front-end” soft factors appealed immediately to producers wanting to stay in Louisiana. Frequently cited good features for the area include: a) a generic “Anywhere, USA” cityscape, b) predictable and moderate weather, c) diversity of locations within a short driving distance, and d) a favorable balance between city size and traffic conditions. [76:  Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA), “2006 State-by-State Tax Incentives for the Film Industry” compiled by Angela Miele (19 January 2006), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

“You've got beautiful old homes, a great location. You can double a lot of other cities,” says Richard Salvatore, producer of Homeland Security, a movie filming in Shreveport starring Tom Hanks, Antonio Banderas and Meg Ryan. (MSNBC, 2006)[footnoteRef:77] [77:  MSNBC, “Louisiana town makes it big in movies” by Don Teague (28 November 2006), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

“Shreveport was not a city I was familiar with,” said Mr. Enochs, whizzing around the space in a golf cart. “But when the storm came, we were in New Orleans and a month away from production on Thief for Fox. The crews came up [after Hurricane Katrina], and then we found this amazing old downtown and all of these great neighborhoods with turn-of-the-century homes. The costs were low, the weather was good, and when you’d shoot in somebody’s home, some of them even bake cookies for the crew.” (New York Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:78] [78:  New York Times, “Son of a Gun, Hollywood Has Big Fun on the Bayou” by David Carr (20 May 2008), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Although soft factors invariably hold different value for each filmmaker with each creative vision, this broad set of universally-appealing factors has continued to give Shreveport a competitive edge over other cities regionally and nationally. From his research on popular North American regional centers in 1980s and 1990s, Lukinbeal determined that “highly desirable production centers typically have a diversity of looks within a relatively short driving range (typically 30 miles)” (2004 : 308).
For location manager Ed Lipscomb, there has been only one look he couldn’t replicate in northwest Louisiana. “It’s the ocean, that’s it,” said Lipscomb, who has completed four films here. “From my point of view, this is a gold mine.” Production companies like the fact the urban Shreveport area is surrounded by hills, lakes, rivers and different types of topography. (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:79] [79:  Shreveport Times, “Northwest Louisiana offers versatile locations, adds soundstages” by Alexandyr Kent (25 June 2007), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

At the state level, Shreveport’s “safer” geographic location further inland from the coast has also contributed to its attractiveness, particularly during the annual hurricane season. These types of immediate, physical soft factors must be set apart from “back-end” soft factors, which will be covered in a later section.
Encouraging Workforce Growth
Immediately after the hurricane, industry stakeholder groups in Shreveport embarked on efforts to expand and acclimate the local labor pool. Generating readily-accessible crew and talent (such as actors) was accomplished through highly varied and often overlapping endeavors – formal and informal – taken on behalf of key public and private activists regularly forming reciprocating partnerships to meet their common goal. These partnerships, working to build a stronger production environment, were essential (and remain so) for nurturing a film ecology in Shreveport. Two growth models were established: 1) install educational programs to recruit and train locals and 2) encourage experienced and “ready-to-work” individuals to relocate to the area, either permanently or temporarily as demand ebbs and flows. These are the two main conduits of film workforce growth (aside from repatriating professionals). New educational programs to connect potential crew and talent to the film industry crystallized around short-term and long-term needs. Private sector stakeholders devised informal workshops and training “camps” to develop practical skills sets, exchange industry knowledge and formulate networking opportunities. These informal educational programs were designed primarily to fill immediate labor shortages (and new ones are still being implemented today[footnoteRef:80]). Participation was facilitated through loosely-established industry channels, appropriate media outlets, word-of-mouth (on set), and with assistance of film liaisons in the public sector increasingly acting as information “resonators.”  State funds in the form of workforce grants encouraged and sustained more structured programs led by qualified private interests[footnoteRef:81]. Alongside these efforts, local and state officials treating the industry’s presence as a longer-term economic development opportunity moved to implement formal film-related courses at local colleges and vocational schools[footnoteRef:82]. [80:  Shreveport Times, “Glover announces new film training workshops” by By Donecia Pea (9 July 2010), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.]  [81:  Shreveport Times, “Training program preps students for film industry” by Alexandyr Kent (10 April 2009), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.]  [82:  Shreveport Times, “Productions are short of La. workers” by Alexandyr Kent (28 June 2007), Last accessed: 9 July 1010.] 

Bossier Parish Community College (BPCC) and Louisiana Technical College aligned their existing programs and partnered to develop a comprehensive two-year film institute focusing on practical skill sets to assist for students and trans-career professionals for entry into Shreveport’s film industry[footnoteRef:83]. The program continues to experience enrollment growth (Powell, Interview, 2010). Graduates from these programs have added significantly to the local labor pool. Though no official data is available to track this trend, sample evidence available from media reports is provided below. [83:  Id.] 

“Our students are staying here and getting into production jobs. For example, one of the guys who was my chief editor on staff… I hired him right out of the classes here. He was an awesome editor; he’s working for [Shreveport’s division of] Millennium Films now.”
- Larry Powell, Interview, 2010
Ed Hughens, a film industry professional, will continue to teach carpentry courses at Louisiana Technical College [LTC]. Beginning Monday, he will teach the courses at night to accommodate people who have day jobs or are interested in getting day work in the film industry. Hughens said he has been successful in getting his students work in the film industry. “They are going to learn what they need to survive their first day in the business,” he said. Many of his students find work in a film production’s construction or grip departments. LTC student James Smith, 54, is working on Year One, a major Sony project that begins shooting later this month. Smith has more than 30 years in construction work and hopes to transition fully into the movie industry. “The carpentry courses were really good” at LTC, Smith said. The Frierson resident enjoys working in the film industry. “The money is real good. It’s way more than I’ve been making.” BPCC is continuing to offer a long list of courses through its continuing education and telecommunications departments that aim to prepare students for careers in the entertainment industry. (Shreveport Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:84] [84:  Shreveport Times, “Local universities offering film courses” by Alexandyr Kent (10 January 2008), Last accessed: 17 July 2010.] 

A graduate of the Bossier Parish Community College film program, Peck enrolled in FIT [Film Industry Training Program] to expand his new skills. “It’s one of the coolest things I’ve ever done,” Peck said. The Shreveporter has worked on a handful of local productions and is trying to move up. In the course, Peck is learning about pyrotechnics and even how to make squibs, or little explosive packets meant to look like bullet holes on cars and bodies. Just learning the on-set lingo can be an advantage in getting a job. (Shreveport Times, 2009)[footnoteRef:85] [85:  Shreveport Times, “Training program preps students for film industry” by Alexandyr Kent (10 April 2009), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

Cultivating “home-grown talent” from an even earlier age also received much attention from various levels of the public sector. Annual student film festivals and other “film awareness” programs organized by local film groups have targeted creative-minded students at the K-12 level[footnoteRef:86]. It is important to understand early-age educational strategies in context of the state’s larger aspirations towards creative growth in general, aside from the more pressing task of nurturing film. These measures constitute longer-term sustainability through extensive endogenous growth. [86:  Shreveport Times, “Webster youth introduced to movie industry” by Vickie Welborn (16 April 2009), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

Additionally, film industry functions in Shreveport also relied upon the influx of already-experienced crew and creative talent. We can divide these ready-to-work individuals into two functioning labor-supply groups, both of which have been mentioned in the previous chapter but will be described again for their continued and renewed relevance. Firstly, production companies act as direct importers of unionized crew members and above-the-line talent on a per project basis. Outsourced labor resigned to temporary contracts serves a sort of “pass-through” workforce, and is necessary to fill supply-and-demand gaps when Shreveport experiences spikes in production. This should be understood strictly in terms of adaptation strategies taken by productions to function under prohibitive conditions. Typically, once filming has wrapped, these itinerate workers with no direct ties to Louisiana move on to employment opportunities elsewhere. In some instances members of this group may work consecutive projects in Shreveport or other Louisiana cities yet do not constitute net exogenous job growth. 
Whereas the first type of non-local worker is driven predominantly by employment prospects and remains unattached to place, the second type represents the other extreme. Members of this group fit the description of repatriates outlined in Chapter III and exhibit a strong preference of place connected to employment. Shreveport has benefitted from the presence of repatriated professionals perhaps in different ways than originally discussed in New Orleans. Since a large pool of institutional knowledge was acquired organically through the displacement of industry workers upstate, repatriates to Shreveport (now “later generation”) served the alternative purposes of: a) augmenting and diversifying the local knowledge pool, b) anchoring the industry through their committed local interests, and c) taking leading roles as educators and advocates. Again, these individuals can be identified as independent directors, below-the-line crew, producers, and as shown in one example below, even stunt coordinators. Further evidence of this repatriation trend, here specifically for Shreveport natives, is included below.
Springhill [a small town in the Shreveport area] native Michael Haynes, who spent the past 30 years as a stuntman and stunt coordinator who was confined to jobs in California, has been able to return to his hometown to work. He’s been the stunt coordinator on a number of films shot over the past year and is working with The Pardon. […] Some former Shreveporters with industry experience are even moving back home. Seasoned producer and director Jude Gerard Prest plans to set up the main production office of Caddo Street Productions in the Shreveport-Bossier City area soon. Prest was born in Shreveport but moved away to work in the entertainment industry. For the past 16 years, he has been producing film and TV projects. “Our plan is to basically relocate the production company out to Shreveport-Bossier and to produce, direct and oversee an ongoing slate of film and TV projects,” Prest said. “The concept for us was to keep as much of the production and development as local as possible to the Shreveport-Bossier area.” (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:87] [87:  Shreveport Times, “Region reaps benefits from growing film industry” by Vickie Welborne (27 June 2007), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

Kendrick Hudson works as a production coordinator for The Last Lullaby. The Shreveport native moved to Los Angeles five years ago to pursue a career in the industry. For his day job, he works on crews. On the side, he produces his own independent features like Outside Sales. (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:88] […] Hudson now works as a location scout in Shreveport and is enjoying his first opportunity to produce a documentary. (Robinson Film Center Blog, 2010)[footnoteRef:89] [88:  Shreveport Times, “Hooray for Hollywood” by Alexandyr Kent (4 February 2007), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.]  [89:  Robinson Film Center Blog, “Kendrick Hudson takes on ‘No One Knows the Son’” by Alexandyr Kent (19 March 2010), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

“I lived out in L.A. for seven years. For my first two out there I work for commercials, music videos, and I worked as a production assistance first. I slowly worked my way up the ranks. I became a camera loader, then I became a camera assistant. Then I worked a few TV shows, a few movies of the week, one significant movie. I did that for two years, then I left that part of the film industry because I knew I wanted to direct. […] Then I decided to come back to Louisiana to make [my first] film, but for a long time I thought I was going to make personal films in Hollywood. I think after a while, sort of banging my head against that wall, I got a better feel for what it’s like out there. I came to the realization that right now the kind of movies Hollywood wants to make and the movies I want to make aren’t necessarily on the same wavelength. I came back to Shreveport in January 2005, and [before that] I hadn’t been back since I graduated high school. […] When I first decided to come back home, it was purely because I felt I had more contacts in the area than anywhere else, and that that gave me the best chance at being successful in putting the film together. But once I got home, I started feeling a real connection to the area again and then some other motivations, such as being a part of boosting our community, started to become major factors.”
- Jeffrey Goodman, Interview, 2010
Once the decision has been made to return, repatriates assume the functions of stakeholders in addition to contributing to the local knowledge and labor pool. The “bridging” qualities of Shreveport repatriates can be illustrated here as well. In the case of Jeffrey Goodman, the independent director has been responsible for bringing in new industry professionals with no previous attachments to the city.
“I made my movie [The Last Lullaby] here and brought in two guys who had never set foot in Shreveport before, and then they decided to bring an Edward Norton movie here and another movie here, and open up a company here.”
- Jeffrey Goodman, Interview, 2010
Goodman’s other unique trait as a harbinger of valuable industry knowledge is exemplified through his leadership position in the community.
Fresh off directing the independent feature The Last Lullaby in Shreveport, independent filmmaker Jeffrey Goodman will teach courses beginning Tuesday at [Louisiana State University Shreveport] LSUS and Bossier Parish Community College. […] LSUS liberal arts dean Larry Anderson sees Goodman’s courses as part of a continued effort to establish a film studies minor. […] “One of our big concerns is enhancing the cultural campus for not only the students but the community as well,” Anderson said. He’s also happy to bring in a filmmaker with an active presence in the region’s growing film industry. (Shreveport Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:90] [90:  Shreveport Times, “Local universities offering film courses” by Alexandyr Kent (10 January 2008), Last accessed: 17 July 2010.] 

Workforce growth in Shreveport was jumpstarted immediately by crash course training programs intended to fill short-term labor needs. Student curriculums for long-term growth were introduced in formal academic settings. Temporary workers were brought in as needed by productions to compensate for shortages. Repatriates have helped fortify the local knowledge and labor pools through their presence and educational efforts.
Adapting the Local Community
Slow disaster relief efforts in New Orleans throughout 2006 provided Shreveport with an opportunity to get even further acquainted with the film industry and shore up its local infrastructure. By December 2006, the city had hosted twelve feature films (studio and independent) totaling $300 million in budgetary dollars[footnoteRef:91], accounting for 57% of the state’s entire film slate that year. Ongoing media interest from the nation’s major news sources including MSNBC, New York Times, and Washington Post chronicling the circumstances around Louisiana’s new “Hollywood South” added a certain amount of “buzz” to what was unfolding.  [91:  Source: City of Shreveport, cited by Shreveport Times, “Area film industry improves after lull” by Adam Kealoha Causey and Christine Bradley (16 May 2010), Last accessed: 20, July 2010.] 

On a bureaucratic level, responses from the mayor’s office included creating an official film liaison position – Director of Film, Media, and Entertainment – to better accommodate increased production volume and reorganize film-related correspondence between branches of local government[footnoteRef:92]. To accomplish that goal, a civic “film team” to engage directly with this liaison was also set up, consisting of appointees from the local police, fire and transportation departments and other public authorities to handle practical matters as they occur. Requests by producers for location permitting, road closures, access to fire hydrants, and parking meter bagging were all directed through a single point of contact then relayed to members of the film team. This simplified bureaucratic system took effect in early 2007, and a similar system was implemented by officials in nearby Bossier City. [92:  Shreveport Times, “Arlena Acree to coordinate entertainment, film industries” by Joel Anderson (16 December 2006), Last accessed: 7 July 2010.] 

Liaisons also began taking on prescribed roles of recruiters and educators[footnoteRef:93]. Together with a thickening network of stakeholders and newly-formed film advocacy groups – namely, the Robinson Film Center[footnoteRef:94] and Northwest Louisiana Film Alliance[footnoteRef:95] – aggressive promotion of the Shreveport region resulted in steady annual production growth, even as some filming activity began to resume down south. Attending national trade shows and conventions in Los Angeles to elevate the city’s industry profile became important recruiting tactics[footnoteRef:96]. At the local level, liaisons and advocacy groups worked to foster relationships and familiarity between production activities and the area’s constituency, often through town meetings, public industry events and frequent media communications. Normally this entails notices of daily road closures, active production bulletins and reminders to remain hospitable to crews and celebrities. Those looking to get directly involved such as individuals with “transferable” skills and businesses specializing in compatible services (i.e. props, carpentry or hair and makeup) are given advice and assistance to connect with the industry[footnoteRef:97]. Hiring opportunities, upcoming casting calls, resume tips, points of contact and local film resources are communicated through liaisons and members of advocacy organizations. Moreover, a variety of small businesses have increasingly adjusted to production needs as well, but with much more meaningful consequences to the community. [93:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “Promoting ‘Hollywood South,’ Louisiana offers diverse locations” (22 May 2009), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.]  [94:  The Robinson Film Center (RFC) is a non-profit arts organization based in Shreveport. They provide a venue for independent, international, and classic cinema while serving as a resource for film production and media education. In addition to daily film programming, RFC offers film and media production classes for all ages and provides a variety of resources and facilities to the region’s film industry. Source: robinsonfilmcenter.org.]  [95:  The alliance is a group of business, nonprofit, government and film industry leaders working to pool resources and market all of northwest Louisiana to Hollywood.]  [96:  Shreveport Times, “Northwest Louisiana attracts 25 film, TV projects in 21 months” by Alexandyr Kent (24 June 2007), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.]  [97:  Shreveport Times, “Local businesses learning how to break into the movie industry” by Velda Hunter (30 June 2007), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

“This is an ongoing educational process, but existing companies here can be tweaked to cater to productions. I’ve visited business owners one-on-one to get then more active… for example, I encouraged one HVAC company to buy some generators [for productions to use on set]. They later told me, ‘Arlena, thank you so much for telling us to do that because now we have all kinds of new business.’ This also gives them another opportunity to diversify their company… And they love it. They get so much business supporting film companies, it’s unbelievable.”
- Arlena Acree, Interview, 2010
Steps are being made to bridge the gap between those in the industry and businesses wanting work. Pam Edwards of Ad House Advertising is working with support from Arlena Acree, Shreveport's director of film, media and entertainment [and Robinson Film Center] to create a film industry directory. The directory, which would resemble a thick planner, will essentially be a guide to local services for the film industry. Whether information is needed about production companies or stage, props and wardrobe, the guide would point those who are spending bucks for movies in the making in the right direction. […] [There’s] a need for specialty items such as wind and rain machines, antique cars, props or specialized lighting – anything that makes a movie. (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:98] [98:  Id.] 

Kenny Frizzell, who works in sales and purchasing at Custom-Bilt Cabinet and Supply, of Shreveport, has been providing the industry with lumber and construction supplies since early 2006. “In a declining housing market, it’s been very important to diversify our business,” Frizzell said. The movie industry is important to Custom-Bilt, he said. […] Movie and TV productions “do spend money locally when they are here,” Frizzell said, “not just with me, but with lots of other types of vendors.” (Shreveport Times, 2009)[footnoteRef:99] [99:  Shreveport Times, “Film Companies Spent Locally” by Alexandyr Kent (27 April 2009), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

“I literally look at every bill that comes across my desk to see where the money is being spent,” [Lampton] Enochs [of Louisiana Production Consultants] said. “A number of times on this show I’ve said, ‘Wait, why are we ordering this from Dallas, Texas? See if we can order it from a local vendor.’” One local business that has been receiving steady business from the movie industry is Nader’s Gallery. Productions rent and buy art, furniture, gifts and accessories from the Shreveport store. Edward Nader believes the industry has positive impacts. “It’s going to trickle down and affect all aspects of the economics here,” Nader said. (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:100] [100:  Shreveport Times, “Hooray for Hollywood” by Alexandyr Kent (4 February 2007), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

Small businesses (and individuals) learning to fill niche needs by supplying basic materials and services necessary for filmmaking represents a tightening economic reciprocity between productions and local constituents. Higher profits in the small business community have produced a fifth class of stakeholder that wants to retain and grow the film industry. Production companies benefit by means of these innovative relationships because it allows them to spend more money inside the state and earn higher tax credits under Louisiana Spend. The shepherding efforts of city film liaisons, advocacy groups, and proactive private sector stakeholders have facilitated these cooperative exchanges, which signify an evolving film ecology.
Signs of Establishment
At the end of 2007, independent production house Nu Image/Millennium Films – which maintains a heavy filming presence in Los Angeles and Bulgaria – moved to establish its third division in Shreveport after making several “successful” back-to-back films in the area beginning mid-2006. Studio Operations, as the local division is known, presented plans to construct a $10 million production campus containing new soundstages, offices and prop storage warehouse over 23 acres in a blighted neighborhood of downtown Shreveport[footnoteRef:101]. For many local industry stakeholders, this project signaled a long-term commitment by the company and a significant opportunity to advance the city’s film production capacity. Though backed by a consortium of funds originating from within the state, assistance by city officials – $2 million to acquire land for development – and the state’s infrastructure incentive program were key catalysts. (In one report, the city of Shreveport was also a lender in the project’s financing.[footnoteRef:102]) Local level public subsidies worked to reduce investment risks and lower barriers to entry for private sector interests in line with the greater economic agenda at hand. This is another example of profitable public-private partnerships to meet shared interests. [101:  It should be noted that in 2007 the state made a small amendment to the Act to further clarify legislative intent regarding infrastructure, and extended the sunset clause on the infrastructure credit by one year. Projects that were applied by 1 August 2007 were grandfathered in to receive the credit, which may account for Studio Operations actions at this time. Also, minimum thresholds to receive the credit were established and a $25 million per project cap was set for new infrastructure applications.]  [102:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “Shreveport’s Millennium Studio back on track” by KSLA Staff (30 December 2009), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

“We shot our first movie about eight months after the industry moved up here [to Shreveport]. We found that the cooperation from the city government was above and beyond any expectations. […] My predecessor Mick Flannigan began conversations with the city to assist in finding some land in exchange for us constructing there. It’s been a good deal for us. […] The help that we get from the local government is just incredible. Everything from helping us find a location that may not cost us anything, because it belongs to the city or there’s a certain influence, to having streets closed.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
Along with the new soundstage complex, a milestone in itself, Studio Operations announced a commitment of four to six feature films per year in the city and an estimated 60 new permanent jobs. Other signs of establishment came through the region’s increasingly active film slate. According to figures available from the city of Shreveport, the area logged 24 productions with budgets totaling $182 million in 2007, and 23 productions with budgets totaling $258 million in 2008. Those numbers compare to the state as a whole with 56 projects in 2007 and more than 80 major film and television projects in 2008[footnoteRef:103].  [103:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “Louisiana sets record with 2008 movie productions” by The Associated Press (3 January 2009), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

Minor language revisions to the Act in 2007 aimed to tightened oversight of the bill.
“Back-End” Soft Factors & Structural Fluency
Offering cost reductions (state and local considered) and functioning infrastructure is only part of Louisiana’s strategy towards building a sustainable industry. Here discerns an important distinction between serving as a filming hotspot built on the rapid succession of one-time “customers” versus generating stability through “repeat business”. For the latter, the presence of “back-end” soft factors and “structural fluency” are also necessary. Although the two stand as separate points, they are closely related and inter-causal.
Back-end soft factors refer to desirable production qualities relating to “film friendliness” and are typically discovered by producers only during the course of or after production takes place. In other words, what may originally attract a filmmaker to a particular state or city may be very different from what keeps him or her coming back. Headline-grabbing state tax credits and appealing front-end soft factors (as previously described) should be viewed simply as outward “shelf appeal.” Film companies may initially be attracted to states with the best shelf appeal, but can discover reality on the ground is less than favorable to production needs. Generally, producers can gauge a state’s film friendliness over the course of a single production. And first impressions are usually lasting impressions, particularly as rivaling state lawmakers produce ever more aggressive tax incentives and eager hosts to Hollywood. Film friendliness describes a set of less tangible attributes beyond the stand out issues of hard costs (value of tax credits), offering “the right look”, and availability of support infrastructure (which is always necessary as well). For Shreveport and Louisiana, governmental cooperation has played an important role in its favor since the beginning. A hassle-free and reliable (state) tax credit system, civic dependability, a receptive constituency, and reputation in the industry for having all-of-the-above have been essential for Shreveport’s continued success long beyond its ordination as a “backup plan for New Orleans-based projects”[footnoteRef:104]. These constitute what may be described as back-end soft factors – positive factors experienced after the fact that encourage repeat business and triggers first-time takers. [104:  Shreveport Times, “ACTION!” by Alexandyr Kent (23 October 2006), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

“While we’ve shot two movies in Michigan, it’s been more or less a nightmare. Same story in Connecticut, it was a very difficult and complex situation there. Here it’s painless. It’s a proven system, the cooperation is phenomenal. We know when we’re going to get things. After having done it so many times, it’s just become a very easy process for us. First, this is unique to the state of Louisiana, more specifically how well things operate in Baton Rouge, because that’s where our tax credits come from. That’s phenomenal. On top of that, we can rely on the city of Shreveport when we go into production.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
“We chose Shreveport over New Orleans after scouting both cities and finding that our key locations -- small town, family house, lake, etc. -- were better for what we needed in Shreveport,” [Scott] Stuber said. “Overall, it is a good place to shoot. The people and the film commission are terrific and very easy to work with.” (Variety, 2007)[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Variety, “Shreveport lures productions” by Bashirah Muttalib (23 July 2007), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

“Major Movie Star is the fifth Nu Image/Millennium Films’ production we’ve done here. The city is tremendously accommodating with locations, permits, closing of roads and the people are great,” producer Michael Flannigan said. […] “It’s what’s behind the scenes that is the real value,” added [Shreveport Mayor Cedric] Glover. “Celebrities can relax without being annoyed. It’s a place to call home.” Kevin Costner echoed the mayor's sentiments: “The biggest compliment you can give to a location is that you would like to return there to shoot another film.” (Variety, 2007)[footnoteRef:106] [106:  Id.] 

By and large, the producers who oversee film and TV production in northwest Louisiana are happy with the support from government officials, local businesses and residents. To Arlena Acree, Shreveport’s director of film, media and entertainment, you can’t put a price tag on good will. “I think it's because of the support we have in the community here, and all the cities working extremely closely together.” Wherever they do business, movie productions want to feel welcome. “There is a really supportive civic structure,” said Shreveport-based line producer Lampton Enochs. “All of these people are really proactive about the film industry. […] And the fact that people are excited about film and are nice to the stars, that’s important.” While Enochs, Acree and experts know the industry has come to northwest Louisiana to take advantage of more than good old Southern hospitality, it’s important to maintain the feel-good vibe. (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:107] [107:  Shreveport Times, “Experts expect northwest Louisiana's film industry to grow” by Alexandyr Kent (29 June 2007), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Such empirical attributes are acquired by film hosting locales through experience and familiarity with business aspects of film production. They indicate tested policy programs, bureaucratic propensity, habitualized organizational behavior, established resource channels and means of protocol. For repeat customers operating under these conditions, a certain “structural fluency” can be achieved. For example, each successive project carried out by the same film company in Shreveport should become progressively easier and cheaper to make. Not only are formal processes learned, but business models are adapted to fit policy mechanics and local networks are established. For Studio Operations, having made nine feature films in Shreveport since 2006, this equates to higher percentages of budget dollars being spent on state-provided goods and services and higher tax credit dividends under Louisiana Spend[footnoteRef:108]. [108:  Shreveport Times, “Film companies spend locally” by Alexandyr Kent (27 April 2009), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

“I think we can do our whole process blindfolded at this point. […] Our production formula was established so quickly and was so easy to understand and work with that we were learning new ways to maximize with every project. Every project we’re trying to do more. If you look at what we did on our first movie to what we’re doing now, the percentages of more in-state spending is just incredible. We’ve developed some of the infrastructure we needed to achieve those numbers. In addition, there are many companies in the state now that are providing the services that we need that originally we had to go elsewhere for. We know how to maneuver with our artists, applying for the tax credits… all of these things don’t take the time it took in the beginning. Each movie becomes more and more cost efficient for us.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
First-time and one-off productions can benefit from back-end soft factors as well. Even if a production company never intends to develop a repeat business relationship with the city or state, good experiences taken away – by producers, directors, crew members, celebrity actors, etc. – result in positive publicity through word-of-mouth and/or subsequent media interviews[footnoteRef:109]. This, of course, feeds back into building name recognition and a film-friendly reputation within industry circles necessary to continue bringing in new business[footnoteRef:110]. Preserving and exploiting these back-end soft factors and positive perceptions has become a strategic selling point for Louisiana’s team of educators and recruiters, particularly for those in the public sector working on the front line. [109:  Washington Post, “It's Shreveport's Season” by Yolanda Young (26 August 2007), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.]  [110:  Shreveport Times, “Moviemaking reaches fever pitch” by Alexandyr Kent (1 June 2008), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Louisiana doesn’t just attract projects because of the state’s high tax credit. “No matter how big your incentive is, if someone doesn’t have a good experience, they’re not going to be back,” [Chris Stelly] said. (CNN, 2010)[footnoteRef:111] [111:  CNN, “States use tax incentives to draw film work from Hollywood” by Stephanie Goldberg (13 March 2010), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

“When I sell a production company on Louisiana, of course I’m going to sell them on the positives. But I invite them to come and experience it, and tell me about their filmmaking experience. Nine times of ten that experience will have been so good for filmmaking that they come back. And they come back and they come back.”
- Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
Film Industry Thickening
In the preceding sections of this chapter, I have identified groups of active stakeholders in Shreveport’s film industry, described the foundation of its production system, and provided insight into the composition of its film ecology. To review briefly, actions taken by locally-rooted stakeholders to retain production after Hurricane Katrina resulted in makeshift systems sufficient to keep cameras rolling farther north away from the storm zone. Opportunities provided by the state’s 2005 incentive package motivated filmmakers in Louisiana to seek out workable alternatives in Shreveport due to the presence of several front-end soft factors. Public-private partnerships working to mobilize and deliver skilled workers and develop functioning infrastructure led to continued production. Bureaucratic adaptations at the city level in 2007 to formalize and streamline liaison processes along with adaptations in the local supply chain strengthened appeal to producers. Campaigns and promotions on behalf of formal recruiters and advocacy groups encouraged new streams of business. Supportive back-end soft factors reinforced industry ties, allowing for repeat “customers” to achieve structural fluency and generate greater potential for longer-term sustainability, all on top of a maturing base of indigenous filmmakers (touched upon further in the next section).
During the period from late-2005 to 2008, a high degree of film industry “thickening” can be observed. This thickening is a broad concept and refers not only to strengthening networks of direct industry players, as might be expected, but also signifies new relationships between the industry and secondary and tertiary populations, and the state’s movement towards becoming a multi-nodal agglomerative film region. In this sense, the success of Shreveport as a film hub is becoming increasingly difficult to separate out from Louisiana’s success as a whole, which includes high volumes of rebounded production in New Orleans and Baton Rouge and peripheral shooting in smaller towns across the state.
Before moving ahead with this argument, changing standpoints in local stakeholdership must be assessed. Firstly, a broadening base of film-support businesses, skilled crew members and creative types (many with personal ties to Louisiana) who engage directly with the industry want to preserve a critical mass of activity to support their livelihoods. This private-sector group originally consisted of transplants from New Orleans, but has since merged with a number of Shreveport repatriates and new a crop of home-grown filmmakers, service firms and set workers. These individuals provide a permanent bed of place-based interest in a way that pass-through corporate studio and higher-level independent projects fail to do. Secondly, city-level officials on both sides of the river (Shreveport and Bossier City) hope to continue building a “high-profile” industry for their region. Significant public investments towards soundstage facilities and developing educational programs illustrate financial stakes in continuing to lobby Hollywood. Thirdly, all facets of Shreveport’s constituency – from small shops to homeowners to service sector businesses (restaurants, hotels, car rentals, etc.) – feeling sharp economic gains associated with production spending has created a vast electorate dedicated to retaining the industry. (Economic benefits will be explored later in Chapter V, but broader implications relating to political cycles remains outside the scope of this thesis). Fourthly, state-level officials continue to place high priority on film and related entertainment industries throughout the state. With the cities of New Orleans and Baton Rouge recovering from the disaster and recapturing shares of production, a “truly statewide industry” has taken shape, as put by Chris Stelly (Stelly, Interview, 2010). Supporting Shreveport’s continued economic success is a basic state responsibility, but may also be viewed as a strategy to unify tax payer support behind the ongoing incentives, which before Hurricane Katrina was lacking outside of the New Orleans region. Lastly, a number of film companies and independent filmmakers have become increasingly dependent on Louisiana’s incentive program (and other state MPI programs) to get their movies made. This group represents a very different type of production interest identified in Shreveport immediately after the hurricane. Since that time, repeat filmmakers in the state who are aided by their own structural fluency and have fitted their production model around Louisiana’s incentive program want to see the localized industry continue to grow, diversify and sustain itself. Most prone to this are lower-level independents which retain high degrees of flexibility in their organizational structure. A prime local example is indie studio Nu Image/Millennium Films who, as pointed out earlier, has invested in permanent operations in Shreveport and will continue to rely on the availability of local crew, suppliers and tax breaks to manufacture high-quality films.
The first instance of industry thickening relates directly to the clustering of film-related services taking place in Shreveport around 2007. That year, 24 feature film and televisions projects encompassing 557 days of production, $182 million in combined budgets and 2,000 crew positions benefitted northwest Louisiana, up from 12 projects in 2006[footnoteRef:112]. Major film-industry equipment companies out of Los Angeles like Cinelease[footnoteRef:113], Paskal Lighting and Panavision opened new branches in Louisiana (Cinelease and Paskal Lighting currently hold offices in Shreveport) adding national interests to the mix of locally-based film support businesses including casting offices, prop shops, truck rental depots and catering services. Vendors of HVAC systems, glass, lumber, paint and other practical materials learning how to service productions (as pointed out previously) form another stratum of the supply pyramid. Increased availability and accessibility of service suppliers in Shreveport eroded reliance on adaptation strategies taken by first-generation producers. Moreover, (this cannot be emphasized enough) the increased ability to spend more budget dollars on state-provided goods and services also enhanced the value of Louisiana’s tax credit provisions to producers, as set forth under Louisiana Spend. As such, a number of niche financial service companies also arrived on the scene including CPAs, attorneys and consultants who “specialize in helping out of state film producers make the most of their Louisiana production”[footnoteRef:114]. [112:  Source: City of Shreveport, Office of the Mayor.]  [113:  Dink Adams, who markets and manages accounts for Cinelease’s Shreveport office, said his company has brought new equipment here valued in the millions of dollars. “We couldn't come down here just because of the tax incentives. It was the amount of work that's here.” […] “This is a big-time commitment, and we're not coming here on a short-term basis. We hope to be here for a long time.” Quotes from Shreveport Times, “Experts expect northwest Louisiana's film industry to grow” by Alexandyr Kent (29 June 2007), Last accessed: 13 July 2010.]  [114:  As stated by FBT Film & Entertainment, a Louisiana-based private “banking affiliate” who specializes in bringing “banking relationship products” to Louisiana film ventures. The organization advocates film industry growth in the state and employs Los Angeles-based staff to promote the “Louisiana advantages” to Hollywood producers. Website:  fbtfilm.com, Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

By this time a number of secondary and tertiary populations began to establish relationships with Louisiana’s film industry. These populations represent the extent of the industry’s embeddedness in the community and its national reach. The first of these populations may be represented by film investors who help fund locally made projects. For example, Jeffrey Goodman assembled a panel of investors for his feature film The Last Lullaby (2008) between 2005 and 2006 from the local pool of private businesses and high-wealth individuals.
“I have a lot of interaction with the private sector, the local business community. I have forty-nine investors from The Last Lullaby and forty-eight are from the Shreveport-Bossier area. I would say that 15 are the oil and gas industry, 15 are from the medical profession, and the other 18 are from real estate, either old money or some other business. […] It’s a sexy and glamorous industry and people are interested in it. It helps me because I’m selling a high risk thing. The reason why I’m able to find participation besides people wanting to help the area, is that people want to be involved in this industry.”
- Jeffrey Goodman, Interview, 2010
Secondly, long distance relationships to the local industry are held by creative professionals in other cities who occasionally take jobs in Shreveport, usually convened through professional networks of repatriates. On the most superficial level, these groups act as temporary (and necessary) pass-through employees in much the same way as outsourced workers assigned to studio projects. In some instances, these groups may transition into primary stakeholdership roles and add to the permanent local knowledge pool.
Thirdly, aspiring actors, writers, directors and others seeking “quick entry” into the movie business or a less convoluted aspect of it are becoming more common in Shreveport. Members of this group differ from the motivational dynamics of repatriates because they often maintain no personal ties to the state, even though they are similarly driven by improved career chances. In some cases these individuals are circumventing primary film centers altogether to pursue careers in film, a trend I theorize has been intensifying in the era of state MPIs and genesis of “mini-Hollywoods” across the country[footnoteRef:115]. [115:  USA Today, “Hooray for movie locations outside Hollywood” by Alexandyr Kent (21 September 2008), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

“I’ve seen actors achieve more as an actor [in Shreveport] than some of my friends in L.A. that have been pounding the pavement for ten years. They’re a member of the Screen Actors Guild after one year. It’s insane.”
- Ryan Glorioso, Interview, 2010
Justin Cooley works as a camera production assistant on the Harold & Kumar sequel. He’s not a union member yet, but he plans to join and become a film loader for his next production job. “We stay pretty busy, and I’m advancing pretty quickly,” Cooley said. He moved from New Orleans to Shreveport after Hurricane Katrina, and believes his prospects for a career in northwest Louisiana are good. “I’ve only been up here a year and I’m just about in the union. If I were in L.A., I’d be starving.” […] Johnny Martin recently relocated his grip and lighting business from Los Angeles. He worked on The Last Lullaby in early 2007 and thought moving to Shreveport would be a good business opportunity. […] Workers like prop masters, production managers, producer’s assistants and makeup artists are also relocating to the area, according to producers and Arlena Acree, Shreveport’s director of film, entertainment and media. […] After working in Hollywood for 19 years, Mary Lou Holmes moved to Shreveport. “I had been in L.A. for 19 years and I just grew weary of it,” Holmes said. She said there are thousands of people like her in Hollywood, and that all of them are vying for a limited number of jobs. Here she might be a bigger fish in a smaller pond. “There is a budding industry here,” Holmes said, “I feel like for once in my life I am on the ground floor looking up, and that's very attractive.” (Shreveport Times, 2007)[footnoteRef:116] [116:  Shreveport Times, “Movie work force needs more pros” by Alexandyr Kent (6 July 2007), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

National media exposure and industry publications catering to independent filmmaking are encouraging this movement. Since 2007 MovieMaker Magazine, a popular source for indie film interests, has consistently included Shreveport on its annual list of America’s best cities to live, work, and make movies – Louisiana’s only city to make the cut. Its January 2010 issue ranks Shreveport among the nation’s top three destinations, below only Albuquerque and Los Angeles[footnoteRef:117]. This list is compiled using a set of criteria including local talent pool, production facilities, educational opportunities, networking events, film festivals and cost of living, among others. [117:  MovieMaker Magazine, “10 Best Cities To Live, Work & Make Movies in 2010” by Julie Jacobs with Jennifer M. Wood (18 January 2010), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

“Being ranked in Movie Maker Magazine as the #3 place to live and work for filmmaking helps. People are starting to move here from places like Ohio. People who are actors or that want to work in the film industry move from here instead of moving from there to Los Angeles or New York and getting lost in the shuffle.  The industry is more accessible here.”
- Ryan Glorioso, Interview, 2010
In this way, secondary and tertiary populations work to support industry functions and add to the local talent pool, but hold varying degrees of a place-specific interest. It is fair to surmise that after a prolonged stay in the area, members of the latter group may settle into stakeholder positions.
Another degree of industry thickening has come through the emergence of the state as a multi-nodal film region. Three years after Hurricane Katrina, the city of New Orleans began to regain its status as a popular production locale in Louisiana, (though not without continued risks during annual hurricanes seasons and higher premiums on production insurance[footnoteRef:118]). The number of films shot in New Orleans increased from 14 in 2007 to 21 in 2008 and 23 in 2009 (up from only 9 in 2005)[footnoteRef:119]. Instead of draining off production from Shreveport, the recovering lower half of the state has attracted a separate stream of business. This is demonstrated by the concurrent rise of production counts in both halves of the state during those key years of growth. Part of the gain in the southern zone is attributable to Baton Rouge, which began to win a share of production through a combination of competitive marketing, city- and parish-level incentives, and infrastructure investments made earlier under the state’s infrastructure tax credit allowance[footnoteRef:120]. Furthermore, city governments (along with an amount of private interests) in southern Louisiana saw recapturing production dollars as a powerful and effective way to boost their weakened post-disaster economies. [118:  The Hollywood Reporter, “Bracing for the next storm” by Todd Longwell (27 May 2010), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.]  [119:  New Orleans City Business, “State's tax credit helps New Orleans film industry blossom during recession” by Richard Webster (26 March 2010), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.]  [120:  The Advocate, “Celtic gains Hollywood’s attention in campaign for film respectability” by Gary Perilloux (15 November 2009), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

The local movie industry remains a major economic driver in the city’s long-haul recovery from the 2005 devastation of Katrina, says Belinda Little-Wood, the city’s director of economic development. “It has continued to be a very consistent source of revenue for the city,” Little-Wood says. “If it were to go away tomorrow, it would be a sizable blow.” […] One of the soundstage projects is emerging in the city’s Lower Garden District, just upriver from the French Quarter, amid rusting warehouses and apartments. When completed in January, Second Line Stages will be a 90,000-square-foot complex offering three soundstages, 15,000 square feet of office space and a 49-seat digital screening theater, says Trey Burvant, the studio’s founder. Burvant, a New Orleans native, was working as an actor and producer in Boston when Katrina wrecked his hometown. He returned shortly after to help revitalize the city and found Susan Brennan, a local developer with the property. Along with partner Diane Wheeler, they were able to secure $25 million for the project from private investors. “You look at New Orleans after Katrina and there was an opportunity to come back and build smarter,” Burvant says. (USA Today, 2009) [footnoteRef:121] [121:  USA Today, “Film boomlet hits New Orleans” by Rick Jervis (30 April 2009), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Slowly, through ongoing statewide initiatives and local-level activism, the cities of Shreveport, New Orleans and Baton Rouge have been able to cultivate separate factions of film infrastructure (post-Katrina) and corresponding niche streams of production, in effect paving the way for absolute growth in production volume and capacity statewide and buttressing the overall competitive position of Louisiana on the national scale.
Louisiana now has six studios and soundstages in New Orleans, Baton Rouge and Shreveport, with at least one more on the way [from] Nu Image/Millennium Pictures. […] Chris Stelly said Louisiana is also able to handle more productions at one time because of its growing infrastructure. In 2004, the state could only handle about two or three film crews at any given time, but it can now handle up to 10 film crews at once. (KSLA News 12 Shreveport, 2009)[footnoteRef:122] [122:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “Louisiana sets record with 2008 movie productions” by The Associated Press (3 January 2009), Last accessed: 17 July 2010.] 

While a certain amount of intra-state competition continues among Louisiana’s three film nodes, the general attitude is one of camaraderie.
 “We’ll are in it together. My concern is that I want production to be in Louisiana, so if I lose a project to New Orleans at least they’re in Louisiana. You have to keep that attitude even though we’re in direct competition. We’d rather [productions] be in Baton Rouge or New Orleans or Lafayette or anywhere else in Louisiana than going to another state.”
- Arlena Acree, Interview, 2010
“Louisiana has had this rival situation between the north and the south. Slowly this is an industry that is pulling us together as one. This is something that all of us are coming together on to bring to the state, not just to our area. […] What’s good from one city is good for Louisiana, and you hear that from the north to the south.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
 The benefits of maintaining that “togetherness” are universally recognized. For example, when one city’s production capacity is pushed beyond its limits, trade-offs in crew or support services in other cities pitch in to meet teetering demand. This “elasticity” allows for producers to keep larger portions of their budget expenditures within state borders, therefore making the incentive program more attractive and successful overall. 
“I think there’s a strong draw back and forth between New Orleans and Shreveport. It’s probably the same with Baton Rouge and Lafayette. There’s a network effect where the labor is looking all over the state to get jobs. […] The more business in the state, the better it’s going to be for everybody. No one city can handle every single production happening in the state.”
- Alexandyr Kent, Interview, 2010
“It’s a reciprocating effect. If our production levels are down here, workers from here go down south. We have people from down south who come up here. It all still counts for Louisiana Spend, so they [residents and productions] can go anywhere in the state.”
- Arlena Acree, Interview, 2010
Similarly, with multiple production nodes available, producers have a wider range to maneuver throughout the state as necessary for specific place-setting needs. Having to fulfill all production requirements in one city across the duration of a shoot is no longer necessary.
“This makes sense not only from a financial perspective, but also from an ease of shoot perspective. The more a production can get done in one area, the less cost overall, less time is spent. All of these reasons contribute to building a ‘cluster of services’. It’s part of building a strong and resilient film industry that can withstand incentive competition from other states.”
- Dennis Lower, Interview, 2010
Filming strategies taken for action flick Battle: Los Angeles (set for theatrical release in 2011) illustrates how the multi-nodal configuration of the state plays to the favor of producers and intensifies the state’s competitive advantages. The $70 million-budget film (made by Columbia Pictures, an arm of Sony Pictures Entertainment) is a story about aliens ravaging Los Angeles and was shot entirely in Louisiana with locations split evenly between Shreveport and Baton Rouge.
Some of it is set in Santa Monica, Calif., a beachfront city that Shreveport stood in for, with the help of imported palm trees that were spray-painted bright green. […] But finances were not the only factor that sent Battle: Los Angeles to Louisiana, this time, [Shreveport city officials] shut down a major freeway interchange for three weeks to allow cast and crew to shoot battle scenes that were set on Interstate 405 in Southern California. (New York Times, 2010)[footnoteRef:123]  [123:  New York Times, “For Hollywood, Stand-Ins Play California’s Part” by Michael Cieply (4 February 2010), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

In early fall [2009], Battle: Los Angeles filmed freeway action scenes in Shreveport and switched to more pyrotechnics in Baton Rouge neighborhoods in October. […] Sony Pictures Entertainment Inc. took the gamble on Baton Rouge, choosing to bypass Georgia in bringing its film to Louisiana. Much of Louisiana’s film crew base is deployed in New Orleans and Shreveport, and questions lingered about the ability to staff a feature film requiring hundreds of workers in Baton Rouge. […] Now, on a slow day, more than 100 people work on the Celtic Media Centre lot [where the movie was filmed in Baton Rouge]. On a busy day, with Battle: Los Angeles filming, that number swells to 400. (The Advocate, 2009)[footnoteRef:124] [124:  The Advocate, “Celtic gains Hollywood’s attention in campaign for film respectability” by Gary Perilloux (15 November 2009), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

The brief scenario pieced together above shows how the collective advantages of the state acting as a cohesive film region provided the extra leverage to win one of its biggest budget movies to date. Labor exchange between Louisiana’s cities is highlighted by the The Advocate article.
All of these internal dynamics feed into the larger “brand” of the state region, which to outsiders is seen collectively as “Louisiana.” An article from Variety published in October 2009 naming North America’s top five favorite filming “regions or cities” by industry professionals according to “visual appeal, incentives, film-office support, production resources, and ability to substitute for another location” provides evidence of this. Louisiana ranks fifth after California, New York City, New Mexico and Chicago.
Louisiana isn’t just the boisterous Big Easy, soggy bayous and graceful old plantations draped with Spanish moss. The northeast has pine forests, rolling hills and small towns that can double for many other places. But the state’s main attraction may be its transferable tax credit coupled with large studio and stage facilities. These include Raleigh Studios [Celtic Media Centre in] Baton Rouge, StageWorks in Shreveport and Louisiana Film Studios in Elmwood. Shreveport also boasts the Louisiana Wave Studio, with a 750,000-gallon tank originally built for Disney’s The Guardian. New Orleans has bounced back post-Katrina; Tony Scott and Jerry Bruckheimer got the ball rolling by shooting Déjà vu there soon after the disaster. Shreveport has positioned itself as a production center (Mad Money, True Blood, Premonition), and local locations doubled for Washington, D.C., in Oliver Stone’s W. (Variety, 2009)[footnoteRef:125] [125:  Variety, “Pros pick best places for filmmaking” by Iain Blair (23 October 2009), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

In this way, film industry thickening observable in Shreveport is intrinsically linked to the success of the state as a whole, and the same can now be said of the other urban areas.
Recognizing Indigenous Independents
The final indicator of industry thickening in Shreveport deserves a dedicated section. Below the continued solicitations of out-of-state production companies is a broadening undercurrent of indigenous independents active on the scene.
“I think people have to understand that there are really two industries currently at work in town, the outside industry and the indigenous industry. I definitely think the indigenous industry, those of us who call Shreveport-Bossier our home and want to continue to stay here to do our work, is growing. It’s hard to know how many of us there are for sure, but I would place estimates around 250 to 500. That’s based on things such as the size of the Shreveport Indie Film Alliance group and certain get-togethers I’ve attended.”
- Jeffrey Goodman, Interview, 2010
Indigenous filmmakers not only encompass repatriated individuals but also include a younger fixed group “reaching their full potential” under a more advantageous set of circumstances. This trend must be understood in the larger context of shifting Hollywood structures away from Los Angeles prompted by domestic reallocations of film production activity linked to state MPIs and proliferating digital technologies over the last decade. Locales like Shreveport emphasizing film curricula to nurture its industry will most likely exhibit a larger populace of indigenous independents. As such, home-grown creative talent seems to be an advanced product of a film ecology where creative pursuits radiating from an active film industry have penetrated an extended population.
“There are lots of young filmmakers popping up, making short films. People like me, I have a production company now. I’m trying to make some local projects in the state. I just think people are using the opportunities and trying to make their own path, which is what you see in L.A.”
- Ryan Glorioso, Interview, 2010
A problem then arises in determining who exactly fits under the “loose” designation of “independent filmmaker.” Chris Lyon, founder of the Shreveport Indie Film Alliance group explains:
Lyon: We have a lot of people, perhaps 150 to 200, who want to do it but never have. Fewer still, perhaps 30 or so, who have made projects and are working really hard, but haven’t really broken through the beginning filmmaker level yet. Beyond that there are maybe a half dozen or so with real world experience. These people have completed wonderful projects again and again, and are beginning to see a broader audience inside and outside of Shreveport.
Friday: How many of that group, if you can approximate, have lived in other places like L.A. or New York before returning to Shreveport?
Lyon: The demographic of those in the indie film scene here mostly consists of 18 to 24 year olds so most of them haven’t had the chance to get out and experience the world. One could argue that if the film industry had come in 2010 instead of 2005 far more people would have moved away and returned home upon the news of the industry taking hold here. […] Gregory [Kallenberg] grew up here and moved away to California to attend film school, [but then] he moved back to Shreveport as part of a grant to make a film… he wasn’t sure what at the time… and then quickly fell into the subject of his second documentary feature Haynesville: A Nation’s Hunt for an Energy Future which is touring around the country.
- Chris Lyon, Interview, 2010
Expansion of Shreveport’s independent film scene is a more recent event. While the group should be recognized as a minor influence on the area’s film ecology, its prosperity has to be credited to the presence of the larger film industry and newfound legitimization of creative careers in public and community spheres. 
Permanent Playing Field
Despite positive indicators of industry thickening, Shreveport’s film industry encountered new challenges in early 2009 with the untimely coincidence of two major events[footnoteRef:126]. According to the original sunset clause of Act, the state’s top film tax credit of 25% was scheduled to taper off to 20% in 2010 and then to 15% in 2012, under earlier assumptions that higher incentives could be offset later by the availability of more filming facilities and skilled workers on the ground. That meant film productions entering the state that year may or may not have been able to qualify themselves for the top-tier credit threshold. Industry insiders believe this uncertainty discouraged some film companies from selecting Louisiana over other states like Georgia and Michigan who were then offering even higher tax incentives. Also, an industry-wide slowdown in 2009 caused by the economic recession made competition among states even more severe. Funding shortages and a looming Screen Actors Guild strike made studios more cautious about green lighting projects[footnoteRef:127]. Anticipation during the first half of 2009 over whether the state would reinstate its financial commitment to the industry was hard felt and had unfavorable impacts on production activity that year. For the first time since the industry’s arrival in Shreveport, production levels dipped and raised red flags to local stakeholders. Reacting to the changing tides, industry stakeholders ramped up lobbying efforts to local and state leaders to prevent Louisiana’s incentives from proceeding with the scheduled downgrades and further hampering the business climate[footnoteRef:128]. Local governments also moved to instate city and parish level sales tax rebates to filmmakers as added incentive on top of those offered by the state[footnoteRef:129]. [126:  Shreveport Times, “Movie production down after booming 2008” by Alexandyr Kent (8 March 2010), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.]  [127:  Id.]  [128:  Shreveport Times, “Film industry pushes for stronger incentives” by Alexandyr Kent (10 April 2009), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.]  [129:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “State, local governments move forward on film industry incentives” by Carolyn Roy (9 June 2009), Last accessed: 21 July 2010.] 

It can be argued that such reactions expose the fragility of Shreveport’s film ecology at this juncture. Indeed, during a brief period when production had reached a standstill, a small number of service firms exited the market (Glorioso, Interview, 2010). On the other hand, the strong call to action to rally the state legislature indicates a sizeable and influential constituency connected to the film industry.
“When we were lobbying the legislature for the tax incentives last year [in 2009], the people who work as extras, the support they gave… driving down to Baton Rouge lobbying their congressmen. It was amazing. I went a couple of times, and they were always there… whenever something when out: ‘we need at least 100 people to show their support’, there was always a handful from Shreveport, a handful from New Orleans, a handful from Baton Rouge. The whole state really pulled together.”
- Ryan Glorioso, Interview, 2010
Offering dependability and projecting a long-term commitment through even more generous and permanent tax credit thresholds was seen as necessary to continue down the path started by state leaders in 2002.
Shreveport has lost three movies to Georgia because of their [higher] tax credit. With the [Louisiana] legislature about to reconvene [in July 2009], keeping and maybe even increasing the tax credit is something Shreveport Mayor Cedric Glover says he’s going to make a priority.  He says, “If you’re standing still, that means you’re going behind and so I think it’s going to be incumbent that we as a state look at where we are right now and look at the benefits as a state that we have gotten as a result of a quarter billion dollar industry right here in the city of Shreveport and see what needs to be done down in Baton Rouge that we can remain competitive.” (KSLA News 12 Shreveport, 2009)[footnoteRef:130] [130:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “New film production company brings jobs to Shreveport” by Tania Francois (April 12, 2009), Last accessed: 7 July 2010.] 

“I spent a few months last year [in 2009] in Baton Rouge to make sure we had a new incentive package. […] At the time, on top of the economic downturn, the state of Georgia passed incentives that were more generous than ours, so there were a lot of productions fleeing to Georgia instead. We felt that the only way the state could remain competitive is to match, more or less, what Georgia was doing. We had to negotiate some main points, but we were asking for a lot more than what we got.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
Political pressure applied upwards by local level stakeholders and lateral pressure from other states contended with Louisiana’s cautious gubernatorial leadership[footnoteRef:131]. [131:  Shreveport Times, “Steady as she goes on film tax credits”, by editorial contributor (11 March 2009) Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Bobby Jindal, Louisiana's fiscally conservative governor, had been concerned about over-incentivizing the [film] sector. But he was convinced by Hollywood producers and industry workers that going ahead with the planned [incentive] reductions would send shoots packing. (Variety, 2009)[footnoteRef:132] [132:  Variety, “Bayou state's film slate booms” by Jack Egan (10 September 2009), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Also at play was an economic impact study commissioned by the state – prepared by third-party consultancy firm Economics Research Associates[footnoteRef:133] and issued in February 2009 – providing an endorsement of the state’s investment in entertainment industries. According to the report, considerable more money was being funneled into the state than was being spent on tax credit payouts to producers. [133:  Economics Research Associates (ERA) is a Los Angeles-based consultancy firm who tracks the film industry and has prepared many economic reports to city and state governments involving MPI legislation.] 

The state of Louisiana will issue an estimated $115 million in tax credits for projects with certified and estimated expenditures incurred during 2007. Combined these projects had an estimated $429 million in qualified expenditures which generated a total economic benefit to the state of $763 million. This represents an economic stimulus of $6.64 for every $1.00 in tax credits issued for qualifying motion picture expenditures during 2007. This has grown 4.6 percent since 2005. (Louisiana ERA Economic Impact Study, 2009)[footnoteRef:134] [134:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates (ERA), p. 34, (February 2009), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

On top of that Louisiana had just been recognized as the country’s third-largest production center, second only to California and New York in terms of production volume[footnoteRef:135]. The end result was that in July 2009, state officials passed an even more aggressive MPI program, increasing tax credits from 25% to 30% and, more importantly, removing the sunset clause from its legislation that some believe had placed doubt in the minds of investors in previous years.  [135:  Variety, “Bayou state's film slate booms” by Jack Egan (September 10, 2009), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

“Someone would have a hard time deciding to put up millions of dollars to build a new studio if they thought the film industry was going to leave in a year or two,” says William French, head of New Orleans-headquartered Film Production Capital, which provides upfront financing for productions that have already qualified for state tax incentives. (Variety, 2009)[footnoteRef:136] [136:  Id.] 

Another 2009 Act amendment reduced the local employment tax credit (incentivizing use of Louisiana crews) from 10% to 5%. Though considered with the primary investment tax credit, the changes pushed the state’s blended incentive percentage up to 31% from 27%[footnoteRef:137]. Additionally, lawmakers added a “buyback” program that pays a minimum $0.85 for each $1.00 of unused tax credits issued to film companies, who in turn sell the credits on the open market, usually at a discounted rate to private residents and businesses within the state for cash. “The new buyback program offered by the state saves Louisiana fifteen pennies on the dollar and provides a little more stability, knowing that the state will receive a small amount on the backend”[footnoteRef:138].  [137:  Id.]  [138:  The Hollywood Reporter, “Tax credits keep LA in business” by Todd Longwell (27 May 2010), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

Independent producers strongly supported the provision – the only one of its kind in the country – because it makes the value of the credits, which can fluctuate, more predictable. […] “Now you know your credit will never be worth less than 85¢, which makes it easier to get financing and means there will be no surprises when it comes time to cash them in,” says entertainment lawyer Gary Raskin. […] “We sent out a strong message to Hollywood that Louisiana is in the game for the long run, that we’re committed to this as a permanent industry, and that we want to provide producers with a stable set of incentives they can depend on,” says Chris Stelly, head of the state's film and television office. […] “We've found that 30% is the magic number for Hollywood producers,” says Stelly, noting that Louisiana exceeds that threshold. There’s also no limit to the amount of tax credits that a single production can earn, and the program has no phaseout date. (Variety, 2009) [footnoteRef:139] [139:  Id.] 

“We had to negotiate some main points, but we were asking for a lot more than what we got. In the end, we were happy and the state was happy, and that has ultimately resulted again in an incredible boom in production in the state of Louisiana, especially in Shreveport. […] [The new incentive package of 2009] turned everything back around for film production in Louisiana.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
Instituting dependability and minimizing risk was an explicit goal of the 2009 version of the Act, and seen as necessary for facilitating growth in the sectors of post-production and digital media, a plan first introduced by state officials in 2005 but really hindered by long-term confidence. Key stakeholders and structurally-fluent production companies in Louisiana who long recognized the advantages of developing such infrastructure in-state relied on permanent incentives to justify investment because it eliminated the threat of waning production and guaranteed their business models which had become fashioned around the state’s tax credit system. Not only that, more advanced infrastructure would pave the way for higher production capacity, foster a more robust industry overall, further reducing risks and driving up profits. 
Aside from changing investment strategies by Louisiana-based ventures (to be covered in the next section), the Act of 2009 opened new opportunities into major studio television production for Shreveport. A television series constitutes a much different investment type than that of feature films, commercials, music videos or short-term television projects. Television series require a more stable and predictable filming environment due to their potentially prolonged production schedule. Consistency in location aesthetics over the life of the series is essential, which can span years if carried by viewer ratings. Availability of sophisticated soundstages, sizeable crew base and film support services are a prerequisite. All of these infrastructure components are typically acquired and held in place by a critical mass of production activity over an extended period of time. For these reasons, an overwhelming share of studio television series is still carried out in Los Angeles today even beyond the most advanced stages of runaway production. For a second-order film center like Shreveport, the arrival of a television series may have only been made possible through the stabilizing effects of permanentized incentives. “The TV series changes the dynamic of a vagabond industry to one of stability; it’s a process that spells longevity”[footnoteRef:140]. From an economic development perspective, television series have the potential to generate significant impacts due to their prolonged and intensive use of local resources. [140:  Moving Pictures Magazine, “Ext: New Orleans - One Year Later” by Billy Slaughter (Fall 2006), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

In 2010, Fox Television Studios selected Shreveport as the home base for The Gates, a one-hour television drama series to air on ABC. Since the early part of the year, the 13-episode production has set up long-term soundstages inside the city’s StageWorks of Louisiana facility and provides full-time jobs for over 100 crew members.
The creative look and feel of the city’s locations, the high quality and availability of experienced crews, and the overall film-friendliness of Shreveport-Bossier all contributed to the decision to select Shreveport-Bossier for The Gates. (Shreveport Times, 2010)[footnoteRef:141] [141:  Shreveport Times, “TV show to film in Shreveport-Bossier City” by unknown author (1 March 2010), Last accessed: 7 July 2010.] 

Residual economic effects of longer-term television projects appear to extend beyond extensive budget expenditures and new jobs. According to Arlena Acree, some studio personnel out of Los Angeles moving in-state to work on The Gates have opted to purchase real estate in the city (Acree, Interview, 2010). Another marked impact to the real estate sector related to long-standing film employment is a new niche market for “temporary” living arrangements. 
Cyndi Brenner, unit production manager — the person whose job is to keep a show on budget — for Fox Television Studios’ ABC series The Gates, said her four years [in Shreveport] have seen major changes in available temporary living spaces. Hotels were the main option early on, Brenner said, but now many apartment complexes offer corporate housing, or fully furnished units. (Shreveport Times, 2010)[footnoteRef:142] [142:  Shreveport Times, “Area film industry improves after lull” by Adam Kealoha Causey and Christine Bradley (16 May 2010), Last accessed: 19 July 2010.] 

The rising demand for such accommodations has contributed to a recent building boom of new hotels and other living facilities. Stacey Brown states that 5 projects are currently under construction with another 18 in the pipeline. Consistently high hotel occupancy rates of 83%, exceedingly the highest in the state, associated with the influx of motion picture production (among growth in other industries) has led to these real estate expansions[footnoteRef:143]. While that type of growth is welcome, according to Chris Stelly, the state’s economic development ambitions remain focused on being able to “sell homes, not fill hotel rooms” (Stelly, Interview, 2010).  [143:  Figures are based on a Smith Travel Research report for March 2010. Recent hotel construction figures may be tied to growth in multiple sectors of the local economy.] 

The permanent tax credits provided under the 2009 Act has been the necessary “guarantee” to minimize extra risks for production companies and film workers and permit progress in that direction. This is possible primarily through changing investment strategies from Los Angeles-based studios in the form of television series, which in turn functions to stabilize the local industry and create a sense of longevity. For those same reasons, changing investment strategies by Louisiana-based ventures is also occurring. Growth in digital interactive media and advanced film infrastructure across the state is beginning to alter the “split locational pattern” of production dominating Louisiana’s entertainment industry up to this point.
Growth in Digital Interactive Media Industries
Though digital media and film are considered separate industries, the two are symbiotic and often co-exist in mature markets. Digital effects, animation and video game development had been part of the state’s multi-pronged growth strategy into a broader entertainment field since 2005, rooted in part on accommodating demand for film post-production. Lateral growth into the domain of digital media had not been initiated until several years after the Digital Interactive Media incentive policy was passed. Incentives to encourage growth into that sector had also been expounded in the 2009 legislative session. A tax credit for 25% of production costs was raised from 20% five years ago. (There is also a 35% payroll tax credit carried over from the original bill for digital media companies that hire Louisiana residents.) This change coupled with the permanentized film incentives sharply advanced digital media investment in Louisiana.  Before that time in 2009, the state had received a total of 59 applications for the digital media incentives over the preceding four year period. By April 2010, less than one year later, 25 applications for such endeavors had been received across the state[footnoteRef:144]. [144:  Shreveport Times, “Tax incentives lure digital media companies” by Bobbie J. Clark (4 April 2010), Last accessed: 19 July 2010. The article also mentions the state has recently employed someone full-time to market the digital media incentive program.] 

Though digital interactive media connects to many industries other than film, the two industries have been closely symbiotic in Louisiana, especially in Shreveport. For Studio Operations, plans to open a small local arm of its Bulgaria-based digital effects studio Worldwide FX were fulfilled in April 2009 shortly before the state’s film incentives were made permanent. The purpose of the post-production studio was to service special effects needs for movies produced in-house in order to save on post-production costs by keeping that work in Louisiana and employing local workers.
Scott Coulter with Nu Image Films says of the new project, “It’s gonna be a small satellite operation for a little while, but it should expand to significance presence in about a year.” At first Worldwide FX will look to put about 15 people to work, but within a year they’ll hope to have about 100. (KSLA News 12 Shreveport, 2009)[footnoteRef:145] [145:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “New film production company brings jobs to Shreveport” by Tania Francois (April 12, 2009), Last accessed: 7 July 2010.] 

Some of those new employees, according to Diego Martinez, are recruited and trained from within the Shreveport community.
“Our first five people were hired locally and trained. Of those five only two are still here. The others decided it wasn’t what they wanted to do. And then we brought in another five, another two of which stayed. We’ve since brought in more people, not all of which are from this area and we’ve trained them ourselves. They come in with no experience. And at the same time we’re recruiting entry-level people from other places. We’ve brought in supervisors from L.A. and they are drawing on their experiences to train everyone else. We want to keep training people locally. That has always been our intent is to continue to bring in local people and train them and have a good workforce. It’s a great opportunity for people here. It’s not going to happen like this in L.A. Someone can’t go to a major effects studio, where they’ll say, ‘Sure, come in and we’ll train you and get you ready.’ That’s just not going to happen. But these guys who’ve been here from the beginning – they can easily go to another effects studio and get a job. They’re well trained now. So we invest in them considerably to get what we need.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
The digital media incentive and related film policies provided by the state in 2005 under the set of conditions previous to 2009 had in essence only justified lower-risk and lower-dollar forms of investment into those areas. Fixed tax credits alleviated uncertainties and produced dependability, clearing the way for bigger dollar investments. Acting under reduced risks, Studio Operations began construction on its long-planned production complex in downtown Shreveport in December 2009. The new facility – expected for delivery in late 2010 – means more local film resources and a commitment of approximately four to six feature films per year in the city (Martinez, Interview, 2010). It will also provide expanded operating space for Worldwide FX. Stated intentions by Studio Operations are to utilize the facilities to service their own in-house production and post-production needs and to contract out to other film teams when possible.
“We’re not just coming here shooting and walking away. We are literally digging a hole here, putting down roots and packing a little soil around it, and that will culminate with the opening of the studio. […] Before the creative product was brought into Shreveport and a group was sent in to shoot. Now, there’s been an evolution of sorts. You’ve got more of that creative being done here as well. […] The growth of our post-production is also part of that. Our greatest creativity I think on a project is visual effects – that part is tremendous. And I think that’s in general, not just our company.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
The above example illustrates changing investment strategies but does not explain new indigenous growth for digital media in Shreveport. A steady stream of film projects and spatial clustering of business interests constituting industry thickening provided a structural platform on which digital media could potentially prosper. Though the incentive legislation can act as a catalyst for such infrastructure development, and sufficient demand is present, no part of the legislation encourages localized workforce growth.
The pioneering actions of repatriating Louisiana natives played a central role in bringing digital media companies and workforce growth to Shreveport. In the same way repatriates had paved the way for indigenous film production in New Orleans in 2002 (and to a lesser extent in Shreveport in 2005), these high-social capital individuals – with industry experience and professional networks “there” and attachment to place “here” – worked to bridge these two geographies. Proliferation of digital media activities thus far in Shreveport can be traced back to two entrepreneurial individuals: William Joyce and Brady Blade. Both established artists in their own right, Joyce is a renowned digital animation artist with many professional connections to DreamWorks and Pixar; and Blade is Grammy-winning musician and record producer. Personal desires to be “back home” and opportunities to partake in creative endeavors previously unavailable in their hometowns have been highlighted as motivating factors. 
In order to seize those opportunities, Joyce paired with film industry leaders from Louisiana Production Consultants – a Shreveport-based group – who employed their local business acumen to leverage Joyce’s creative capital and plant local roots around his field of specialization. Through these synergies, two important mechanisms for growth were then set in motion, both stimulated and facilitated by the state, which had identified digital media technologies as a high-priority economic development directive. 
First, a new formal university program specializing in animation and digital effects was assembled to educate locals in anticipation of future job openings in those fields. This effort got underway in 2008 through the concerted efforts of private and public sector leaders and was guided by the industry knowledge of Joyce and other experienced professionals recruited out of state. The program was launched in Fall 2009 as a way to establish a new workforce in digital media and lay the groundwork for an industry in the making.
LSU Shreveport’s Animation and Visual Effects Program is a new addition that is unique in the region and offers entry into the growing digital media and entertainment fields. This program is taught and driven by instructors with extensive industry experience and is a professional oriented product based program. (LSUS Press Release, 2009)
Miralles: I’ve been doing this stuff for close to twenty years now. […] I have two full-time instructors and two part-time adjuncts, all of us have got tremendous amounts of industry experience. My colleague is a friend of mine from graduate school in New York. We’ve worked together many times. He’s also, like myself, a twenty-year plus veteran of film and television and he’s an expert in his area of computer graphics. […] Between the two of us we’ve worked at every major shop in the U.S. and Canada. Our networks of people … basically, if I have a question of what’s going on inside one of those companies I can just contact somebody.
[…]
Friday: Do you know any people locally, perhaps at the city level, who were trying to get this project off the ground? Was this a niche that had been identified to meet market demands?
Miralles: Yes. There were some people… there’s a group called LPC, Louisiana Production Consultants, [run by] Lampton Enochs and Allisa Kantrow who are some people I’ve been working with. They had approached me during my first time in Shreveport, and had told me what was going on with the film industry here and how much work was being done here. They encouraged me to take the position. In the time since I’ve been working pretty closely with that group and also with William Joyce who are working on a short film right now [at] Moonbot Studios.
[…]
Friday: Is the program being used as a way to get people locally trained to move them into this new industry that wasn’t here more than two years ago?
Miralles: Well, yes. The idea being that you can’t put down a footprint for a company, starting a new company or if you’re going to relocate a company, you can’t do that without labor. One of the advantages [for a company] to locate to a place like Shreveport is you have a low cost of living, but along with that you need to have a labor force. There really isn’t a digital media labor force in Louisiana to speak of… there are some pockets and some schools that have been doing it for a while. But nobody really has taken up the position of trying to train people to industry standards with industry caliber instruction. That’s where we stand apart in the region.
- John Miralles, Interview, 2010
Second, a local organization with the appropriate resources – technological and financial – was approached to help develop physical infrastructure. Biomedical Research Foundation of Northwest Louisiana (BRF) – Shreveport’s non-profit established in the late-1980s to facilitate growth into knowledge-based industries (first mentioned in Chapter I) – provided the resources to construct the digital media facilities in the foundation’s science park. According to the Shreveport Times, state funds from the economic development department were matched with private investment dollars to realize the venture[footnoteRef:146]. [146:  Shreveport Times, “Flipping the script” by Melody Brumble (26 April 2010), Last accessed: 19 July 2010.] 

Lower: At the encouragement of the current state administration, Governor Jindal’s administration, in which the department of economic development has conducted a study and determined that digital media among several other technologies is one that the state wants to focus one. So with that as a stimulus and the fact that Shreveport had already become, over the past four years, a destination for film, the filming of independent and Hollywood films, adding the digital media component was something that was fairly easy to begin exploiting. Most films involve digital media of one sort or another, whether it’s in the credits or whether it’s an animated feature or whether it’s just special effects related activity in a film. It was something that the foundation thought would be worthy of advancing. Since we have historically worked very closely with the state on all of our initiatives, it was a natural for us to also to begin to, with the science park itself, begin exploiting the IT/Communications technology component of the business for InterTech Science Park.
[…]
Lower: The reason that we’ve elected to get into digital media and the way that we have been able to get into it is by exploiting the natural, a couple, indigenous leaders in the entertainment realm. One is William Joyce. We started working with him probably five years ago in trying to establish a digital animation studio for him because he was having to go to Los Angeles for everything he was doing. Five years ago the stars weren’t quite aligned yet to make it feasible in all respects. Mr. Joyce is a very creative individual and to start an animation studio would require business management expertise that was not necessary something that he wanted to provide. He wanted to provide the creative input which is his specialty. At that time, all the components, good senior management, financing, those components were not yet there, five years ago. But post-Katrina, what happened, in a very organic fashion, was that a lot of those productions came up here to finish because the infrastructure in New Orleans was destroyed. […] A couple individuals in particular, Allisa Kantrow and Lampton Enochs, had formed a company called LPC, Louisiana Production Consultants. They not only came up here to finish films that they were working on but once they got here recognized the advantages the location had in many respects, and decided to stay here and to try to grow their own businesses here. They then started interacting with William Joyce, and what they brought to the table was important business management. Together, the three of them, were able to create the financing around the company and put the business plan together. We were here with this building and with additional state resources to fit out physical studios… we didn’t have that money five years ago.
[…]
Lower: We negotiated over the last two years, agreements to advance the digital animation studios, which are called Moonbot Studios. As we started advancing that plan, next came sound studios. We have another very creative individual called Brady Blade. Brady is a mutli-Grammy Award winner. He’s also toured with half a dozen large bands and produces records. He grew up in Shreveport. Just as William resides in Shreveport, Brady grew up in Shreveport and comes from a musical family and wanted to have a more fixed point for his work as opposed to being on the road, raising a family now. He also wanted to take advantage of the synergy that could come from being co-located with an animation studio. Animation studios need sound recording, so that would be another use for the sound studios that we’re now in the process of building for Blade Studios.
Friday: In addition to the all the private efforts and the money from the state, where there any policies that have facilitated this?
Lower: At the state level, the tax credits obviously are very key. It gives a tremendous boost to the efforts to grow the industry. […] With the advent of film and digital credits, it just really put Louisiana in high gear. The cost savings, not just from the tax credits, but it’s also just far less costly here in Louisiana to film than it is to film in L.A. for example.
- Dennis Lower, Interview, 2010
The agglomerating effects of these events are important as well. Foundation officials are using Joyce and Blade’s involvement and national reach to attract other media companies.
“As those two things became knowledgeable through the network of creative folks in the sound, film and media industry, another company, CRM from Dallas approached us and said they’d like to co-locate a Louisiana LLC and stand it up here to take advantage of the synergies. So, all three of those are now being advanced and built out in 20,000 square-feet of studio space. […] My own feeling is that in five years from now, ten years from now, there’s going to be a very substantial digital media infrastructure here. There will be quite a number of companies. I think that if that does occur, it will come back to what’s happening [here] right now. So in that sense, [BRF] will have played a very important role in making northwest Louisiana a digital media center and mecca. We’re in the infancy stage right now, but I think that it could very well come out of the collaborations that are just now forming here. The reason for that isn’t that there are three media related companies, it’s that two of those three have seminal creative artists at their core. So this isn’t just a “me too” kind of industry here in Shreveport. This is an industry that is being built around these two “rain-makers” because they are internationally recognized. Brady Blade in the sound recording arena and performance area. […] William Joyce has been referred to as the next Walt Disney.”
- Dennis Lower, Interview, 2010
“…Our facility [Blade Studios] will be one of the finest in the country.” […] Crompton, an Alabama native, had moved to Shreveport to pursue opportunities in the film business. Upon meeting Shreveport drummer and producer Blade — who wanted to bring his family home from Stockholm, Sweden — they spawned the business plan for Blade Studio and recruited Bell, a Dallas-based recording engineer whose film work included audio for James Cameron’s Titanic. (The Advocate, 2010)[footnoteRef:147] [147:  The Advocate, “Beyond the Silver Screen” by Gary Perilloux (April 25, 2010), Last accessed: 19 July 2010.] 

Post-production infrastructure development in Shreveport and all over Louisiana is having the most transformative effects on the state’s film industry. It is transitioning from one characterized by the “split locational pattern” associated with runaway production to one where motion picture products shot in the state are able to remain in the state throughout the entire creative process, and because of the incentive policies in place, are led to do so.
“The idea is not to just to capture films that come in and shoot and then leave, but to capture more of the pre-production and post-production of those films : the ADR replacement, the animated sequences, special effects sequences, the orchestration and composing the score… utilizing local musicians.  We have a symphony here as well. All of things become resources, that if they are in place, allows a film company to do more of their production on location and get much higher tax credits back. […] So the more that you can get done in one location, the less it costs you overall and the less time is spent. All of those things contribute to building a cluster of services.”
- Dennis Lower, Interview, 2010
Along with set-shooting has come a rise in the amount of post-production work such as editing done in state, Stelly said. “Post-production used to be almost exclusively done in Los Angeles, because they wanted to be close to writers and editors,” Stelly said. “Technology is making it available to do almost anywhere.” The state’s growing infrastructure is also supporting post-production work, he said. (KSLA News 12 Shreveport, 2009)[footnoteRef:148] [148:  KSLA News 12 Shreveport, “Louisiana sets record with 2008 movie productions” by The Associated Press (3 January 2009), Last accessed: 16 July 2010.] 

Digital media growth in conjunction with film and creative post-production services is increasing throughout the state. A similar trend to that in Shreveport is also occurring in New Orleans, again, being led by experienced repatriates from Los Angeles.
Kyle Curry spent nine years in Los Angeles working as an editor on shows like ABC's The Wonder Years, toiling away for hours in dark, windowless rooms. So when it came time to launch his own post-production facility, Maison Post, in his native New Orleans, he chose a decidedly different environment: a 150-year-old mansion at 1240 Esplanade Ave. in the city’s historic Treme neighborhood. […] The idea isn’t unique to Maison Post. Less than two miles to the southwest in the city’s Warehouse District is Storyville Post, another mid-19th century mansion that has been converted to a high-tech post-production facility with living space for clients. (The Hollywood Reporter, 2010)[footnoteRef:149] [149:  The Hollywood Reporter, “Postproduction facilities populate the Big Easy” by Todd Longwell (27 May 2010), Last accessed: 19 July 2010.] 

Post-production now taking place in Louisiana is not limited to films that were shot in the state. The last year has seen an uptick of creative-side work that was previously performed in Los Angeles. This includes not only digital effects, but score composition as well.
Digital FX [in Baton Rouge] has been awarded the post-production work on the upcoming Anchor Bay feature film I Spit On Your Grave by Cinetel Films of Los Angeles. The company is using Digital FX’s Digital Intermediate suite. (The Advocate, 2010)[footnoteRef:150] [150:  The Advocate, “Film firm gets bid” in Business News Briefs for June 27, 2010 by Advocate Staff (27 June 2010), Last accessed: 23 July 2010.] 

Hollywood film composers say word is spreading that New Orleans is an ideal place to score music for film, television and even video games. After film composer George Clinton’s trip to the Big Easy this summer to score the comedy Extract, other leading Hollywood composers — including John Swihart (How I Met Your Mother), Christophe Beck (Under the Tuscan Sun) and Marcelo Zarvos (The Good Shepard) — are following suit. Christopher Lennertz, who composes for the CW’s TV series Supernatural and recently scored Fox Searchlight’s romantic-drama Adam, is among the composers and scoring engineers coming from Los Angeles to record in New Orleans on Monday. […] Louisiana is appealing as a recording destination not only because of its talented and versatile musicians but for its generous entertainment tax breaks, which includes a 25 percent sound recording tax credit. Chris Stelly said Louisiana has only recorded a handful of movie scores since the state began offering tax incentives in 2002, but since Clinton’s visit this year, activity is picking up. Stelly said there’s discussion for Jonah Hex — the action flick starring Megan Fox and Josh Brolin that was filmed in Louisiana — to be scored in Louisiana as well. (Baton Rouge Business Report, 2009)[footnoteRef:151] [151:  Baton Rouge Business Report, “Hollywood composers head to Louisiana” (19 October 2009), Last accessed: 19 July 2010.] 

This is not only limited to retaining the post-production phases of out-of-state projects. Shreveport’s independent filmmakers (and those throughout Louisiana) are a “built-in customer base” for many of these new facilities. 
“It's definitely my intention with [my next film] Peril to do everything from pre- to post-production in the Shreveport-Bossier area.”
- Jeffrey Goodman, Interview, 2010
The arrival of new post-production and digital media facilities has transformed the state from a utilitarian outpost to full-service regional production complex.  Although this complex may be fragile now, indicators for continued growth into creative spheres of production are here, particularly due to the two-pronged appeal to outside and indigenous filmmakers.
Chapter Summary
Over the last five years, the city of Shreveport has experienced transformative volumes of production, first as a byproduct of Hurricane Katrina displacing film crews from New Orleans, but later through the accomplishments of a receptive and take-charge stakeholdership. Immediate actions taken through public-private partnerships sought to develop a film infrastructure in the form of soundstages and set-ready crew members. Efforts to enhance the city’s production “effectiveness” were marked by bureaucratic adaptations and educating local constituencies to meet practical needs of production companies. This eventually led to maximized in-state expenditures and higher tax credits for producers. A number of front-end soft factors were important in the beginning, but general film friendliness later translated into valuable back-end soft factors.
Industry thickening at the city-local and state-region levels over the course of several years produced a more robust group of stakeholders, including home-grown independent filmmakers. Network effects between the state’s three largest cities have increased Louisiana’s competitiveness as a “film region” and its overall production capacity.  Revisions to the Act in 2009 boosted value of the state tax credits and removed the legislation’s sunset clause. These important changes simultaneously buttressed Louisiana’s competitive advantages in the national arena while clearing the way for longer-term investments and stabilizing flows of production. The final result has been lateral expansions into the field of digital interactive media and post-production services. Capturing more creative processes performed in the post-production phase is eroding the split locational pattern associated with classic runaway production. Indicators of a full entertainment production complex are beginning to become visible in Louisiana.
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It’s All About Economics
The previous chapter opens up the discussion to economic implications of Louisiana’s eight-year old motion picture incentive policy. As covered previously, the primary objective behind the original Louisiana State Motion Picture Incentive Act of 2002 was one of economic development. More specifically, it was held up as a vehicle for growth into creative, knowledge-based industries. Today, Shreveport (and Louisiana in general) seems to be turning the corner in regards to the maturity of its production complex and overcoming stifling Fordist era weaknesses.
Not every state offering MPIs has followed in those footsteps. In fact, the majority never got off the ground or were thwarted at some point along the way. The purpose of this chapter is to take the reader through the prevailing discussion surrounding motion picture incentives in the United States, a debate which focuses heavily on the economic rewards of such policies to states who employ them. Opinions are mixed and the existing data seems to bow in favor of those in opposition to MPI policies, citing excessive burdens to state treasuries with little return in the way of real and tangible economic growth. While that may be true in some or even most cases, evidence presented in this text shows there is a void in existing literature covering this issue. Looking exclusively to immediate indicators of economic growth without proper local level context may be a mistake.
The Great Economic Debate
From the beginning, the debate over whether publically-subsidizing a finicky industry such as Hollywood could result in real economic gains for the state has not gone unheard. Rationalizing large payouts to the private sector required a leap of faith in the beginning, and early justification rested squarely on the word of state officials touting the effectiveness of their own policies. Any jobs generated from the industry’s presence on day one were at risk of being only temporary, and as some might argue, still are. Opportunity costs have also been highlighted by skeptics who say tax dollars spent on film incentives could be better spent in areas of chronic need such as education or civic infrastructure improvements. According to Chris Stelly, early logic from the state rested in being able to attract enough production on a “small scale” and letting the community “feel the impact” for themselves (Interview, 2010). In many ways, the economic benefits of hosting film and television production were intended to be self-evident. A certain “glamour factor” or cachet associated with Hollywood certainly played its part. All told, it may have even provided an entertaining way for those in positions of accountability to earn political capital.
As other states began to adopt MPIs, criticisms over their true economic value have been raised across multiple national platforms, particularly by state legislators, inquisitive journalists and interests fighting to keep Hollywood in Hollywood. Many of these critiques are valid and present credible evidence. The main question everyone is asking is: Do MPIs actually pay for themselves, either through recouped sales tax revenue, permanent job creation or other broad-scope benefits? This is a very complex question to answer, and depending on who you ask answers will range from “absolutely no” to “absolutely yes”. To some, it simply depends.
“It’s an arms race between states,” said Amber Havens, a representative of the Office of Entertainment Industry Development, part of the department of Louisiana Economic Development. “Each state is going to have to evaluate what is the return. These new states that come out with guns blazing tend to fall by the wayside.” (Austin American-Statesman, 2008)[footnoteRef:152] [152:  Austin American-Statesman, “In Less than 3 years, Shreveport has passed Austin as a film hotbed” by Chris Garcia (19 May 2008), Last accessed: 8 July 2010.] 

In a brief analysis of “state strategies to lure filmmakers”, Christopherson and Rightor (2008) point to economic studies performed in a handful of states to a draw a rather perfunctory conclusion on how tax-based subsidies translate into economic gains. “Fiscal impact analyses of the impact of film and TV subsidy programs overwhelmingly conclude that the subsidies have a negative impact on state tax revenues, particularly if they take the form of saleable tax credits” (Christopherson & Rightor, 2008 : 2). The authors call for more transparent bookkeeping (by both governmental agencies and productions), unbiased independent analysis, and a reliable method for tracking state assets to allow for better examination of evidence. In short, Christopherson and Rightor dispute claims by fervent state legislators that MPIs are money well spent towards economic development. Quotes from fiscal reports and state economists seem to show a consensus that overwhelming more money is being paid out than actually recouped through production spending. Some evidence presented in the 2008 version of their article is shown below:
The tax implications of the 2008 legislation passed by the State of Michigan were assessed by the State Senate Fiscal Agency, and in a briefing to the State Senate, the Director of that agency described the program as “more like a grant than a tax break because it provides taxpayer-funded checks to producers making movies in the state.” The incentive program is anticipated to cost $127 million in the 2008 fiscal year, only $10 million of which will be offset by income and sales tax receipts.
The State of Rhode Island Department of Revenue calculated that for every dollar invested in motion picture production tax credits, the State earns back $0.28 from direct economic investment (expenditures made in conjunction with the projects themselves). 
A Connecticut Department of Community and Economic Development study of that state’s 2007 incentive program showed a loss of $14.5 million in State revenues. The report notes: For every dollar spent on the tax credit, the state receives $0.08 back in additional revenue. This will have a small favorable fiscal impact only if the state government pays for the film tax credit by reducing spending. The state will not receive enough additional revenue from increased economic activity to pay for the estimated $16.5 million in tax credits applied for in 2007. (Christopherson & Rightor, 2008 : 2-3, italics in original)
Data available from these first-hand sources indicates that state governments are paying out substantially more in tax credits and rebates than are being earned back through direct production expenditures and subsequent revenue. This evidence makes a compelling case for those in opposition to film incentive programs. 
Critics have sharply challenged the notion that state subsidies for the film business can ever buy more than momentary glitter. […] “There’s no evidence yet that this is a particularly efficient or effective way to create jobs,” said Noah Berger, executive director of the Massachusetts Budget and Policy Center. (New York Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:153] [153:  New York Times, “States’ Film Production Incentives Cause Jitters” by Michael Cieply (12 October 2008), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

Other rivals declare that state MPIs and their increasingly competitive subsidy percentages are reckless and may lead to a national fiscal disaster for state treasuries. In what he calls “the race to the bottom”, McDonald (2009) makes an argument against state level film incentives.
If the United States has a national interest in preventing runaway production to foreign nations, then having all fifty states competing with each other is not only counterproductive, but could prove to be financially devastating to numerous state governments unable to sustain the huge amount of funds needed to pay for production incentives. Any hope that film and television production will remain in states with no history in the industry once the production incentives cease is wishful thinking. The race to the bottom, certainly in the United States, must end. The current use of production incentives is creating a public policy disaster that trumps the underlying reason for their creation, a means to fight runaway production. […] This race to the bottom is a catastrophe waiting to happen, and some damage has already occurred. States with aggressive incentive programs, while effective at luring productions, are increasingly saddled with outrageously expensive capital outflows from their respective treasuries that, in many cases, were spending more money than they took in even before the film incentives were enacted. (2009 : 3-9)
McDonald, along with others in his camp[footnoteRef:154], concludes that a singular incentive policy at the national level is the appropriate answer to curb runaway production and put an end to what he believes is a detrimental arms race between states. [154:  The Hollywood Reporter, “Commentary: Could federal tax credit end economic war among states?” by Schuyler M. Moore (29 May 2009), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

On the other side of the fence, pro-policy experts counter argue that prevailing fiscal studies do not take into account residual spending made by productions or the “multiplier effect” – an argument that each new dollar trades hands multiple times and is felt exponentially by a community. Sharp revenue boosts to service sector businesses including restaurants, hotels, dry cleaners, car rental companies and retail shops are often cited in this line of reasoning[footnoteRef:155]. Sometimes this is referred to as the overall “ripple effect” of production spending, the extent of which may be impossible to quantify. But trying to count immediate dollar-for-dollar returns is only one side of the argument, and tax collections are only one measure of an industry’s economic worth. Broader benefits of state MPIs, as heralded by those in favor, include job creation, higher-wage employment, increased quality of life, movie fan tourism, “free” publicity through the released films themselves, and the means to expand laterally into other creative industries. Job creation, one of the more measurable economic advantages touted by policy supporters, has also been met with much skepticism. Challengers insist that long-term employment and higher wages tied to moviemaking cannot be substantiated. Uncertainties over the type and duration of jobs (particularly set crew positions), actual wages earned, and where crew members live and spend their wages poke holes in the job creation argument, according to Christopherson and Rightor (2008 : 3).  [155:  Shreveport Times, “Film incentives line many pockets” by Alison Bath (24 June 2007), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

By and large, opposing sides on this issue draw two radically different conclusions from the same body of knowledge. “Advocates of film incentives find big job gains and strong multipliers, while analysts such as those working for the U.S. Federal Reserve Bank or for state revenue departments and legislative committees find only modest job creation” (2008 : 3). These conflicting beliefs dominant the issue as it continues to be discussed today.
In light of the debate, some states have come to view their film incentive programs as more of a liability than an asset. Allegations of fraud and other financial misconduct have plagued a few state film commissions, calling attention to issues of oversight and transparency. Motions to scale back and suspend MPIs have been reported across the country, particularly with skyrocketing state budget deficits encountered after the 2008 economic recession[footnoteRef:156]. Michigan, which passed an ambitious 40% rebate on expenditures to filmmakers in April 2007 – in an effort to trump all competition – has since taken steps to cap out-of-control spending and provides a clear example of inclinations to cut back. According to a 2008 New York Times article, legislators in Lansing acted at that time to limit their state’s film rebates at an aggregate of $50 million a year after realizations that financial liabilities to producers could hit an annual $200 million. [156:  Los Angeles Times, “Filmmaking incentives losing glamour in cash-strapped states” by P.J. Huffstutter and Richard Verrier (22 September 2009), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

“It’s just horrible right now,” Mike Bishop, a Republican state senator, said of Michigan’s financial condition. Mr. Bishop initially backed the film incentive. […] Nancy Cassis, another Republican who was the only Michigan senator to oppose the incentives when they began last spring, said she expected to see them capped with bipartisan backing later this year. And she does not look for Hollywood to hang around when the money dries up. “These are not long-term jobs,” Ms. Cassis said. “If just one state offers more, they’ll be out of here before you can say ‘lickety-split.’” (New York Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:157] [157:  New York Times, “States’ Film Production Incentives Cause Jitters” by Michael Cieply (12 October 2008), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

Iowa state officials temporary halted its incentive program in 2009 after allegations of criminal abuse and faulty oversight[footnoteRef:158]. Even in New Mexico, which has been among the most successful in attracting film production since passing its bill in 2002, is experiencing internal conflicts over economic consequences to the state. [158:  Wall Street Journal, “Build It With Tax Incentives, and Hollywood Will Come” by Joe Barrett (19 October  2009), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

New Mexico officials boast of having used a 25% production cost rebate to build a local film industry that has attracted more than $600 million in direct spending since 2003, and an estimated $1.8 billion in total financial impact, as of last June. And in fiscal year 2008, the productions in the state generated 142,577 days of employment, up from 25,293 in 2004. (New York Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:159] [159:  New York Times, “States’ Film Production Incentives Cause Jitters” by Michael Cieply (12 October 2008), Last accessed: 18 July, 2010.] 

“I think we’re losing money. I think it hurts the taxpayers,” said [New Mexico state Representative Dennis] Kintigh… “We’ve got conflicting studies.” […] “We’re putting this money into something with serious disagreement. Shouldn’t we put our money into what we know works?” (Albuquerque Journal, 2010)[footnoteRef:160] [160:  Albuquerque Journal, “Rep. Calls 'Cut' on Film Incentives – Again” by Dan Mayfield (30 January 2010), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

On the other side of the table:
The [New Mexico] Governor's Office says time and again the program, which offers a 25% rebate and more to film companies to shoot here, is a money maker and job creator. […] The New Mexico Film Office maintains it’s a net gain. “Using $80 million in refundable tax credits, at 25% it means that film and television productions spent at least $320 million in New Mexico,” Film Office spokesman Pahl Shipley said in an e-mail. (Albuquerque Journal, 2010)[footnoteRef:161] [161:  Id.] 

The polarized temperament of this dispute is difficult to reconcile. To explore this further, my argument will turn back to the case of Louisiana and Shreveport where the viewpoint may be more or less the same. As established throughout the course of this thesis, local and state officials in Louisiana have been unanimously supportive of their incentive program, but their heads have not been lost in the clouds.
In 2005, a highly critical assessment of the nation’s oldest transferable tax credit program by Louisiana’s chief economist Greg Albrecht found that “Tax credits generated by the film projects are real reductions to existing tax liabilities.” Albrecht’s fiscal analysis shows that state tax revenue gains, including those from the economic “ripple effect” of production expenditures, amount to only about 16-18% of state tax credit costs. (Christopherson & Rightor, 2008 : 2, italics in original)
Let us take a step back for a moment to examine this statement carefully. As illustrated earlier in the article, 2005 was a milestone year for Louisiana’s film industry. Not only had the state’s new and improved incentive program just been launched, but two devastating hurricanes only made a tricky situation worse for producers trying to make use of the state’s limited film resources. Annual available data for 2002-2007 indicates only 38% of production budget totals (on average) were actually spent in Louisiana in 2005, compared to approximately 82% in 2007 (Louisiana ERA Economic Impact Study, 2009)[footnoteRef:162]. Growth in infrastructure, more in-state goods and service suppliers, structural adaptations by producers and encouragements by Louisiana Spend have resulted in maximized in-state budgetary expenditures and tax revenue gains. As a result, estimates provided today may indicate a much more favorable return for Louisiana.  [162:  Louisiana Economic Development (LED) Report, “Louisiana Motion Picture, Sound
Recording and Digital Media Industries” by Economics Research Associates (ERA), p. 32, (February 2009), Last accessed: 20 July 2010.] 

While Albrechts’s point – and thus Christopherson and Rightor’s point – still stands, these facts represent only a small piece of a bitterly complex scenario. Quoting figures from the state’s recent economic impact study, Chris Stelly with Louisiana’s economic development office attempts to address the matter:
“Any incentive program, and I think the research has proven, for a state as far as tax collection goes, it’s never going to balance. It’s never going to be even. It’s about realizing the multiplier effect and realizing that this $1.00 that they spend will trickle down six and a half times throughout the economy. Suddenly, for every dollar we invest, $6.65 trickles through the economic in indirect benefit. Suddenly the other benefits outshine the initial investment. So we have $100 invested, suddenly we parlay that into $665 worth of growth. So that’s a good return on our investment.”
- Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
Convincing or not, Louisiana’s chief economist Greg Albrecht (cited above by Chistopherson and Rightor for a slightly different purpose) has an alternative rationalization:
“We like the film industry. It’s a clean industry. We’re trying to build an industry. Many people here would look at it as an investment. You have to take some losses while you build up your employment skill sets, depth and breadth of your employment base.” (National Public Radio, 2008)[footnoteRef:163] [163:  NPR, “Louisiana Seduces Filmmakers With Tax Breaks”, transcripts from on-air interview with Alex Cohen (3 December, 2008), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Throughout the history of Louisiana’s MPI program, justifications on economic grounds have been constantly necessary to build tax-payer and investor confidence, particularly when confronted with new challenges and calls for policy revisions. State efforts to invigorate pervasive private sector participation would not be possible without such justifications. These justifications are ever-present in local discussions over MPIs and carry weight in decision-making and public opinion. Proponents of MPIs generally focus on broad-based indirect and intangible economic benefits, and in Louisiana the case is no different. 
But this is not to say that government leaders in Louisiana are responsible for people’s positive attitudes. The majority of Louisiana’s resident constituency remains in favor of, or at least indifferent to, subsidizing filmmaking in the state. Personal testimonies from those directly affected gives insight to the source of this general point of view, and the seeming lack of any person or group being negatively affected may say more than not. For these reasons, more local level investigations of state MPI policies are necessary to fully grasp those “broad-based indirect and intangible economic benefits” enunciated by policy supporters, which without the appropriate context (as given in the case of Shreveport) comes across only as improbable discourse.
Better Fortunes through Better Fortunes
Other economic factors unique to Louisiana may be helping to substantiate tax credit payouts while other states have had to tighten their belts. A major geological formation under the northwest region of Louisiana containing one of the world’s biggest natural gas deposits – known as the Haynesville Shale – has added another level of depth to the story.
Landowners here in the piney three-state junction known as Ark-La-Tex recently learned that in this energy-starved era, they may be sitting on the largest natural gas field ever found in the continental U.S. […] The mere promise of a big strike in natural gas, which has soared in price, has already brought hundreds of millions in investment dollars to Shreveport, a riverboat gambling hub. That’s turned Ark-La-Tex into a particularly vivid example of how America’s thirst for energy is creating wealth in a few lucky pockets of the country, even as high oil and gas prices drag the overall economy down. (Los Angeles Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:164] [164:  Los Angeles Times, “A new lease on life at their feet” by Miguel Bustillo (August 1, 2008), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Extra state revenue resulting from the Haynesville Shale discovery worked to buffer Louisiana from the brunt of its MPI tax liability throughout the recent economic recession, and may continuing to do so. These new capital streams have been particularly bolstering for the Shreveport region. During the early days of shale exploration in 2008 more than $4.5 billion in new revenue was generated by only seven of seventeen oil and gas companies drilling in the area[footnoteRef:165]. [165:  Shreveport Times, “Haynesville Shale has protected area from recession” by Vickie Welborn (14 November 2009), Last accessed: 10 July 2010.] 

“[Film incentives are] an expensive way to create jobs,” [Greg] Albrecht said. But he noted that Louisiana, like New Mexico, can afford it, thanks to rising oil and gasoline revenue. “We’re happy as larks right now to do this.” (New York Times, 2008)[footnoteRef:166] [166:  New York Times, “States’ Film Production Incentives Cause Jitters” by Michael Cieply (October 12, 2008), Last accessed: 18 July 2010.] 

Greg Albrecht, Louisiana’s current chief economist, was quoted again in 2008 during an interview with National Public Radio making a similar argument:
In Louisiana, there hasn’t been tight financial times for a number of years. We’ve been doing quite well. In the post-Katrina and Rita hurricane environment, we’ve had quite a bit of a boom here, spending boom, reconstruction boom, federal money, insurance money has been in here, and we’ve actually been running surpluses. And this [film tax credits] hasn’t been something that we’ve looked at as a big drain in a tightening budget environment.” (National Public Radio, 2008)[footnoteRef:167] [167:  NPR, “Louisiana Seduces Filmmakers With Tax Breaks”, transcripts from on-air interview with Alex Cohen (3 December, 2008), Last accessed: 6 July 2010.] 

Of course, Louisiana has been vulnerable to downturns in other sectors and fiscal strains are taking their toll today, especially at the individual level. Government officials have responded by devising innovative new relationships between the local filmmaking community and the state’s high-wealth individuals and businesses, particularly those benefitting first-hand from the natural gas boom. Educating local constituents to conduct business with the film industry is not a new tactic by the public sector. Since a legislative amendment in 2003 made Louisiana’s film tax credits transferable between parties, the state has worked to encourage residents and businesses to buy tax credits earned by production companies in order to offset their private state tax liabilities. In this way, private citizens have played a key function in the state’s film ecology all along. The buying and selling of film tax credits between Louisiana tax-payers and production companies, sometimes facilitated through “tax credit brokers”, is the fundamental barter system on which the tax credit program operates. New dealings being lead today by state and local educators are trying to funnel more private dollars directly to film interests, as a way to “float” indigenous filmmaking from the bottom up.
“The support of the local tax base, the businesses buying the credits and utilizing them, the high-wealth individuals buying the credits, the citizens of Louisiana that owe taxes to the state buying … [they have all] been very supportive. I look at those guys as investors in the industry as well. Our long term plan is start tapping into the financial side [of our constituency]. We’re not in a vacuum in Louisiana. We were affected by the writer’s strike, the actor’s strike, the downtown of the economy. Our next step is to focus on that financial side and provide more opportunities [in film]. [For example], young filmmakers can’t get on set and start meeting people because it is still about who you know. We’re starting to build investor confidence and to minimize that risk. We’re starting to look at creating a film fund or a type of loan program from the state, different ideas we’re batting around, to better support local content and filmmakers. […] It’s something we’re actively engaged on. There’s an inherent riskiness to this industry. I’ve met no one that, aside from passion projects of their own to say, ‘I’ll give this kid $1,000,000 to shoot this picture’. If something like Paranormal Activity doesn’t inspire a young filmmaker… it’s still about the dream. You can make a small movie here… it costs you $5,000 and suddenly it becomes an internet sensation. It’s the opportunity that’s most inspirational.”
- Chris Stelly, Interview, 2010
Similarly at the local level, a multitude of overnight millionaires in the Shreveport area benefitting from natural gas mineral rights have added new financial outlets for building local infrastructure and funding movies. 
Acree: Due to the Haynesville Shale, we have all these new millionaires now. They could invest in movies and some already have. We plan to continue educating them on what it takes to invest in movies. […] We can educate them with CPAs on how the tax credits work in seminars. A lot of folks don’t realize that you can buy the tax credits personally or for your corporation to save you so much money. It’s just an educational process.
Friday: So you’re looking to these new millionaires to help back independent projects and also to fund infrastructure improvements?
Acree: Right!
- Arlena Acree, Interview, 2010
Through leadership of state and local educators, financial capital available in the private sector is being parlayed into substructures of the film industry. More individuals and businesses, with no ties to film otherwise, are gradually shifting into secondary and tertiary positions as investors. These strategies are intended to bud home-grown film talent (as shown in the Stelly quote) as well as support active filmmakers already on the ground. The main purpose is to keep indigenous creativity flowing under restraining economic conditions.
Chapter Summary
Attempting to procure creative industries by way of tax incentives to filmmakers is a highly controversial and unresolved political topic, the focus of which remains locked on monetary returns and perceives the presence of Hollywood as a passing fad. Indeed, in recent years some states have had to reconsider their MPI policies amid budgetary shortages, mounting political opposition and alleged criminal activity. Policy opponents argue large payouts to production companies are a misguided waste of tax-payer dollars and any economic returns are nominal or temporary. Policy proponents, including those in Louisiana, insist pros outweigh the cons especially when tax incentives are considered as investments over a long-term period. Extenuating circumstances in Louisiana related to natural gas revenue and strategic applications of private sector capital by public officials is helping to prop up Louisiana’s film industry during harder economic times.
Evidence presented from Shreveport provides a unique and discerning look into actual MPI policy effects on the ground, and equips the reader with important local context to better assess the complexities of the debate on this issue. Additional case studies in other cities and states, ideally with varying degrees of size, geographic location and economic history are called to follow this study. 
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Longer-Term Policy Implications
Determining longer-term implications of Louisiana’s MPI program for the city of Shreveport is a difficult task. There are many dimensions to this topic, all of which cannot be covered in the scope of this text. This chapter will only address two main concerns relevant to this study. Firstly, it will argue that opportunities presented through the state’s MPI policy are beginning to reverse the “brain drain” that has plagued Shreveport since the oil bust of the 1980s. Some economic and social ramifications related to this trend are explored. Finally, the discussion will conclude with an attempt to gauge the sustainability of the film industry in Shreveport by applying what is known about creative industries.
Reversing the “Brain Drain”
My goal in this section is to focus on the social as it pertains to the economic. I have established that Louisiana’s motion picture and entertainment-related incentives have been responsible for generating commodifiable creative output in a city with deep roots in Fordist modes of production. Where justification of MPI policies on an immediate and direct economic basis is debatable, the true value of MPIs – particularly for states like Louisiana – lies in the opportunities it creates for indigenous creative talent.
During the Fordist era, a generation concentrating exclusively on natural resource-intensive industries effectively repressed artistic pursuits, limited local creative professional platforms and pushed those on a creative tract out of the state. This out-migration trend accelerated after the 1980s oil bust in the face of high unemployment and weak economic circumstances. To regain those lost assets, the state turned to costly policy practice to persuade creative industries and individuals to locate to a place previously holding low degrees of attractiveness.
What the incentives accomplish, [Sherri McConnell, executive director of LED’s Office of Entertainment Industry Development] said, is formal recognition of Louisiana’s creative talent and a professional platform upon which to sell native entertainment assets. […] “We have such a creative culture. Clearly, it is our mission to create this indigenous entertainment industry.” (The Advocate, 2010)[footnoteRef:168] [168:  The Advocate, “Beyond the Silver Screen” by Gary Perilloux (April 25, 2010), Last accessed: 15 July 2010.] 

Louisiana’s Motion Picture Incentive Act has provided a “high road” means to reverse a crippling “brain drain” suffered during previous decades. High road economic courses, as opposed to low road courses, emphasize personal development and pathways to advancement. In Shreveport, the upshot of this is personified by two groups. First, creative and educated natives repatriating to Louisiana have been highlighted several times throughout my argument and their value in Louisiana is of the highest importance. In the beginning, “first generation” repatriates provided the place-rootedness and professional networks necessary to cement a film ecology in Louisiana. This laid the groundwork for “later generation” repatriates to bring their talents and clout to the state. These cultural assets provide the “stickiness” on which an industry is being built. Today, institutional systems are being implemented locally to support this industry through joint public-private partnerships. Educational programs have been set up in local universities in order to “adopt” the film industry and supply a long-term workforce through endogenous growth. The product of these events is the second group to be identified – a young generation of independent filmmakers pursuing creative careers in their home state. New educational and cultural institutions promoting film production are providing an outlet for these individuals to hone their skills and make advancements in their chosen line of work. Use of their imagination is encouraged and legitimized within public, private and community spheres.
“We still have kids that are moving out, but in the last couple of years there has been an in-migration that has begun to happen within Louisiana for the first time in twenty years. I do believe that Louisiana’s future fortunes are better now than they have been in the past. It’s because of diversification [of industries], and with some luck… the Haynesville Shale.”
- Dennis Lower, Interview, 2010
These developments have powerful implications for Louisiana’s economic outlook. In the short-term, creating opportunities for established and experienced creative professionals who want “to be home” and now can be, their efforts form the building blocks of growth into cultural industries that will make the state more competitive in the global economy.  Similarly, a new crop of creative-minded hopefuls following in their footsteps will carry the momentum created before them. It can be suggested that these groups will provide future generations of talent, ever more poised to keep that creative productiveness in Louisiana, possibly benefitting the city and state economically for years to come.
Creative Contentions
But in many ways this is an uphill battle not yet won. Richard Florida’s working description of how “creative class” individuals provide the fruitfulness to synthesize further creativity may be relevant here. Florida and others make the case that creative types (writers, directors, musicians and other “bohemians”) who provide the human and intellectual capital necessary to sustain creative, knowledge-based industries are drawn to places for tolerant social climates and “creative milieu” (Florida, 2002). Shreveport and much of the rest of Louisiana can be fairly described as less than socially tolerant. I have shown that personal attachments to place and improved career chances have led some Louisiana natives to contradict this logic. However, film interests in Shreveport today are calling attention to the intolerant profile of the city and the barriers it raises towards “progress” in a “competitive international marketplace.”
According to research by The Williams Institute, when surveyed, up to 68 percent of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender people report experiencing employment discrimination [in Shreveport]. […] Shreveport citizens want new businesses and industries to consider moving their jobs to Shreveport. Progress will not come to an intolerant city. […] As Shreveport competes to maintain our title of "Hollywood South," Shreveport must let the world know that we are a tolerant city and that we, too, are open for business. We welcome the creative class of workers, which is a vital requirement of the film industry, as we compete for talent in a competitive, international marketplace. (Shreveport Times, 2009)[footnoteRef:169] [169:  Shreveport Times, “Progress will not come to intolerant city” by Robert K. Darrow (22 December 2009), Last accessed: 22 July 2010.] 

Attracting more non-local creative types to Shreveport to interact with the resident film community is a strategy some local stakeholders are actively engaged in. That strategy involves encouraging a more sophisticated film culture in the area through numerous film festivals, some even portraitizing the local gay community[footnoteRef:170].  [170:  Shreveport Times, “New film festival to shine spotlight on gay community” by Donecia Pea (11 September 2009), Last accessed: 9 July 2010.] 

“The fact that Shreveport doesn’t have that artistic culture here yet… will it develop or will it not? That’s a question that needs to be answered. I think that there are enough people here who are interested that could give it the first push, and that push could turn into something bigger. I think we’re going to see explosive growth in this city. It’s going to leave its small town mentality behind. Within ten years, this will be a fairly large city, closing in on a million people living here. With that comes more of that culture.”
- Diego Martinez, Interview, 2010
“Shreveport is probably the most boring city other than Alexandria in Louisiana. We’re trying desperately to make it cool.”
- Ryan Glorioso, Interview, 2010
Central to those efforts is the Robinson Film Center which opened in 2007 through the patronage of the Red River Film Society and services the local film community by offering a screening venue and hosting educational forums for the public. Regular programming includes independent and foreign pictures, along with many of the city’s film events. Private film interests who have been drawn to the state are increasingly collaborating and presenting ways to make the industry more native to Shreveport. These actions have been described as new “progressive energy” in the community (Goodman, Interview, 2010). 
They also represent how incentive policy crafted to achieve headway into creative industries is making the transition from the economic sphere to the social sphere. However, the events described above have limited scope in that they benefit primarily the same interests behind them. Synthesizing a new creative milieu, albeit on a small scale, and pushing for tolerance is an important step in the continued evolution of Shreveport’s film ecology. Along with public educational programs aiming to reach creative-oriented youth at an earlier age, the events taking place now could result in a more robust creative and socially tolerant atmosphere in coming years, eventually feeding back into the current economic agenda at hand. Further analysis of any social movements stemming from state MPI policy will need to be observed and conducted in follow-up research.
Gauging Sustainability
Through the discussion of local social implications, it is important not to lose sight of the grand structures holding this industry in place. Motion picture production in Louisiana is becoming gradually more indigenous, but existing employment opportunities and institutional organizations are reliant on outside production companies. Placing bets on a “transient” industry such as Hollywood for economic advancement is a gamble many state governments are increasingly less willing to make. To some, the wager is not worth the prize. For others, when the stakes are high, you must play for keeps. And it can be said that Louisiana is taking a hand at the high rollers table. Or is it? Some will argue the intrinsic problem of courting runaway production is the ever-looming threat that it will flee to greener grasses. Soaring production and marketing costs out of Los Angeles have turned Hollywood in the last decade, for better or worse, into a “placeless” industry. Even California has been forced to pass tax incentives (rather unsuccessfully) to hold on to a share of production. Adding to the threat (and as noted in the previous chapter), internal fiscal constraints and political disagreements have left some states standing with expensive liability tabs and an empty room.
Louisiana has had many fortunes fall in its favor, but state and local officials have also played their cards right. Proactive stances, well-timed remedial policies and innovative financial strategies have helped local leaders overcome challenges and competition as they surface.  Having had a pre-existing film heritage and being one of the first entrants into the film incentive arena certainly played in its favor. More recently, auxiliary policies aimed at broadening the state’s entertainment footprint have been crucial. As I have shown, this has been effective in curbing the split location pattern for production, but building a sturdy production complex resilient to competition takes many years, if not decades. During this time, internal barriers including political redirections, constituency concerns or emergency financial situations (to continue affording subsidies) may come into play, along with external factors such as changing tides in the target industries. 
Literature discussing the nature of creative industries provides some theories to better gauge the industry’s sustainability. An ongoing study known as ACRE[footnoteRef:171] performed by a league of European universities and led by the University of Amsterdam is attempting to uncover what characteristics are necessary for a metropolitan region to successfully accommodate creative knowledge. Among the theories examined relate to the importance of “cluster formation,” the presence of social networks and favorable hard and soft factors. “Clusters are geographic concentrations of interconnected companies and institutions in a particular field” (Porter, 1998 : 78 quoted by Musterd et al, 2007 in ACRE Report 1 : 9-24). Related to the concept of cluster formation is the idea of “path dependency” which emphasizes historical rootedness and familiarity of place in determining future outcomes (2007 : 13-16). Reworded for context, path dependency means that the set of locational choices a production (or any film-related interest) has is limited to the decisions others have made before it. In this way, path dependent actions accumulated over a period of time lead to cluster formation, which in turn enhances determining factors of a place and increases likelihood others will travel down the same path. Sometimes, the dynamic processes of path dependency may still affect outcomes even when past circumstances are no longer relevant. This theory explains why Los Angeles still retains prominence in the film industry today. [171:  ACRE is the acronym for the international research project ‘Accommodating Creative Knowledge – Competiveness of European Metropolitan Regions within the Enlarged Union’. The project includes 13 participants from universities in 13 EU member states, coordinated by Prof. Sako Musterd of University of Amsterdam.] 

However, the ACRE study indicates that locational decisions of creative activities are altered by social networks and the presence of hard and soft factors (2007 : 17-26). For this reason, Louisiana has been able to capture and continue attracting many sectors of film production. These points have been covered extensively over the course of this text, but to restate briefly, social networks tied to repatriated professionals, soft factors linked to film friendliness, and hard factors related to tax incentives have all played their part. Clusters of entertainment services can now be found in all three urban nodes of the state. According to the theoretical logic of path dependency, the longer creative activities remain in Shreveport and Louisiana, the better their chances for an enduring presence. But at what point path dependency intersects with resilience is unknown. A number of other factors are constantly shifting the scales. 
Industry professionals working in Shreveport today believe there will always be at least “some amount” of film production in the city. Permanent resources, a strong resume of soft factors, lucrative (and now fixed) state tax credits and embedded stakeholders working to exploit each of those assets will continue to reach of some segment of the industry. The question then becomes: What is Shreveport’s capacity for growth in the world of film? Will the city emerge as a stand-alone center for production or settle into a more supportive role in the state’s larger industry? The answer is probably more the latter. The relative small size of Shreveport limits its overall production capacity. While the city has hosted as many as eight large productions simultaneously, some argue that four or five is the most it can efficiently handle at any one time due to limitations on crew and soundstage space. Being a node in statewide network has helped to avert break-point demand placed on the city, buffering from overextension of resources, and helping ensure positive filming experiences. Priorities remain on shoring up skilled crew and other infrastructure to sustain current demand and minimize project loss due to a “full” production load. As these dynamics continue to play out, the market will eventually reach its own equilibrium.
Chapter Summary
The most significant result of Louisiana’s motion picture incentive policy is the opportunity being created for indigenous creative talent. A generation of innovative and artistic individuals lost during Shreveport’s years of post-Fordist economic restructuring is slowly being supplanted by “high human capital” repatriates and young creative minds growing up under more supportive circumstances. These groups should make the city more competitive in the global cultural economy for decades to come, and their presence surpasses any direct measure of economic gain related to tax revenue and job creation.  As stakeholders push to advance local film interests, issues of social tolerance are being raised. The need to project a more “creative friendly” atmosphere is resounding through public discourse and attempts to inspire a stronger film culture locally.
All the while, risks associated with runaway production create a feeling of uncertainty for the future. This uncertainty motivates public and private stakeholders to stay proactive and innovative to protect their investments. In accordance with theories on creative industries, the longer Shreveport (and Louisiana) is able to continue its influential role in the nation’s film industry, the more competitive and resilient its entertainment production complex will become.
[bookmark: _Toc269116555]
Conclusion
Hollywood’s changing geographies of production in recent decades and the acceleration of runaway production has created opportunities for U.S. states to capture small shares of the film industry. Film incentive policies offering tax breaks to movie producers have been heralded as drivers of economic development. Widespread adoption of this policy tactic by U.S. state legislators has resulted in a de facto state tax incentive regime responsible for siphoning away further production activity from Los Angeles and establishing mini-film hubs across the country. Competition to land the most movie budget dollars and justify tax-payer funded subsidies has led to state officials “leap-frogging” each other with ever-bigger incentives to stay relevant in the game. Shrinking state budgets in recent years and critical industry observers have called into question the true value of these tax incentive policies, which analysts say are an unwarranted fiscal burdens and only attract temporary jobs, minimal returns and momentary limelight. On the other hand, staunch supporters make the case that incentivizing Hollywood brings broader economic rewards and that other intangible, less quantifiable benefits must be considered.
This thesis has offered a detailed assessment of Louisiana’s Motion Picture Incentive Act of 2002, and through a case study of Shreveport-Bossier City, it provides the reader with insight as to how and by what means state officials and local stakeholders have been able to develop a successful entertainment industry. Key players, processes, challenges and adaptation strategies were identified throughout the course of the argument. More importantly, this research provides crucial evidence to help guide the wider debate surrounding state film incentive policy, which has been limited primarily to political forums and media articles. It is reasonable to conclude that such policies are highly varied across the board and implemented to suit local goals and economic climates. Due to such variation, it is difficult to gauge their true transformative effects in broad-sweeping terms. For this reason, more localized case studies are necessary. Implications from this research suggest other cities and states with similar industrial backgrounds and successful MPI policies (such as Michigan) may be recovering their native creative populations.
For Louisiana and particularly Shreveport, incentivizing a creative industry such as movie making has helped steer its economic trajectory towards better fortunes. Above all else, this is because the state has been able to reclaim (at least some of) its native creative and intellectual capital – educated, experienced and innovative individuals that I have identified collectively as repatriates. This valuable group, possessing skills and knowledge to excel in creative industries, were lost in previous decades due to lack of such opportunities in their home state. Likewise, aspiring young creative talent in the form of indigenous independent filmmakers are signaling dawning times ahead. These assets and the progeny of their future generations, it can be argued, have a much more significant bearing on economic fortitude than any short-term financial gains or losses.
All the while, justifying the policy as a creditable economic development endeavor – stacking returns against investments – has been a different battle altogether for Louisiana. Strong political consensus, busy project line-up, testimony-ready constituents in all corners of the state, and alternative sources of state revenue have kept Louisiana united on this front while others are having to reconsider. And the longer it remains in the game, the more time it has to continue building crew, infrastructure, and expanding into realms of digital media, which acts not only to stabilize local film production, but shows potential to develop vertically and horizontally in its own right.
All of this is tempered by the reality that Hollywood holds no allegiance to place and these creative activities are trying to plant roots in non-native soil. If the tax incentives or production companies were to disappear tomorrow, the robust filming activity in Louisiana today may quickly disband, but what would be left over are well-formed creative networks, independent home-grown talent and seeds for innovation that were not there before. When these types of attributes are affixed to a historically industrial town like Shreveport, John Schlesinger’s description of Hollywood as “an extraordinary kind of temporary place” garners more meaning. Upon writing this conclusion, the state of Louisiana is experiencing its busiest month of production on record with approximately 22 projects currently under way, some of which will be carried through to a finished product in the state. All signs are there that “Hollywood South” is going to enjoy more than its fifteen minutes of fame.
[bookmark: _Toc269116556]
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