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Abstract 

In 2002, Louisiana was one of the first states to begin a motion picture incentive 
(MPI) program to lure film and television production away from Los Angeles. 
Today, Louisiana, and especially its media capital, New Orleans, has been 
described as “Hollywood South,” a prominent North American film and television 
production center. This satellite production center is the outcome of a trend in 
local and national governments to use MPI programs to encourage the 
outsourcing of labor from Los Angeles since the mid-1990s. Using in-depth 
interviews with location managers in Louisiana, a review of policy documents, 
and an analysis of public discourse around the phenomenon in Louisiana, we 
examine the geography of Hollywood South, focusing on local labor and the 
consequences, efficacy, and ethics of its MPI program. 
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Introduction 

In less than two decades, Louisiana, the self-proclaimed “Hollywood 

South,” become a regional film production center thanks to the state’s 

implementation of a motion picture incentive (MPI) program. According to a New 

Orleans-based location manager (LM 4), since the MPI began “jobs that have no 

business coming here, [because the look doesn’t match the script] come here.” 

Evidence of the location manager’s observation abound and include films such as 

The Magnificent Seven (2016), which takes place in New Mexico, Broken City 

(2013), set in modern-day New York City, and Olympus Has Fallen (2013), a 

film about a disgraced CIA agent trapped inside the White House during a 

terrorist attack. In each of these cases, Louisiana served as the location for most of 

the film’s production. The significance of this shift in film production geography 

away from Hollywood is noteworthy for its impact on those who live in these new 

production centers, especially those who enact the industry on the ground through 

their labor. 

In this paper, we situate Hollywood South’s MPI program in the 

geography of local location production labor. In particular, we focus on the work 

done by location managers and scouts, whose work is essential to the film 

industry and its spatiality. The locations department is not only responsible for the 

day-to-day logistics of location shooting; they are also integral in the inclusion of 

the geographies we see on the screen (Sharp 2018).  Most of the productions that 

film in Louisiana and other satellite production centers like it come from Los 
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Angeles or New York. These out-of-state producers rely on local location labor to 

help them navigate the complex cultural, social, political, and physical 

geographies of the state. While there are many different types of below-the-line 

labor that are affected by this move, location labor is one indicator of the quality 

of life, economic stability, and job security of workers in the regional film 

production center and thus, the stability of the industry in a region and soundness 

of MPI policy (Christopherson and Rightor 2010; Tannenwald 2010; McDonald 

2011; Leiser 2017; Thom and An 2017; Thom 2018). 

This research includes interviews and participant observations with 

location scouts and managers, production designers, location companies, and film 

commissions in New Orleans, Los Angeles, and Albuquerque between 2014 and 

2018. While this paper focuses on five interviews with location managers and 

scouts (anonymized as LM1, LM2, LM3, LM4, and LM5) conducted in New 

Orleans in December 2015 and January 2016, it is contextualized against this 

larger backdrop of inquiry. We further position these interviews within the 

discourses surrounding the Louisiana tax incentive program, focusing particularly 

on academic, professional and, governmental research reports, as well as news 

stories on the topic of MPI and its effect on location labor in Louisiana. We find 

that, although labor increased with the implementation of Louisiana’s MPI 

program, the jobs created were so precarious that when the MPI was modified in 

2015, it incurred the loss of local jobs and negatively affected the livelihoods of 

location managers and scouts. It also led to the fall of Louisiana as Hollywood 

South and the rise of Georgia as its successor. 
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Runaway Production 

 Runaway production began as networked connections originating in Los 

Angeles and stretching outward to a worldwide array of alternative production 

sites (Christopherson 2002). Entrepreneurial activity in satellite centers also 

sought to lure production by offering a viable, low-cost substitute to Los Angeles. 

These satellite centers began by focusing on local television broadcasting and the 

occasional feature that would temporarily come to film on location. Runaway 

production has some characteristics of classic core-periphery regional 

development theory, the core being Los Angeles and the periphery being places 

outside of Los Angeles. Los Angeles, a media capitol, is made up of agglomerated 

media and entertainment companies. Here, skilled labor benefit from the 

collective resources, creative synergies, and thick “transactional networks” 

(Curtin 2015, 98) that generate high value products. Transactional networked 

density is not just a resource of skilled labor but also is the foundation of “active 

hubs of social reproduction in which crucial cultural competencies are maintained 

and circulated” (Scott 2000, 33).   

The decentralization of film production away from Hollywood has 

occurred through waves of runaway production and the agglomeration of 

production facilities in regional North American metropolises and more recently 

on other continents. One of the effects of ongoing runaway production on some 

regional production centers has been an increase in these centers’ capabilities and 

infrastructure, which allows them to take on more complex projects and continue 

to grow. Such ideal results have not occurred evenly, however, which can be seen 
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if we compare the stories of Vancouver and San Diego. Both cities began hosting 

runaway productions in the 1990s and both benefitted from their proximity to Los 

Angeles. Though San Diego was closer to Los Angeles, Vancouver benefitted 

from a favorable exchange rate (Scott and Pope 2007).  San Diego boomed with 

television productions in the mid-1990s but it eventually closed its film 

commission due to a decline in production (Lukinbeal and Sharp 2017).  In 

contrast, Vancouver became one of the most significant film production centers 

outside of Los Angeles. The most noteworthy difference between the two cities 

was that Vancouver offered a motion picture tax incentive, while San Diego did 

not.  

According to Scott and Pope (2007), three factors propel the 

decentralization of location production: 1) the high cost of labor in Los Angeles 

versus that of alternative production centers; 2) the MPI programs put in place to 

lure Hollywood production; and 3) specific production-based tasks “whose 

transactional relationship to the rest of the production system are sufficiently 

weak and/or manageable as to allow them to become spatially disarticulated with 

relative ease” (Scott and Pope 2007, 1366). The production-based tasks that are 

most “deeply entrenched in central production agglomerations by reason of their 

transactions-intensive structure and their highly specialized labor requirements” 

(Scott and Pope 2007, 1366) and therefore unlikely to leave Los Angeles are pre-

production and post-production. Production, on the other hand, consists of 

reasonably self-contained tasks—including location shooting—that can be 
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disarticulated and partially outsourced from the rest of the film production 

process.  

For Los Angeles, runaway production means the loss of film production 

jobs in Los Angeles, the cost to the city and state because of that loss, and the 

impact on the transaction intensive labor networks based in the region. The 

primary attraction of alternative sites is low-cost, qualified labor and MPI 

programs (Christopherson 2002). A Monitor Company (1999) report on runaway 

production in the 1990s indicated that 20,000 jobs were lost with 11,600 of them 

being from “above-the-line” and the rest “below-the-line” for a ratio of roughly 

3/2. Above-the-line refers to those named in-line items on project budgets and 

who negotiate their rate of pay. Above-the-line labor include actors, producers, 

directors, writers, and casting. In contrast, below-the-line labor is set according to 

collective bargaining agreements or derives from subcontracted non-unionized 

work. When production runs away, they will typically bring their own above-the-

line crew and key below-the-line employees but save on costs by hiring most 

below-the-line workers in satellite production centers. Above-the-line workers 

typically will not relocate to a satellite center unless it is for a television series 

(and then only temporarily or part-time), but below-the-line workers often do 

relocate semi-permanently and permanently. 

 The 2013 Feature Film Production Report from Film L.A. marked a 

significant chapter in the ongoing saga of runaway production: It was the first 

year that California was not ranked as the number one production center for 

feature films (Figure 1). In that year, California tied for second place with 
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Canada, both having produced fifteen feature films. Louisiana not only had 

eighteen movies that year but was also credited for creating 13,175 jobs. These 

statistics can be confusing because job counts are based on cast and crew credits 

for each film project while individuals can work on more than one project within 

a year, meaning there may be numerous “jobs” filled by one person.  

 

The Rise of Hollywood South 

Motion Picture Incentive (MPI) programs can be traced to Canada’s 1997 

Film and Video Production Services Tax Credit, which provided a 16% tax credit 

on Canadian labor expenditures for foreign or domestic productions.  Following 

Canada’s success, MPIs in North America skyrocketed: While only six U.S. states 

had MPIs in 2000, forty-four states, Puerto Rico, and Washington D.C. offered 

some form of MPI by 2009. One result of this growth in MPIs is “incentive-based 

competition… hastened by the rise of professional site consultants who broker 

incentive deals” (Leiser 2017, 256). The diffusion and growth of incentive-based 

competition is driven in part by unemployment (Thom and An 2017) but also by 

fear of missing out as more and more states adopt incentives (Thom 2018). The 

effect of this competition is that economic development policies are moved down 

to state and local governments, making business more mobile, empowering 

industry over government, and putting pressure on these subnational governments 

to adopt incentives (Leiser 2017).  

Since the enactment of the Louisiana Motion Picture Tax Incentive Act of 

2002, the state briefly enjoyed the status of being the third-largest film production 
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center in North America. This successful rise to prominence occurred during a 

time when the state was one of the poorest in the U.S. and facing numerous crises 

including hurricanes, the BP oil spill, and political corruption. The Louisiana 

Motion Picture Tax Incentive Act of 2002 sought to bring revenue to the state by 

attracting film production through the development of a tax credit and capital 

infrastructure improvements that encouraged private investment (HR&A, 2015). 

The act included a 30% tax credit on production with a minimum spend of 

$300,000 and no cap on the total amount of production expenditures that could 

qualify for the credit. An additional 5% was given for employing local labor in 

the form of a Louisiana labor tax credit and applied to the first one million spent 

on salaries to permanent residents of the state.   

 The first major big-budget film to take advantage of the Louisiana tax 

credit was Runaway Jury (2003). The film is based on a John Grisham novel set 

in Biloxi, Mississippi. Though other locales including Savannah, Georgia, 

Richmond, Virginia, and Memphis, Tennessee tried to attract the production 

(Anderson 2002), none had as lucrative of an MPI as Louisiana. Like other films 

(cf. Lukinbeal 2006), Runaway Jury did not mention the state’s MPI as the reason 

for choosing to film in New Orleans. Rather, the director of the film, Gary Fleder, 

stated that it was “a love letter to New Orleans” and that he “couldn’t imagine 

shooting Runaway Jury anywhere but in New Orleans” (Anderson 2002, 1). This 

sentimental reasoning obscures just how much the Louisiana taxpayers subsidized 

not only the base production costs and below-the-line labor but also the above-

the-line stars. For Runaway Jury, 20th Century Fox spent a total of $39.3 million 
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on salaries for actors like John Cusack, Gene Hackman, Dustin Hoffman, and 

Rachel Weisz. Louisiana taxpayer’s subsidized 15% (close to $6 million) of those 

stars’ salaries (Anderson 2002). In addition, Runaway Jury received an added 

local 3% cash rebate from Jefferson Parish for locating their office at Robert E. 

Nims Center for Entertainment Arts (HR&A 2015) which, according to LM1, not 

only pays for all your headquartering cost, but is the reason behind building 

Distributors Row in the Parish.  

 Runaway Jury greatly benefited Harold Turner, a Shreveport commercial 

banker who reduced his state tax burden by buying excess tax credits from the 

film Runaway Jury. “I looked at the movie in a different light. I felt a little part of 

it,” said Turner (Hill 2005). The transferable tax credits Turner purchased pays off 

tax debt for individuals at the same rate as for the film industry: Buy it for eighty-

five cents on the dollar or less and receive a $1 in tax relief. Because brokers sell 

in units of $10,000, it is typically only wealthy taxpayers who purchase this tax 

incentive. In 2009, 63% of individuals who purchased the film tax credits had an 

annual income of over one million dollars, and 92% had an income of over 

$250,000. According to Greg Albrecht, chief economist of the Louisiana 

legislature, most of these people were not in the film industry and saw tax credit 

purchases as “largely a reallocation of their savings portfolio” rather than a way to 

increase disposable income or to make further investments in the state’s economy 

(Mathis 2012, 3). So, rather than being an incentive that encourages investment in 

the state’s economy, these tax credits are refundable or transferable grants given 
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to film production companies for merely doing their production work in 

Louisiana.  

According to LM4, who came to New Orleans from Los Angeles in 2003 

as a writer’s assistant, Hollywood South got “insanely busy” following the 

successful production of Runaway Jury. LM4 explains that there was just so much 

work that below-the-line location labor no longer had to work a standardized 

number of training hours before landing an independent, subcontracted job. The 

sudden onslaught of production work in the state meant that companies were 

willing to “throw you a job” for merely saying that you had “scouted for such and 

such” a film in the area (LM4 2016). The additional 5% local labor tax incentive 

in the 2002 law encouraged Louisiana natives in the film industry to move back to 

Louisiana from Los Angeles. LM5 was one such person who took advantage of 

the opportunity created by the incentives.  Though he began his career in the film 

industry in New Orleans in the late 1980s, he soon moved to Los Angeles, where 

he worked for two decades. Like others who LM5 knows, “when the tax credit 

started here, I decided to move back home.” For others in Louisiana, LM5 

continues, the jobs created by the incentives were a “new employment 

opportunity.” The ability to take advantage of these new, bountiful opportunities 

with little-to-no experience or professional connections contrasts with his own 

experience of entering the film industry in Los Angeles. In Los Angeles, people 

entering below-the-line professions for the first time oftentimes must have friends 

and relatives in guilds who can give them access to the professional networks 

required to get into the industry. Because the industry in Louisiana is new, 
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however, the majority of new entrants are less likely than those in Los Angeles to 

have someone who can facilitate access. Furthermore, even though new positions 

were being created, most of them were short-term contracts. So, while many 

people who would otherwise not have been able to get into the film industry did 

find employment, established below-the-line workers—those who had already 

been employed in the film industry prior to the incentives—profited more due to 

the strength of their professional connections, previous experience, and skills. As 

we will discuss later, the established location workers were the ones who 

weathered the volatility caused by changes to the film incentive laws in 2015.  

Annual Louisiana Economic Development Corporation (LED) reports 

show that between 2010 and 2016 approximately 12,549 jobs were supported by 

the Louisiana Motion Picture Tax Incentive Act of 2002, with each job costing the 

state $13,039 (Figure 2). These numbers reflect all jobs supported, including 

above-the-line workers and non-Louisiana residents. Each year, the state pays to 

retain those jobs regardless of whether the worker lived in the state or not. 

Though some permanent jobs and ancillary film industry businesses established 

themselves in Louisiana following the MPI, for the most part, the jobs resulting 

from film production in Louisiana are short-term positions, with average 

employment lasting between four and six months (Mathis 2012).  

Short-term film industry jobs are not unique to Louisiana. Rather, month-

to-month, short-term employment has become the norm for location scouts since 

the industry’s restructuring following the Paramount decision. This type of 

flexible contract work leaves many workers unemployed after each contract. 
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Successful and agile workers are able to move from one production to another 

during a year. Television series like Oprah’s Queen Sugar, TNT’s Claws, AMC’s 

The Preacher, and CBS’s NCIS: New Orleans tend to have a regularized 

employment schedule averaging eight-to-ten months per year. Feature 

employment, on the other hand, is variable, with work condensed in time for 

specific projects (LED 2017). The instability of jobs in the film industry was 

identified by the Louisiana Workforce Commission, who documented the 

monthly variation in film industry jobs between 2004 and 2012. During this time, 

it was common for the number of film-related jobs offered in Louisiana to 

fluctuate by as much as 2,000 jobs from one year to the next. This fluctuation was 

most significant between June 2008 and January 2009, when the number of jobs 

available fell from 7,821 to 2,054, a 74% decline (Mathis 2012).  

Short-term job precarity (Waite 2009; Strauss 2017) from big-budget 

features was noted by all the location managers interviewed due to the high 

volume of work needed for a short period of time (usually less than 6 months). 

LM5 notes, for big-budget features “I’ll have three different people scouting at 

the same time.” Only when the volume of work and the size of the project are 

large will a location coordinator and a managerial position be added: “When you 

get the bigger movie is when you need a bigger team searching for locations. This 

could increase the staffing size but also lead to more precarious, short-term 

labor.” The inconsistent nature of short-term labor pushes new location workers to 

work harder to secure jobs and build their resume. LM3 recounted her struggle 

entering the Louisiana film industry after a career as a security guard. Due to the 
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lack of consistent job opportunities and her own lack of experience and 

professional connections in the film industry, she felt obliged to work longer 

hours than other location scouts for the same amount of money, sometimes 

putting in 12-hour-days for six-to-seven days a week because she did not feel that 

she could afford to turn down any work that was offered to her. This means that 

when she does have a job she has “no life.” “On Oblivion (2013),” she explained,  

“it was my main job and my main purpose. So, you do what you have to do. So, it 

may be for four months, six months, nine months, but that may be the only thing 

you work that year. And I always look at it like, when it wraps, I’ll have a life.”  

These long hours and hard work would have been worth it to her if it helped her 

establish her new career, but she found it did not seem to make a difference. On 

one job, a company offered her employment and used her services but later did 

not pay: “I did a week’s worth of work. Busted my butt on this and I didn’t get 

paid for it. It’s kind of frustrating. I spent money on gas… but it kind of goes with 

the territory.” LM2, reflecting on location workers’ ability to line up consistent 

work, concurs with LM3’s experiences. LM2, who began his career in Los 

Angeles, is familiar with the difficulty of lining up consistent work. His method 

for handling this struggle has been to take on many different jobs and work his 

way through the industry, beginning as a production assistant (PA), then 

diversifying into the art department, location work, and acting. LM2 notes that 

much location work is given based on one’s reputation in the industry or on his or 

her past projects. This is so much the case that new workers will find it hard to get 

a foot in the door even with the incentives in place: “An unsolicited resume is 
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never going to get seen.” 

As a site of runaway production, most of the work in Louisiana is brought 

in by Los Angeles or New York-based production companies. Location scout 

LM1, who regularly works across the industry as a writer, director, and actor, in 

addition to location manager, succinctly summed this up, saying, “the location 

guy is the liaison for the carpetbaggers and the fly-by-nighters because they are 

going to be gone in a month.” This uneven relationship further contributes to 

quality-of-life issues for local location managers and scouts and creates an 

insider/outsider geography between local below-the-line labor and out-of-towner, 

above-the-line labor. LM4 recalled how he learned that, as a Louisiana location 

worker, he cannot expect to have a life during production. This, moreover, is the 

expectation that above-the-line labor from out of town have of below-the-line 

labor. He states that,  

I once had a producer tell me, ‘Hey I called you all weekend and you 

didn’t pick up. Why didn’t you pick up?’ And I was like, ‘It’s the 

weekend.’ And he was like, ‘Look, you’re in locations now. You’re never 

off.’ I asked my boss, ‘What did he mean by that?’ [The boss replied] 

‘That’s what locations are. Because we’re responsible for it all and even 

though we are not getting paid, when a certain phone number rings, I pick 

it up.” 

To LM5, the issue is because the above-the-line folks are from out of town and try 

to force the local, below-the-line workers to follow the out-of-towners’ schedule. 
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Now you have your production designers that have nothing better to do 

because they’re from L.A. or New York and have no life here. So, they 

work all weekend, and they’re stuck working. Like the last show, my 

director would email me and text me at three in the morning because they 

would have an idea. But I don’t answer. Finally, I told him, like, ‘Look, 

you gotta stop.’ The thing is you have to make time, or you’re not going to 

do a good job. 

As an established scout who started working Louisiana locations well before the 

MPI went into play, this attitude by LM5 is not something that either LM3 or 

LM4, newcomers to the profession, could risk.  

Because production companies are outsiders with limited local 

connections, experience of the landscape, or understanding of the culture, the 

need for a local liaison is particularly acute in Louisiana. From LM1’s 

perspective, “Things are very different here in Louisiana than anywhere else. In 

most places, a location scout is an artist or the creative type. In Louisiana, it’s 

who you’re connected to.” LM4 notes that the need for a local liaison is even 

more acute outside Hollywood South’s central hub:  

We’re in New Orleans, we’re not in Dixie South. But you drive 30 

minutes in any direction, and you’re in the south. And if you bring your 

New York attitude, if the little old lady just wants to sit down and have a 

cup of coffee and then you can photograph her house, and you say ‘I don’t 

want the coffee,’ you’re not going to get anywhere. 
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It’s an Exodus 

Around 2015, a slowdown in film production occurred when legislation put a 

$180 million cap on the state’s tax credit buyback (Figure 3). The slowdown was 

brought on partially by a drop in oil prices that contributed to the $1.6 billion state 

budget shortfall (Spires 2015). Adding further uncertainty to the film production 

market in 2015 was a one-year suspension of the tax credit buyback program. 

When July 1, 2016, came and the buyback program was reinstated with the $180 

million cap, the entire fiscal year’s maximum spending capacity was reached in 

one day. The 2015 buyback suspension had another major flaw: While it capped 

the amount the state would buyback from film producers, there was no cap on 

how many credits could be issued. By 2017, state representative Jean-Paul 

Coussan indicated that there were $280 million in outstanding credits (Bridges 

2017). Film production was now leaving Louisiana for Georgia, just as production 

once left New Mexico for Louisiana in 2012 when New Mexico capped state 

sponsored tax incentive at 50 million a year. According to Will Greenfield, a line 

producer who left New Orleans for Atlanta, “had the incentives not changed, we 

would not have left…it’s an exodus” (Burdeau 2016). According to one studio 

executive interviewed by the Los Angeles Times,  

We are not going to encourage our productions to film in Louisiana right 

now because that’s going to compound the problem. Essentially, we are 

saying to our shows, we can’t be assured that we can sell our credits, so 

we can’t take any more of them on. They didn’t intend to cut off 

production, but I think, de facto, they kind of have (Verrier, 2015).  
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Commenting on this exodus, LM4 told us “Perception drives reality in this 

business. It’s magnified because they are coming in there, shooting, and they are 

leaving. Most people in the production don’t necessarily care if its Atlanta or New 

Orleans.” According to UCLA film historian Jonathan Kuntz, “The producers just 

run the numbers. If it pays off, then they’re in Louisiana, or they’re in Vancouver. 

It’s purely a bottom-line kind of thing in Hollywood” (Burdeau, 2016).  

The impact of Louisiana’s incentive cap was immediately felt by below-

the-line location workers. LM4 reflected that, “If you weren’t working on a 

project there was a complete pause on anything new.” LM3 was even more 

forthright stating,  

[t]his cap has really hurt us and Georgia is getting a lot of our business. If 

it doesn’t improve it may come down to where I’ll have to look over there 

[in Atlanta] and scouting-wise, I wouldn’t even know where to begin. It 

would destroy everything that I’ve worked for, everything I’ve worked for 

for the last eight years isn’t going to be worth crap. I’d have to start over 

with PA work. I’m not a spring chicken anymore and PA work is grueling. 

I’m out of shape. This will affect my life totally. I have a lot of friends 

over there [in Atlanta]. I think all of ‘em but two work in the film industry 

and that’s why they left. Some were ahead of the curve. Some went when 

they realized what was happening.  

LM3 notes that some below-the-line workers were “ahead of the curve” and 

“started going” in advance of the cap. LM2 candidly states that “[i]f the tax 

incentives went away I would probably just find something else to do. I’m 
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committed to New Orleans until it becomes an untenable situation.” LM4 found 

himself in an unusual situation because of the cap: “[f]or the first time in thirteen 

years I was unemployed for six weeks. But I can survive that.” However, when 

asked what would make him leave New Orleans, he replies, “That. Not getting 

calls.” 

 The state sought to fix the problems associated with the 2015 cap by 

implementing the Motion Picture Production Tax Credit Program of 2017. In it, 

the legislature kept the $180 million buyback cap but put an issuance cap not to 

exceed $150 million per fiscal year, a $20 million cap on individual productions, 

and a maximum of $3 million allowed for payroll expenditures per individual, 

which sought to address direct payments to actors. To receive a 25% tax credit, 

productions had to exceed $300,000 in spending and could receive an additional 

incentive of 10% for Louisiana screenplays and a 5% increase for production 

offices outside the Louisiana film zone.1 

 

Conclusion 

  Runaway production has occurred throughout the history of Hollywood. 

The increase of runaways and rise of satellite centers, however, derive from the 

rise of MPIs that began in the mid-1990s. As production increased in satellite 

centers, so too did the centers’ infrastructure, labor, and capacity to take on more 

work. Success of satellite centers from year-to-year is not a given and is primarily 

based on the state’s MPI program. Louisiana, or Hollywood South, was one 

satellite center that rose to prominence following the adoption of an MPI in 2002 
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and fell from grace when that MPI was capped in 2015. Uncertain of whether they 

could sell their tax credit, production companies treated Louisiana as if the MPI 

no longer existed, and moved down the road to the new, more profitable MPI in 

Georgia. This capriciousness of runaway production, combined with the 

industry’s variable, project-based labor model, creates a shifting, untenable labor 

force in satellite centers, prompting questions about the types and value of jobs 

created by MPIs, and hence, whether MPIs are truly justifiable.    

 While incentives have been touted by many as a means to redevelop an 

economy through culture, a growing number of reports reveal that much of the job 

growth numbers we see are misleading. Jobs created by incentives have at least 

two overwhelming problems. The first is that they are short-term positions lasting 

anywhere from a few months to a year, leaving workers scrambling from one 

contract to the next. The second is that, despite job growth and payroll incentives 

for local hires, new and local labor struggle to compete with workers who have 

established their networks and honed their craft. It remains to be seen whether the 

changes to the tax incentive law issued in 2017 demanding productions provide 

more professional development opportunities for new employees will have a 

positive effect. One the one hand, well established below-the-line workers that 

either are from Louisiana or returned after the incentive was initiated have been 

able to capitalize on the MPI program and find steady employment.  Some, like 

LM1 and LM2, have diversified the types of jobs they take, further leveraging 

their ability to capitalize on Louisiana’s MPI.  On the other hand, LM4 predicted 

that,  
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I think there will be a new normal here. I think that people who just came 

and had been working and crashing on their friend’s couch, the wind may 

blow them out. I think people who were long term will stay.  

One such person who was “blown out” of the industry, if not the state, was LM3, 

who had been trying to break into a new, meaningful career in the local film 

industry. Shortly after the 2015 tax cap took effect she transitioned back into her 

former career as a security guard. For her, there was simply “no life” in the 

Louisiana film industry.   
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Endnotes 

1. The film zone is defined by the New Orleans Metropolitan Statistical Area 

(LED 2017). The reference to a ‘film zone’ is a film labor policy which began in 

Los Angeles in 1934 and has moved to new location production sites. In Los 

Angeles, the current thirty-mile zone (TMZ) was established in 1970 at Beverly 

and La Cienega Boulevard. The film zone marks the territory outside which 

members of the International Theater and Stage Employees, and the Screen 

Actors Guild must be paid per diem benefits. In Louisiana, this labor policy is 

based on the location of the film’s production office. 
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