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The data used was a combination of state-by-state MPI levels for the years 2002-2010 and employment and

establishment data for the same years. Figure 1. Film Industry Weighted Annual Growth Rate by Weighted MPI,
2002-2010
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For the employment and establishment data, I used the County Business Patterns (CBP), an annual series of Table 3. Establishment Growth by State, 2002-2010 Ave Annual Mp Grown (1.675)
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The second model used transformations of the variables from the first. This time I used the weighted average
annual employment growth for the state’s film industry as the dependent variable, controlling for the same
transformation of the state’s overall employment growth, and again using the weighted average MPI rate as the

primary independent variable.
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