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Concerned Women for America commissioned a Wirthlin poll 
on April 16-19, 2004, with 1,000 respondents. The results 
clearly show that a large majority of the American people are 
dissatisfied with the current system. The average cable customer 
watches only 12 to15 channels on a regular basis, but cable 
companies bundle 50 to 75 channels in the basic tier, and 
upwards of 200 in digital cable packages. Consumers can’t opt 
out of the package.   
CWA’s survey shows that 80 percent of the American people 
disagree with the way the cable tier-pricing system currently 
functions.  When asked: “Do you think that cable customers 
should be required to pay for a basic package of programming 
that might include channels that they don’t want to view?” only 
16 percent thought that cable customers should pay for such 
packages (Chart 1).  But today, all cable systems require a basic 
package that the customer has no voice in designing. 
 
Of 1,000 respondents, 62 percent 
said they are a “subscriber to cable 

television.”  They were asked: “As a cable customer, would you 
prefer to choose for yourself the programming to be included in 
your basic cable subscription or is the cable company’s pre-
arranged basic package satisfactory?” Sixty-six percent said they 
would prefer to choose for themselves (Chart 2).   
 
CWA discovered a significant untapped market for the cable 
industry when we asked non-cable subscribers (38% of the poll 
population): “Would you be more or less likely to subscribe to 
cable television if you were able to choose the programming to be 
included in your basic cable package?” Sixty-six percent 
responded that they were more likely to subscribe, with 39 
percent of those being “much more likely to subscribe,” (Chart 
3).  That means about 25 percent of the total market would be more 
likely to subscribe. Choice for customers means more customers 
for cable! 
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Finally, CWA wanted to investigate what should be done until 
cable companies give the people the choices they really want.  
Respondents were asked if they agree or disagree with the 
following statement: “When cable customers have no control over 
which channels are included in their basic cable package, the cable 
providers should voluntarily enforce decency standards in that 
basic package, which would screen out sexually explicit or 
graphically violent material.”  Seventy-three percent of 
respondents said that they agree, with 55 percent strongly 
agreeing (Chart 4). 
 
The majority of the people want decent programming for less 
money.  The forced purchase of channels increases the cost to 
consumers who are forced to subsidize channels they don’t want. A 
recent Federal Communications Commission (FCC) report 
concludes that cable subscription prices have increased five times 
faster than the rate of inflation. 
We don’t pay for food we don’t want to eat. We don’t pay for 
magazines we don’t want to read. We don’t pay for trips we don’t 

want to take. And we’re tired of paying for programs we don’t want to watch.  

Canada is already offering “a la carte” channel selection on 
several of its largest cable systems, and viewers there save 
about 30 percent compared to viewers who select the average 
number of channels Americans tend to watch. 

Cable choice will improve cable services by:  

1. Encouraging creation of channels that cater to their 
target audience.  

2. Phasing out unpopular and redundant channels that 
drive up cable costs.  

3. Facilitating a more direct financial impact on 
channels that violate the viewer’s standards of 
decency.  

4. Allowing customers to bear the cost only of the 
programs they watch.   
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