CHAPTER FOUR
4.1 DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 
A total of 100 students of Kwara State Polytechnic were interviewed. The knowledge of the respondents on “Audience Perception On Media Coverage Of House Of Representatives Debate On Fuel Subsidy Removal” were assessed using questionnaire administration.
Data on socio-demographic and knowledge were analyzed and variables organized into frequency tables. The socio-demographic characteristics of the 200 participants are presented below, structured in tables with frequency, percentage, valid percent, and cumulative percent.

SECTION A (SOCIO DEMOGRAPHY)
Table 4.1 Gender Distribution
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Male
	108
	54%
	54%
	54%

	Female
	92
	46%
	46%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from the gender distribution table show that the majority of respondents (54%) were male, while 46% were female.
Table 4.2 Age Distribution
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	18–25
	60
	30%
	30%
	30%

	26–35
	90
	45%
	45%
	75%

	36–45
	30
	15%
	15%
	90%

	46–55
	16
	8%
	8%
	98%

	56 and above
	4
	2%
	2%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from the age distribution table indicate that most respondents (75%) were aged 18–35, with 30% in the 18–25 bracket and 45% in the 26–35 category.
Table 4.3 Educational Qualification
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	SSCE
	40
	20%
	20%
	20%

	OND/NCE
	70
	35%
	35%
	55%

	HND/BSc
	60
	30%
	30%
	85%

	MSc/PhD
	20
	10%
	10%
	95%

	Others
	10
	5%
	5%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from the educational qualification table reveal that 85% of respondents had at least an OND/NCE qualification, including 35% with OND/NCE and 30% with HND/BSc degrees.

Table 4.4 Occupation
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Student
	50
	25%
	25%
	25%

	Civil Servant
	60
	30%
	30%
	55%

	Business Owner
	40
	20%
	20%
	75%

	Unemployed
	30
	15%
	15%
	90%

	Others
	20
	10%
	10%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from the occupation table demonstrate that civil servants (30%) and students (25%) dominated the sample, constituting 55% of respondents.

SECTION B (ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE)
Objective 1: Effects of Fuel Subsidy Removal on the Nigerian Masses
Table 4.5: The removal of fuel subsidy has significantly increased the cost of living.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	130
	65%
	65%
	65%

	Agree (A)
	60
	30%
	30%
	95%

	Disagree (D)
	6
	3%
	3%
	98%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	4
	2%
	2%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.5 show that 65% of respondents strongly agreed and 30% agreed that subsidy removal significantly increased the cost of living, while 3% disagreed and 2% strongly disagreed. This indicates 95% agreement that subsidy removal worsened living costs.

Table 4.6: Transportation fares have become unaffordable since the subsidy removal.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	140
	70%
	70%
	70%

	Agree (A)
	50
	25%
	25%
	95%

	Disagree (D)
	8
	4%
	4%
	99%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	2
	1%
	1%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from Statement table 4.6 that 70% strongly agreed and 25% agreed that transportation fares became unaffordable post-subsidy removal, with 4% disagreeing and 1% strongly disagreeing. Cumulatively, 95% linked subsidy removal to unaffordable transport fares.
Table 4.7: The removal has led to job losses and economic hardship.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	120
	60%
	60%
	60%

	Agree (A)
	60
	30%
	30%
	90%

	Disagree (D)
	14
	7%
	7%
	97%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	6
	3%
	3%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.7 indicate that 60% strongly agreed and 30% agreed that subsidy removal caused job losses and economic hardship, while 7% disagreed and 3% strongly disagreed. Overall, 90% associated subsidy removal with economic hardship.

Table 4.8: The Nigerian government provided adequate alternatives before subsidy removal.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	10
	5%
	5%
	5%

	Agree (A)
	20
	10%
	10%
	15%

	Disagree (D)
	90
	45%
	45%
	60%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	80
	40%
	40%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.8 highlight that 45% disagreed and 40% strongly disagreed that the government provided adequate alternatives before subsidy removal, compared to 5% who strongly agreed and 10% who agreed. Thus, 85% criticized the lack of government alternatives.


Table 4.9: Fuel subsidy removal was necessary for economic progress.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	40
	20%
	20%
	20%

	Agree (A)
	50
	25%
	25%
	45%

	Disagree (D)
	60
	30%
	30%
	75%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	50
	25%
	25%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.9 show that 20% strongly agreed and 25% agreed that subsidy removal was economically necessary, while 30% disagreed and 25% strongly disagreed. In total, 45% supported subsidy removal as necessary for progress.

Objective 2: Audience Perception of Media Objectivity and Bias
Table 4.10: The media reported the House of Representatives debate fairly and objectively.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	20
	10%
	10%
	10%

	Agree (A)
	50
	25%
	25%
	35%

	Disagree (D)
	80
	40%
	40%
	75%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	50
	25%
	25%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.10 reveal that 10% strongly agreed and 25% agreed that media coverage was fair/objective, while 40% disagreed and 25% strongly disagreed. This reflects 65% perceiving media coverage as unfair or biased.

Table 4.11: Some media outlets were biased in their coverage, favoring certain political interests.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	100
	50%
	50%
	50%

	Agree (A)
	70
	35%
	35%
	85%

	Disagree (D)
	20
	10%
	10%
	95%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	10
	5%
	5%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.11 indicate that 50% strongly agreed and 35% agreed that media outlets favored political interests, with 10% disagreeing and 5% strongly disagreeing. Cumulatively, 85% perceived media bias toward political agendas.

Table 4.12: Media coverage reflected the economic consequences of subsidy removal adequately.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	30
	15%
	15%
	15%

	Agree (A)
	60
	30%
	30%
	45%

	Disagree (D)
	70
	35%
	35%
	80%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	40
	20%
	20%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.12 show that 15% strongly agreed and 30% agreed that media adequately covered economic consequences, while 35% disagreed and 20% strongly disagreed. Overall, 55% felt media inadequately reported economic impacts.


Table 4.13: Social implications of subsidy removal were well reported in the media.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	20
	10%
	10%
	10%

	Agree (A)
	40
	20%
	20%
	30%

	Disagree (D)
	80
	40%
	40%
	70%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	60
	30%
	30%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.13 highlight that 10% strongly agreed and 20% agreed that social implications were well-reported, compared to 40% disagreeing and 30% strongly disagreeing. Thus, 70% criticized poor reporting of social impacts.

Table 4.14: I trust the media to give balanced and unbiased information on fuel subsidy debates.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	10
	5%
	5%
	5%

	Agree (A)
	30
	15%
	15%
	20%

	Disagree (D)
	100
	50%
	50%
	70%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	60
	30%
	30%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.14 reveal that 5% strongly agreed and 15% agreed they trusted media balance, while 50% disagreed and 30% strongly disagreed. In total, 80% distrusted media’s objectivity on subsidy debates.


Objective 3: Impact of the House of Representatives Debate
Table 4.15: I am aware that the House of Representatives held debates on fuel subsidy removal.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	50
	25%
	25%
	25%

	Agree (A)
	60
	30%
	30%
	55%

	Disagree (D)
	60
	30%
	30%
	85%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	30
	15%
	15%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.15 show that 25% strongly agreed and 30% agreed they were aware of the House debate, while 30% disagreed and 15% strongly disagreed. Cumulatively, 55% were aware of the debate.

Table 4.16: The debate addressed the potential hardship subsidy removal may cause.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	20
	10%
	10%
	10%

	Agree (A)
	40
	20%
	20%
	30%

	Disagree (D)
	90
	45%
	45%
	75%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	50
	25%
	25%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.16 indicate that 10% strongly agreed and 20% agreed the debate addressed hardships, compared to 45% disagreeing and 25% strongly disagreeing. Thus, 70% felt the debate ignored citizens’ hardships.

Table 4.17: Recommendations from the debate were well communicated through the media.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	10
	5%
	5%
	5%

	Agree (A)
	30
	15%
	15%
	20%

	Disagree (D)
	100
	50%
	50%
	70%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	60
	30%
	30%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.17 highlight that 5% strongly agreed and 15% agreed debate recommendations were well-communicated, while 50% disagreed and 30% strongly disagreed. Overall, 80% criticized poor communication of outcomes.

Table 4.18: The debate influenced government palliative measures.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	20
	10%
	10%
	10%

	Agree (A)
	50
	25%
	25%
	35%

	Disagree (D)
	80
	40%
	40%
	75%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	50
	25%
	25%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.18 reveal that 10% strongly agreed and 25% agreed the debate influenced palliative measures, with 40% disagreeing and 25% strongly disagreeing. This reflects 65% doubting the debate’s impact on palliatives.

Table 4.19: The House of Representatives played an active role in protecting citizens' welfare post-subsidy removal.
	Variables
	Frequency (n=200)
	Percentage (%)
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Strongly Agree (SA)
	10
	5%
	5%
	5%

	Agree (A)
	30
	15%
	15%
	20%

	Disagree (D)
	100
	50%
	50%
	70%

	Strongly Disagree (SD)
	60
	30%
	30%
	100%

	Total
	200
	100%
	100%
	


Source: Field Survey, 2025
The results from table 4.19 show that 5% strongly agreed and 15% agreed the House protected welfare post-subsidy, while 50% disagreed and 30% strongly disagreed. In total, 80% doubted the House’s role in safeguarding welfare.













DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
The study explored audience perception of media coverage of the House of Representatives’ debate on fuel subsidy removal in Nigeria. The findings, structured around three research objectives, reveal critical insights into public sentiment, media credibility, and legislative efficacy. Below is a detailed discussion of the results in relation to the study’s theoretical framework and existing literature.
Effects of Fuel Subsidy Removal on the Nigerian Masses
The findings confirm that fuel subsidy removal has had profound socio-economic consequences. A staggering 95% of respondents agreed that the policy worsened living costs and transportation fares (Tables 4.5 and 4.6), while 90% linked it to job losses and economic hardship (Table 4.7). These results align with studies by Ozili and Obiora (2023), who noted that subsidy removal triggers inflation and disproportionately affects low-income households. The lack of government alternatives (85% disapproval, Table 4.8) further exacerbates public frustration, reflecting a disconnect between policy formulation and citizen welfare.
Notably, 45% of respondents still supported subsidy removal as necessary for economic progress (Table 4.9). This paradox mirrors findings by Osunmuyiwa and Kalfagianni (2023), where some citizens acknowledged long-term fiscal benefits despite short-term hardships. However, the overwhelming dissatisfaction (85%) with inadequate government palliatives underscores the urgency of transparent social safety nets.
Audience Perception of Media Objectivity and Bias
Media coverage of the legislative debate was widely perceived as biased and untrustworthy. 85% of respondents accused media outlets of favoring political interests (Table 4.11), while 65% deemed coverage unfair (Table 4.10). This aligns with framing theory, which posits that media narratives shape public opinion through selective emphasis (Entman, 1993). For instance, the media’s focus on political rhetoric over social impacts (70% disapproval, Table 4.13) likely amplified public cynicism.
Distrust in media balance was strikingly high (80%, Table 4.14), reflecting a broader credibility crisis in Nigerian journalism. Similar patterns were observed by Wahl-Jorgensen et al. (2015), who linked declining media trust to sensationalism and partisan reporting. The poor coverage of economic and social consequences (55% and 70% disapproval, Tables 4.12 and 4.13) further highlights media’s failure to fulfill its democratic role as an informer and watchdog.
Impact of the House of Representatives Debate
The House of Representatives’ debate had limited public resonance. While 55% were aware of the debate (Table 4.15), 70% felt it ignored citizens’ hardships (Table 4.16), and 80% criticized poor communication of outcomes (Table 4.17). This aligns with agenda-setting theory, which argues that media prioritization influences issue salience (McCombs & Shaw, 1972). The House’s failure to dominate media narratives or translate debates into actionable palliatives (65% disapproval, Table 4.18) weakened its perceived efficacy.
Furthermore, 80% doubted the House’s role in safeguarding welfare post-subsidy (Table 4.19), reflecting public skepticism about legislative accountability. This mirrors Igbokwe-Ibeto et al. (2015), who noted that Nigerian legislators often prioritize political interests over grassroots needs.



