


Tax Aggressiveness and Market performance of listed Insurance Companies in Nigeria

Abstract
This study examined the effect of tax aggressiveness on the market performance of listed insurance companies in Nigeria from 2012 to 2024. An ex post facto research design was adopted, and market performance was represented by Tobin’s Q and Market Value per Share, while tax aggressiveness was measured using the Effective Tax Rate, Cash Effective Tax Rate, Book–Tax Difference, and Tax Savings Ratio. Pooled ordinary least squares and firm-clustered fixed-effects estimations were applied. The Tobin’s Q model was statistically significant overall (Wald chi-square = 4.65, p = 0.001), although its explanatory power was low (R² = 0.089). Book–Tax Difference had a negative and statistically significant effect on Tobin’s Q (coefficient = −0.999, p = 0.001), whereas the Tax Savings Ratio had a positive and statistically significant effect (coefficient = 0.057, p = 0.013). The Market Value per Share model was also statistically significant overall (Wald chi-square = 5.84, p = 0.007), with low explanatory power (R² = 0.050). In that model, the Tax Savings Ratio had a negative and statistically significant effect (coefficient = −0.462, p = 0.030), while the other tax-aggressiveness measures were not statistically significant. The findings indicate that market responses may differ between opaque book–tax positions and tax-saving outcomes. Transparent tax planning and harmonised regulatory reporting are therefore recommended.
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1.	Introduction
Across the world, market performance is a key measure of organisational success and value creation within the insurance sector, reflecting how the broader capital market assesses an enterprise’s financial stability, efficiency, and future prospects. However, the dynamics that drive market performance vary considerably between advanced and emerging economies, revealing structural differences in asset pricing, regulatory discipline, and information flows (Nuta et al., 2025; Kijkasiwat et al., 2022). In highly developed markets, including the United States, the United Kingdom, and parts of Western Europe, corporate valuations are determined within deep and relatively efficient financial ecosystems (Merendino & Melville, 2019). These mature markets are supported by sophisticated institutional oversight, advanced disclosure frameworks, and strong corporate governance protocols that reduce information asymmetry. Consequently, stock valuations in these settings respond to fundamental financial choices, ranging from dividend structures and capitalisation models to contemporary corporate priorities such as ESG implementation and intangible-asset optimisation (Aguilera et al., 2021).
Developing markets present a substantially different operating environment for financial firms than mature markets. These markets include emerging bourses characterised by structural inefficiencies and considerable information gaps. Financial analysis is constrained by thin trading volumes and concentrated ownership (Claessens, 2013). Limited analyst coverage further reduces price informativeness across these markets. Consequently, traditional drivers of market valuation may not translate directly because of institutional frictions. Instead, internal governance, liquidity buffers, and fiscal strategies may carry disproportionate signalling weight for external investors (Adem & Dsouza, 2024; Alam et al., 2025).
Within Nigeria’s regulated financial sector, audit independence and audit fees have been reported to be significantly associated with firm value, reinforcing the relevance of credible oversight to market valuation (Nkwa et al., 2026).
For listed insurance companies in Nigeria, strong market performance—measured using Tobin’s Q and Market Value per Share—is critical to maintaining public trust and corporate longevity within a volatile financial environment (Awotomilusi et al., 2025). Navigating this environment has become more complex following the Nigerian Insurance Industry Reform Act (NIIRA) 2025, which introduced higher minimum capital requirements and a risk-based capital framework, with a 12-month compliance period from July 2025. Consequently, executives face considerable pressure to protect shareholder value and attract scarce investment capital while balancing these requirements against rising claims ratios and macroeconomic volatility. Although corporate managers increasingly use aggressive tax planning to protect current earnings and conserve cash for recapitalisation, such manoeuvres may expose firms to governance concerns, Federal Inland Revenue Service (FIRS) sanctions, and long-term reputational damage (Bamisaye et al., 2025). In an emerging market characterised by weak informational transparency and historically fragile trust in insurance, intensive tax planning may be interpreted by investors as evidence of hidden financial distress rather than operational efficiency, creating empirical uncertainty about whether tax-aggressive behaviour builds or erodes market value (Ojo et al., 2025).
Recent evidence further indicates that the valuation consequences of corporate tax avoidance are conditional: avoidance has been associated with lower firm value where governance and internal controls are weaker, while stronger oversight can moderate this adverse effect (Lv et al., 2025).
Conversely, evidence from listed firms in China suggests that technology-enabled tax planning may support firm value through higher after-tax income and future cash flows, illustrating why valuation outcomes can differ across institutional and informational settings (Tang et al., 2025).
A thorough investigation of this issue requires the analysis of specific tax metrics to determine how tax-planning choices relate to corporate outcomes. The first independent proxy is the Effective Tax Rate (ETR), which measures total income-tax expense relative to pre-tax financial accounting income and indicates a company’s overall tax burden and tax-avoidance trajectory (Khuong et al., 2020). A lower ETR often signals active minimisation of statutory liabilities relative to earnings (Apriyanti & Arifin, 2021; Hardana et al., 2023). Complementing this accrual-based measure is the Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR), calculated as actual cash taxes paid relative to pre-tax income to exclude accounting deferrals (Malik et al., 2025). It therefore provides an indication of a firm’s cash-tax position, immediate cash outflows, and financial discipline (Indawati & Rizkiyani, 2025; Shams et al., 2025).
Related evidence indicates that liquidity and capital intensity can influence tax-aggressive behaviour, supporting the interpretation of ETR- and CETR-based measures alongside firms’ underlying financial structures (Astrina et al., 2024).
Beyond direct rate measures, corporate tax behaviour can be assessed using the Book–Tax Difference (BTD), which captures the gap between accounting income reported to shareholders and taxable income reported to fiscal authorities. It is a sensitive proxy for managerial discretion because unusually wide differences may indicate aggressive accounting choices and transparency risks (Amri et al., 2023; Aryan, 2023; Bougacha & Guedrib, 2024; Shamil et al., 2024). The Tax Savings Ratio measures the proportion of tax savings obtained through targeted deductions, credits, and deferrals relative to the firm’s pre-tax income base (Sihono & Khairiyahtussolihah, 2023). Collectively, these variables help to isolate how corporate oversight arrangements shape tax minimisation and whether such manoeuvres represent responsible cost management or short-term window dressing (Belahouaoui, 2025).
Despite the extensive global literature on corporate tax aggressiveness, an important empirical, contextual, and methodological gap remains. Existing studies, including Bougacha and Guedrib (2024), Dagunduro et al. (2025), and Keasey et al. (2025), have largely focused on non-financial firms or banking institutions, leaving the specialised insurance sector under-researched, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa. Methodologically, previous domestic studies have often relied on single, accrual-based tax measures and static performance indicators, thereby failing to capture the effects of tax behaviour on both long-term firm value and immediate equity pricing. Contextually, there is limited empirical evidence on how the market penalises or rewards tax aggressiveness during a period of statutory consolidation. This study addresses these gaps by examining multidimensional tax proxies against distinct measures of market performance during a period of substantial regulatory restructuring.
Consequently, the primary objective of this study is to evaluate the effects of tax aggressiveness on the market performance of listed insurance companies in Nigeria. Specifically, the study seeks to analyse the individual and interactive effects of the Effective Tax Rate (ETR), Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR), Book–Tax Difference (BTD), and Tax Savings Ratio on Tobin’s Q and Market Value per Share within the prevailing regulatory environment. The study aims to provide insurance executives, regulatory authorities, and capital-market participants with evidence on how tax-management efficiency and related compliance risks influence corporate stability and investor confidence during a period of substantial industry transformation.
2.0	Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
2.1	Market performance 
Market performance is a multidimensional construct that reflects how effectively an enterprise optimises operational efficiency, strategic governance, and risk management to build investor confidence and maximise stakeholder wealth (Awotomilusi et al., 2025; Dagunduro et al., 2025). The literature indicates that market valuation extends beyond internal profitability and is sensitive to stakeholder engagement (Olutimehin et al, 2024), risk-committee oversight (Alduneibat, 2023; Shams et al., 2025), structural resilience during macroeconomic crises (Nuta et al., 2025), ESG frameworks (Aguilera et al., 2021), social-media sentiment (Keasey et al., 2025), data transparency (Zhang & Sok, 2025), and behavioural responses to corporate fiscal policies (Audi et al., 2025; Su & Deng, 2024). In this study, market performance describes how financial, tax, and governance arrangements shape investor sentiment and long-term equity appreciation. It is assessed using two market-based proxies: Market Value per Share (MVPS) and Tobin’s Q, with the latter reflecting forward-looking growth prospects, asset efficiency, and investors’ expectations of future profitability (Awotomilusi et al., 2025; Dagunduro et al., 2025).

2.2 Tax Aggressiveness and Market Performance
The global literature on the empirical relationship between tax aggressiveness and market performance reports mixed findings, largely because of geographical and sectoral differences. In Vietnam, aggressive tax planning reduced Tobin’s Q despite improving accounting returns (Khuong et al., 2020), suggesting that investors may view such manoeuvres as indicators of regulatory risk and managerial opportunism. Although governance research in Indonesia indicates that audit committees can constrain tax aggressiveness (Apriyanti & Arifin, 2021), these findings, together with South Asian banking studies reporting inconsistent effects of board independence (Malik & Munir, 2024; Malik et al., 2025), do not address the distinctive regulatory conditions of the insurance sector. Even localised sub-Saharan research has largely favoured banking. For example, Ogbonna et al. (2022) found that tax aggressiveness negatively affected the accounting profitability of Nigerian banks. However, because that study relied on a single tax proxy (ETR) and did not examine real-time market valuations, a literature gap remains concerning how complex tax planning affects both long-term value and equity pricing in the Nigerian insurance industry. Beyond internal governance, the external socio-political environment may also influence how the market prices a firm’s tax behaviour.
Abdullah et al. (2022) examined listed corporations in Pakistan and found that tax-aggressive firms generally experienced weaker market performance because of higher risk premiums, while strong political connections moderated these adverse effects through access to government contracts and subsidies. Similarly, Sihono and Khairiyahtussolihah (2023) reported that politically connected firms faced lower market penalties when exploiting fiscal loopholes. Although these studies provide relevant insights into institutional influence, their emphasis on political insulation limits their applicability to closely supervised financial systems such as the insurance industry, in which operational transparency and regulatory compliance are important for institutional continuity.
Empirical research on tax minimisation indicates that its effect on firm value depends on corporate risk, capital structure, and governance. Strong oversight may support positive market returns by reducing agency costs (Hardana et al., 2023), whereas aggressive tax avoidance may weaken investor confidence and reduce firm value, particularly when financial leverage is high (Shubita, 2024). To manage the associated reputational risks, tax-aggressive firms may use intangible value drivers such as greater board gender diversity and increased Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) reporting (Aryan, 2023). Ultimately, the effect of these tax strategies on a firm’s overall risk profile may differ according to whether stakeholders assess accounting measures or forward-looking valuation indicators such as Tobin’s Q (Bougacha & Guedrib, 2024).
Adegbite (2025) found that longer external-audit tenures increased both CETR and BTD among listed Nigerian financial institutions but did not examine how these changes affected market valuation. This highlights three gaps in the existing literature: a geographical and sectoral imbalance favouring Western or Asian markets and domestic manufacturing or banking sectors; a methodological overreliance on single, accrual-based tax measures and static accounting returns; and limited consideration of the contemporary Nigerian insurance sector as it restructures under the Nigerian Insurance Industry Reform Act (NIIRA) 2025. This study addresses these gaps by evaluating four tax proxies—ETR, CETR, BTD, and the Tax Savings Ratio—against both Tobin’s Q and Market Value per Share (MVPS) over the 13-year period from 2012 to 2024. Accordingly, the following hypotheses were formulated:
H1:	Effective Tax Rate (ETR) has a significant effect on Tobin’s Q of listed insurance companies in Nigeria.
H2:	Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR) has a significant effect on Tobin’s Q of listed insurance companies in Nigeria.
H3:	Book-Tax Difference (BTD) has a significant effect on Tobin’s Q of listed insurance companies in Nigeria.
H4:	Tax Savings Ratio (TSR) has a significant effect on Tobin’s Q of listed insurance companies in Nigeria.
2.3	Conceptual framework
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Fig 1- Conceptual framework

2.4.	Theoretical Review
2.4.1 	Signaling Theory
Signalling theory, introduced by Spence (1973) and extended by Connelly et al. (2011), explains how corporate insiders use credible actions to reduce information asymmetry in the market. However, critics note that the theory is affected by conceptual ambiguity and simplified assumptions about how investors interpret conflicting signals. In this study, the theoretical framework examines how corporate tax aggressiveness interacts with firm liquidity and board financial expertise to affect market performance. For listed Nigerian insurance firms operating under the Nigerian Insurance Industry Reform Act (NIIRA) 2025, tax choices have dual signalling potential. Aggressive tax minimisation may signal either effective cash optimisation or managerial opportunism and regulatory non-compliance. In this opaque environment, board financial expertise can serve as a high-quality governance signal that reassures investors about the legality of the strategy. Strong governance signals may therefore ensure that healthy liquidity buffers are interpreted as resilience rather than value-destroying conservatism.
3.0	Research Method 
To analyse the relationship between tax aggressiveness and market performance among listed Nigerian insurance companies, this study applies OLS and robust, firm-clustered fixed-effects multiple-regression models to a stationary panel. Using a balanced sample of 195 firm-year observations from 2012 to 2024, winsorised at the 1st and 99th percentiles, the empirical procedure begins with descriptive statistics, multicollinearity screening using Pearson correlations and variance inflation factors, and Fisher-type ADF panel-stationarity tests. Potential violations of classical regression assumptions are assessed using the Breusch–Pagan/White tests for heteroscedasticity and the Wooldridge test for serial correlation. The models then evaluate how four tax-aggressiveness proxies—ETR, CETR, BTD, and TSR—predict long-term firm value, measured by Tobin’s Q, and real-time equity pricing, measured by Market Value per Share, at two-tailed significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%.
[bookmark: _Hlk210220564]3.1	Model Specifications
The econometric framework for this study was adapted from the structural model developed by Dagunduro et al. (2025), which examined governance attributes in relation to market performance using the following baseline linear model: MPit​=β0​+β1​RCSit​+β2​RCIit​+β3​RCDit​+β4​RCFEit​+β5​BFEit​+εit​. To align the framework with a sector-specific assessment of tax behaviour, the model was modified. The risk-committee attributes used by Dagunduro et al. (2025) were omitted, and market performance (MP) was measured using two proxies: long-term firm value (Tobin’s Q) and real-time equity pricing (Market Value per Share). The explanatory variables were replaced with four tax-aggressiveness proxies: Effective Tax Rate (ETR), Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR), Book–Tax Difference (BTD), and Tax Savings Ratio (TSR). The resulting econometric models are specified as follows:
TQit​=β0​+β1​ETRit​+β2​CETRit​+β3​BTDit​+β4​TSRit​+εit​……………………………………. (1)
MVPSit​=β0​+β1​ETRit​+β2​CETRit​+β3​BTDit​+β4​TSRit​+εit​………………………………… (2)
Where:
TQit​  = Tobin’s Q of firm i in year t
MVPSit​  = Market Value Per Share of firm i in year t
ETRit​  = Effective Tax Rate of firm i in year t
CETRit​  = Cash Effective Tax Rate of firm i in year t
BTDit​  = Book-Tax Difference of firm i in year t
TSRit​  = Tax Savings Ratio of firm i in year t
β0​  = Constant/Intercept
β1​−β4​  = Coefficients of the explanatory variables
εit​  = Stochastic Error Term
i,t = Cross-sectional (firms) and time subscripts (2012–2024)
A-Priori Expectations
Higher levels of tax-minimisation activity are expected to reduce tax liabilities, retain internal funds, and consequently enhance the market performance of listed insurance companies in Nigeria (β1​,β2​,β3​,β4​>0).

Table 1	 Operationalisation, Description, and Measurements of Variables
	Variable
	Role
	Description
	Measurement
	Source

	Tobin’s Q (TQ)
	Dependent
	Compares a firm's market value to its asset replacement cost.
	Market Value of Equity+ Total Liabilities/Total Assets
	Olutimehin (2024); Awotomilusi et al. (2025)

	Market Value Per Share (MVPS)
	Dependent
	Indicates the stock market's explicit year-end pricing of equity.
	Closing Market Price per Share at year-end.
	Alduneibat (2023); Bas & Paunov (2025)

	Effective Tax Rate (ETR)
	Independent
	Measures the accrual-based proportion of accounting profits paid as tax.
	Total Tax Expenses/Profit Before Tax
	Khuong et al. (2020); Hardana et al. (2023)

	Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR)
	Independent
	Reflects actual cash outflows for corporate taxes relative to pre-tax income.
	Cash Taxes Paid/Profit Before Tax
	Febrianto et al. (2025); Shams et al. (2025)

	Book–Tax Difference (BTD)
	Independent
	Captures the structural gap between accounting profit and taxable income.
	Profit Before Tax - Tax Expense/Statutory Tax Rate
	Amri et al. (2023); Shubita (2024)

	Tax Savings Ratio (TSR)
	Independent
	Gauges the proportion of corporate tax saved via active fiscal planning.
	1 - Actual Tax Paid/Expected Tax based on Statutory Rate
	 Abdullah et al. (2022); Malik et al. (2025)



[bookmark: _Toc190087754][bookmark: _Toc190073225][bookmark: _Toc190078932]4.0.	Descriptive Analysis
Table 2-: Summary Descriptive Statistics of the Variables
	Variables
	Obs.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	TQ
	308
	0.870
	0.487
	0.000
	4.381

	MVPS
	308
	1.584
	3.268
	0.000
	26.500

	ETR
	308
	0.041
	1.650
	-26.071
	8.062

	CETR
	308
	-0.059
	3.839
	-66.032
	8.276

	BTD
	308
	0.004
	0.124
	-1.447
	0.393

	TSR
	308
	-146,579.9
	2,568,286
	-45,000,000
	2,449,869


Source: Author’s Computation (2026).
The descriptive statistics for listed Nigerian insurance firms reveal distinct patterns in the market-performance and tax-aggressiveness measures. Tobin’s Q has a relatively narrow distribution around a mean of 0.870, although the maximum value is 4.381. Market Value per Share (MVPS) shows considerable cross-sectional variation (SD = 3.268), reflecting differences in year-end market prices, which reach a maximum of 26.500 naira. The accounting-based tax measures, ETR and CETR, also show substantial dispersion, with standard deviations of 1.650 and 3.839, respectively, and markedly negative minimum values. These patterns indicate considerable variation in tax planning, deferred-tax structures, and cash-conservation practices across insurers. By contrast, Book–Tax Difference (BTD) is more concentrated, with a standard deviation of 0.124. The Tax Savings Ratio (TSR) shows extremely large dispersion (SD = 2,568,286), which may reflect structural differences, scaling issues, or firms experiencing underwriting losses or restructuring.
Table 3. Unit Root Test Results: tax aggressiveness & Proxies
	Variable
	Inverse Chi-Squared (P)
	Inverse Normal (Z)
	Inverse Logit (L∗)
	
	Modified Inv. Chi-Squared (Pm​)
	Order of Integration

	TQ
	168.854 (0.000)
	-10.051 (0.000)
	-12.474 (0.000)
	
	18.822 (0.000)
	I(0)

	MVPS
	73.337 (0.000)
	-5.131 (0.000)
	-5.183 (0.000)
	
	6.058 (0.000)
	I(0)

	ETR
	77.043 (0.000)
	-4.877 (0.000)
	-5.151 (0.000)
	
	6.554 (0.000)
	I(0)

	CETR
	138.000 (0.000)
	-8.205 (0.000)
	-10.021 (0.000)
	
	14.699 (0.000)
	I(0)

	BTD
	123.277 (0.000)
	-7.519 (0.000)
	-8.934 (0.000)
	
	12.732 (0.000)
	I(0)

	TSR
	126.072 (0.000)
	-7.890 (0.000)
	-9.156 (0.000)
	
	13.105 (0.000)
	I(0)


Source: Author’s Computation (2026) 
4.1	 Interpretation of Panel Stationarity Results
Table 3 presents the results of the Fisher-type Augmented Dickey–Fuller (ADF) unit-root tests used to examine the stationarity of the panel-data series. Assessing stationarity is an important pre-estimation requirement in longitudinal panel modelling because non-stationary series may produce spurious regression results (Maddala & Wu, 1999). The null hypothesis (H0​) states that the underlying series contains a unit root and is non-stationary, whereas the alternative hypothesis (H1​) states that the series is stationary. The results show that the dependent market-performance indicators, Tobin’s Q (TQ) and Market Value per Share (MVPS), and the independent tax-aggressiveness indicators, Effective Tax Rate (ETR), Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR), Book–Tax Difference (BTD), and Tax Savings Ratio (TSR), reject the unit-root null hypothesis at the 1% significance level (p < 0.01). This result is consistent across the Inverse Chi-Squared (P), Inverse Normal (Z), Inverse Logit (L∗), and Modified Inverse Chi-Squared (Pm​) statistics. Consequently, all variables are integrated of order zero, I(0), and are stationary in levels. The study may therefore estimate the regression models using the variables in level form without the risk of spurious results caused by unit roots.
Table 4: Estimates of the Models on the Effect of Tax Aggressiveness on Market Performance (MP)
	Variables
	TQ
Pooled OLS
	MVPS
Fixed Effects (R)

	
	Coeff
	z stat
	p-value
	Coeff
	z stat
	p-value

	ETR
	0.016
	0.25
	0.801
	0.746
	1.54
	0.148

	CETR
	-0.149
	-1.20
	0.231
	1.641
	1.68
	0.117

	BTD
	-0.999
	-3.47
	0.001
	0.792
	0.50
	0.624

	TSR
	0.057
	2.52
	0.013
	-0.462
	-2.43
	0.030

	Constant
	0.965
	27.21
	0.000
	1.093
	7.10
	0.000

	R-squared
	0.089
	-
	-
	0.050
	-
	-

	Wald Chi-squared
	4.65
	-
	0.001
	5.84
	-
	0.007

	Autocorrelation test
	4.056
	-
	0.067
	1.961
	-
	0.187

	Heteroskedasticity test
	2.96
	-
	0.086
	40.79
	-
	0.000

	Average VIF
	4.77
	-
	-
	4.77
	-
	-

	Observations
	
	195
	
	
	195
	


Source, Author’s Computation (2024), ETR = Effective Tax Rate; CETR = Cash Effective Tax Rate; BTD = Book–Tax Difference; TSR = Tax Savings Ratio, (R) is Robust Standard Error.
The regression analysis examined the determinants of Tobin’s Q (TQ) using pooled OLS and Market Value per Share (MVPS) using fixed effects, with p < 0.05 as the threshold for statistical significance. The tax-aggressiveness variables explained 8.9% of the variation in TQ (R2 = 0.089) and 5.0% of the variation in MVPS (R2 = 0.050). Nevertheless, both models were statistically significant overall, as indicated by their Wald chi-square p-values of 0.001 and 0.007, respectively. The Wooldridge test indicated no statistically significant autocorrelation in either model (p > 0.05). The Breusch–Pagan test also indicated no statistically significant heteroscedasticity in the TQ model (p = 0.086). However, the MVPS model showed significant heteroscedasticity (p = 0.000); accordingly, robust standard errors were applied to support heteroscedasticity-robust inference.
4.3	Discussion of findings
The pooled OLS results indicate that tax aggressiveness had a statistically significant joint effect on the market performance of listed insurance companies in Nigeria, as shown by a Wald chi-square value of 4.65 (p = 0.001), leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis (H_01). Individually, Book–Tax Difference (BTD) had a negative and statistically significant effect on Tobin’s Q (p = 0.001), indicating that wider differences between financial-reporting profit and taxable income were associated with lower market valuation. From the perspective of Agency Theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), investors may interpret large book–tax differences as indicators of lower earnings quality, regulatory exposure, and managerial opportunism. This interpretation is consistent with Khuong et al. (2020), Bougacha and Guedrib (2024), and Shubita (2024). Conversely, the Tax Savings Ratio (TSR) had a positive and statistically significant effect on Tobin’s Q (p = 0.013), indicating that higher realised tax savings were associated with improved firm value. Under Signalling Theory (Spence, 1973), efficient and legitimate fiscal planning may signal effective corporate oversight and preserve cash flows for insurance-capital requirements, thereby supporting investor confidence, as reported by Taufik et al. (2022) and Indawati and Rizkiyani (2025).
5.0	 Conclusion
The study assessed the relationship between tax aggressiveness and market performance among listed insurance companies in Nigeria. The findings indicate that tax aggressiveness has mixed implications for market valuation. Book–Tax Difference had a statistically significant negative effect on Tobin’s Q, suggesting that large differences between accounting profit and taxable income may raise investor concerns about reporting transparency, governance risk, and potential regulatory exposure. By contrast, the Tax Savings Ratio had a statistically significant positive effect on Tobin’s Q, implying that tax planning perceived as transparent and cash-efficient may support firm valuation. However, the Market Value per Share results were less consistent: the Tax Savings Ratio had a statistically significant negative effect, whereas the other tax-aggressiveness indicators were not statistically significant. These results suggest that the capital market may distinguish between opaque tax aggressiveness and legitimate tax-efficiency strategies. The findings should be interpreted cautiously because of inconsistencies in the reported data, low explanatory power, and the need for further robustness checks.
Limitation
The study relies on secondary financial-statement and market data, the accuracy of which depends on the quality of company reporting. The models have low explanatory power, indicating that other firm-specific, governance, and macroeconomic factors may influence market performance. Future research should use verified data and additional robustness tests.
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5.1	 Recommendations
In line with the objectives and conclusions of this study, the following policy and corporate recommendations are provided:
To Corporate Managers and Boards of Directors: Insurers should move away from aggressive book–tax adjustments that distort fiscal reporting and instead develop transparent, legitimate tax-planning frameworks that improve the Tax Savings Ratio. Corporate tax choices should be treated as important market-communication signals that require proactive disclosure to protect institutional legitimacy and maintain investor confidence. To Regulatory Authorities (NAICOM and FIRS): The National Insurance Commission (NAICOM) and the Federal Inland Revenue Service (FIRS) should jointly establish unified and transparent tax-reporting templates for financial institutions. This alignment may minimise unnecessary differences between financial and fiscal accounting, reduce information asymmetry, and protect shareholder wealth during industry consolidation.
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