
Tax Structure and Inclusive Growth in Nigeria: The Mediating Role of Income Inequality

© Oladimeji Abeeb Olaniyi, 2025 1165ISSN 2712-7435

DOI 10.15826/vestnik.2025.24.4.038	 Original Paper

Tax Structure and Inclusive Growth in Nigeria:  
The Mediating Role of Income Inequality

Oladimeji Abeeb Olaniyi  
University of Ilesa,  

Ilesa, Nigeria
 oladimeji_olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng

Abstract. Despite decades of economic growth, income disparities and widespread pov-
erty persist in Nigeria, raising concerns about the inclusiveness of the country’s devel-
opment trajectory. Nigeria’s tax system remains heavily reliant on indirect taxes, which 
disproportionately affect the poor, while direct taxes critical for redistributive equity 
are underutilized. This study investigates how tax structure influences inclusive growth, 
with a specific focus on the mediating role of income inequality in Nigeria. Utilizing annu-
al time series data from 1993 to 2023, the study adopts the Barro-Sala-i-Martin (1992) 
augmented endogenous growth model and employs the Autoregressive Distributed Lag 
(ARDL) estimation technique. The model accounts for both short-run dynamics and long-
run equilibrium relationships, and is validated through robust diagnostic tests including the 
Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey test for heteroskedasticity, the Ramsey RESET test, Breusch-
Godfrey LM test for serial correlation, and the Jarque-Bera normality test. The results 
reveal that tax structure positively and significantly influences inclusive growth in the 
short run, but has a negative and statistically insignificant impact in the long run. Income 
inequality has a short-term positive impact but a significant negative effect in the long 
run, suggesting that its persistence undermines sustainable development. Labour force 
participation and capital formation exhibit time-dependent effects, with long-run ben-
efits for inclusive growth. Inflation was found to be insignificant in both periods. These 
findings highlight the need for fiscal reforms that prioritize efficient tax utilization, pro-
gressive redistribution, and inclusive public investments. Strengthening Nigeria’s fiscal 
policy framework and enhancing equity in tax collection and spending could facilitate 
a broad-based, sustainable development.
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1.  Introduction
A nation’s tax system plays a critical role in determining its socio-economic 

development, particularly in addressing income disparities and fostering inclusive 
growth. A tax system comprises a mixture of direct taxes (such as personal income 
tax and corporate income tax) and indirect taxes (notably Value Added Tax and 
excise taxes) [1]. While these levies are intended to fund public goods and ser-
vices, their design and administration critically influence who bears the tax bur-
den and how benefits accrue across different income groups [2]. The tax system in 
Nigeria is imbalanced, heavily dependent on indirect taxes like Value Added Tax 
(VAT) and excise levies, which disproportionately affect lower-income groups [3]. 
Conversely, direct taxes levied on income and wealth offer greater potential for eq-
uitable redistribution but are underutilized in Nigeria’s fiscal framework [4]. This 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3487-0755
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi%40unilesa.edu.ng?subject=
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi%40unilesa.edu.ng?subject=
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng


Journal of Applied Economic Research, 2025, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1165–1187 ISSN 2712-74351166

Oladimeji Abeeb Olaniyi

imbalance has limited the tax system’s capacity to reduce inequality and support 
sustainable development [5].

Income inequality, characterized by disparities in income and living standards, 
has intensified in Nigeria over the decades. Between 1985 and 2004, the coun-
try’s Gini coefficient increased from 0.43 to 0.49, driven by corruption and une-
ven distribution of resources [6]. Despite efforts to improve revenue mobilization, 
the tax burden remains inequitably distributed, excluding the vast informal sector 
and weakening redistribution mechanisms [7, 8]. The consequences are evident in 
Nigeria’s persistent poverty, unemployment, and poor human development indica-
tors [9], all of which highlight the need for a more inclusive fiscal approach [10].

Despite Nigeria’s average growth rate of 5.7 % from 2010 to 2020, over 40 % 
of its population remains impoverished 1. This disconnect illustrates that economic 
growth alone does not guarantee improved welfare or equitable opportunity [11]. 
As the World Bank emphasizes, growth must be inclusive to translate into tangi-
ble social progress [12]. As a result, inclusive growth, which ensures that every-
one has an equal opportunity to benefit from economic growth, has emerged as 
a more realistic approach to development [13, 14]. However, Nigeria’s lack of in-
clusivity in its growth process is rooted in several issues, including weak govern-
ance, corruption, [15] and underinvestment in infrastructure [16].

Globally, there is growing recognition that taxation can be an effective tool 
for achieving inclusive growth by narrowing income gaps and funding social pro-
grams [17]. As a result, many African countries, including Nigeria, are increas-
ingly advocating for inclusive growth to improve living standards [18, 19]. This 
agitation has, at times, led to political unrest, such as the Arab Spring in North 
Africa, the Fees Must Fall movement in South Africa and EndSARS in Nigeria 
[20]. Additionally, the country’s tax system is skewed in favour of the formal sec-
tor, ignoring the vast informal economy that employs a large share of the labour 
force. This exclusion has been recognized as a significant barrier to achieving in-
clusive growth [21, 22].

The role of tax systems in fostering inclusive and sustainable societies has 
become a central topic in development debates [23]. However, much of the liter-
ature on taxation and inclusive growth focuses on developed countries, with lim-
ited insights from developing nations like Nigeria [24]. Given Nigeria’s poor per-
formance on inclusive development metrics, ranking last in Africa in the 2018 
Inclusive Development Index (World Economic Forum, 2018), it becomes cru-
cial to assess how the tax system can better reduce income inequality and enhance 
inclusive growth.

To address this gap, the following research questions are provided to:
1.  Does tax revenue ratio have impact on inclusive growth in Nigeria?
2.  Does income inequality affect inclusive growth in Nigeria?

1  WDI (2024). World Bank Development Indicators Database. https://databank.worldbank.
org/source/world-developmentindicators
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This study investigates how tax structure influences inclusive growth, with 
a specific focus on the mediating role of income inequality in Nigeria from 1993 
to 2023.

Research hypotheses:
H01: Tax revenue ratio does not have significant effect on inclusive growth 

in Nigeria.
H02: Income inequality does not have significant effect on inclusive growth 

in Nigeria
Structure of the article. The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 

two provides a review of the relevant literature; Section three outlines the mate-
rials and methods employed; Section Four presents and analyzes the results; and 
Section Five concludes with policy implications.

2.  Literature Review
Tax structure refers to the composition and significance of various tax types 

within a country’s tax system. It reflects revenue sources and the design principles 
of equity and efficiency Uhuaba & Siyanbola [25]. An efficient tax system is built 
on three critical elements: the tax rate, the tax base, and tax rate variability. These 
elements determine whether a system is proportional, regressive, or progressive. 
A proportional tax applies to a uniform rate to all income levels, aiming to bal-
ance average and marginal tax rates. Proponents argue that the approach encour-
ages productivity by avoiding tax penalties on higher earnings. When personal al-
lowances are granted, proportional taxes can become progressive for low-income 
earners Adefolake & Omodero [26]. Progressive tax structure which makes high 
income earners pay a large tax-income share, can help reduce income inequality.

Conversely, regressive taxes like VAT disproportionately impact the poor, 
deepening inequality Brys et al. [17]. A well-structured tax system also supports 
public spending and shields populations from poverty and risks [21].

Income inequality denotes the uneven distribution of earnings across individ-
uals or households. It is basically measured by the Gini coefficient, a statistical 
measure that ranges from 0, representing perfect equality to 1, indicating com-
plete inequality Mdingi & Ho [27].

Anyaduba & Otulugbu [4] further characterizes extreme income inequality 
as the concentration of wealth within a small elite. High inequality not only con-
strains economic growth and underutilized human capital but can also spark social 
unrest Alves & Afonso [28]. In Nigeria, entrenched regional disparities, chronic 
unemployment, systemic corruption, and unequal access to education and public 
services have produced persistent “growth without equity”, where broad-based 
economic gains fail to reach most citizens Ibekwe and Ibekwe [10].

Early debates focused on pro-poor growth, a concept formalized by Kakwani 
& Pernia [29], which measures how much income gains accrue to the poorest seg-
ments. Subsequent work shifted toward inclusive growth, defined as expansion 
that reduces both poverty and inequality while raising the poor’s share of national 
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income Ekong et al. [21]. In developing countries, inclusive growth aims to re-
move barriers and create equal opportunities for all, particularly the underpriv-
ileged and middle classes, by ensuring an unbiased regulatory environment and 
broad access to resources Pere-Ere [22].

The framework of the Asian Development Bank describes inclusive growth 
as generating new economic opportunities and guaranteeing equitable access for 
every citizen, especially the poor. Olayinka [12] emphasizes its role in improving 
material well-being, while the International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth 
highlights both active participation in growth and fair distribution of its returns. 
Thus, GDP growth alone cannot sustain improvements in living standards with-
out equitable outcomes. Inclusive growth is inherently multidimensional, encom-
passing both income and non-income dimensions across socioeconomic strata and 
relying on two pillars: robust economic expansion and the equitable sharing of its 
benefits Anand et al. [30].

Achieving inclusive growth requires not only aggregate expansion but also tar-
geted investments that enhance human capital and social protection. Key drivers 
include education and health spending Barro [31], social safety nets Omodero & 
Igodo [32], employment creation, Okuneye et al. [33] and a tax system designed 
to redistribute income equitably Uhuaba & Siyanbola [25]. Without these com-
plementary measures, economic growth risks deepening existing inequalities rath-
er than alleviating them.

A growing body of empirical literature has explored the tax structure, ine-
quality, and economic development, revealing diverse outcomes across countries. 
In the European Union, Balasoiu et al. [19] found that higher direct taxes tend to 
impede economic growth, as revealed through panel data analysis of 28 mem-
ber countries. Similar findings emerged in Jordan, where Basha [5] established 
that while direct taxes had no short-run impact, and exerted a significant nega-
tive impact on long-term growth. In Malaysia, Abd-Hakim [34] discovered that 
although indirect taxes supported economic development, direct taxes had a det-
rimental impact. Interestingly, direct taxes contributed more significantly to total 
revenue despite their adverse developmental impact. Neog & Gaur [35], examin-
ing India’s tax structure, concluded that income, excise, and corporate taxes neg-
atively influenced long-term economic progress, while short-term reductions in 
corporate tax rates were also found to hinder growth.

In Nigeria, several studies have investigated the impact of tax policy on in-
clusive growth and human development. Okere et al. [36] applied the ARDL tech-
nique and found a positive link between fiscal policy and human development, 
particularly noting that recurrent expenditure significantly improves the Human 
Development Index (HDI), while tax revenue, although negatively related, was 
statistically insignificant. Similarly, George-Anokwuru [37] discovered that com-
pany income tax, VAT, and petroleum profit tax negatively and significantly affect-
ed inclusive growth, which aligns with the findings of Olaniyi et al. [38]. Okoh 
et al. [39] however, found that personal income tax had a positive and significant 
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impact on income inequality in Nigeria, thereby reducing income inequality. This 
is similar to the findings of Tanchev [40].

The effectiveness of fiscal policies in enhancing inclusive growth has also 
been examined beyond Nigeria. In Turkey, Avci & Tonus [41] evaluated the effect 
of public spending on education, health, social transfers, and indirect taxes on in-
clusive growth. Their findings were mixed: while social transfers enhanced inclu-
sive growth, education and health expenditures had a diminishing effect. Indirect 
taxes were also found to reduce inclusivity, reinforcing the view that transfers are 
more effective than taxes in promoting equity. The findings are consistent with 
the result of Tendengu [42] on South Africa.

Income inequality and its impact on growth have been subjects of significant 
academic inquiry. Topuz [43] conducted a broad cross-country analysis across 
143 nations from 1980 to 2017 and emphasized the nuanced channels through 
which inequality influences growth, calling for carefully tailored policy interven-
tions. In Kenya, Chemwok et al. [44] found a weak but positive long-term effect 
of inequality on growth, with stronger effects in the short run. Similarly, Danso 
& Boateng [45], studying Africa’s largest economies, established a long-run pos-
itive correlation between inequality and growth. They also found that education-
al attainment and gross savings boosted growth, while unemployment reduced it.

Collectively, these empirical findings suggest that while certain forms of tax-
ation, particularly direct taxes, may hinder growth and inclusivity, other fiscal 
tools such as social transfers can mitigate inequality. Moreover, the relationship 
between inequality and growth remains context-specific, often mediated by pol-
icy design, institutional effectiveness, and the structure of public expenditures.

3.  Materials and Methods
This study utilized time series data from Nigeria spanning 1993–2023 to ana-

lyze the impact of tax structure on inclusive growth, as well as the mediating role 
of income inequality in Nigeria. The augmented endogenous model developed by 
Barro & Sala-I–Martin [31] was utilized to achieve the study objectives.

The Barro & Sala-I–Martin [31] extends the Romer [46] AK framework to 
demonstrate that tax-financed public spending can endogenously enhance growth 
to an optimal tax rate. However, the tax structure influences its redistributive ef-
fects on income inequality. Integrating this model into broader endogenous growth 
frameworks reveals the fundamental equilibrium between diminishing inequali-
ty and maximizing growth.

The Barro & Sala-I–Martin [31] model incorporates public spending into the 
Romer [46] AK model.

	 Y BK G� 1� .� � 	 (1)

Where K is the level of capital and G is government spending on investment: 
G Y� � .
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Substituting into the production function and solving for Y:

	 Y K Y� � ��1 � �
� , 	 (2)
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Where the growth rate of capital:

	 K s Y dK� �� � �1 � . 	 (4)

Then:

	
K

K
s B d s B� �� � � � � � �� � �1 1

1

1� � � � . 	 (5)

Thus, at steady state and optimal taxation that redistribute income:

	 s B d
K

K
1 1�� � � � � � �� � . 	 (6)

According to Barro & Sala-I–Martin [31] growth model and the modified 
macro concept of the concentration curve developed by Anand et al. [30], the tax 
structure is integrated into the production function as a determinant of output. This 
integration is essential for enhancing the welfare of the entire population and fos-
tering inclusive economic growth.

This analysis centers around the utilitarian social utility function, positing that 
growth and its distribution are fundamental elements of inclusive growth. The 
baseline model specified in linear form is presented as:

	 LGRT
TAX

GDP
LFPR INQ GCF INF Uit

it
it it it it it� � � � � � �� � � � � �0 1 2 3 4 5 , 	 (7)

where LGRTit is to the log of GDP per person employed (the proxy for inclusive 
growth).

The literature disagrees on inclusive growth’s definition and measure. The ra-
tionale for our selection is based on the premise that it reflects the income earned 
by the individual worker rather than the income of the entire population Oyinlola 
& Adedeji [9]. GDP per person employed reflects the average income earned by 
individuals engaged in the production process.

Furthermore, it captures the range of opportunities accessible to the population, 
how these opportunities are distributed among citizens, and the extent to which in-
dividuals contribute to economic growth and sustainability Ali & Son [47]. It re-
flects critical dimensions such as income inequality, unemployment and poverty 
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within a country Raheem et al. [48]. Therefore, GDP per person employed is ap-
propriate for this study, as it reflects the part of the population that contributes to 
productivity growth.

TAX

GDPit

 is the ratio of the tax to GDP see Pere-Ere et al. [22] and Mansour [49]. 

INQ measures income inequality proxied by gini coefficient, LFPR represents la-
bour force participation rate as a percentage the total population aged 15 to 64, in-
flation INF reflects the degree of economic instability and uncertainty, which can 
influence the growth process and GCF represents the stock of capital (gross fixed 
capital formation as a percentage of GDP).

These variables are considered traditional determinants in economic growth 
models see Barro & Sala-i-Martin [31] and Solow [50]. While the parameters are 
�0 5�  Uit is the error term. The time dimension is represented t = 1, …, T, while  
i = 1, …, N represents the number of countries (Table 1).

Table 1. Definition of Variables

Variables Description Source

LGRT Log of GDP per employee (constant US dollar) WDI (2024)

TAX

GDP

The ratio of the tax revenue to GDP Mansour (2014)

LFPR Labour force participation rate as a percentage the 
total population aged 15 to 64

WDI (2024)

INQ Income Inequality, GINI Coefficient WDI (2024)

GCF Gross fixed capital formation (% of GDP) WDI (2024)

INF Inflation, consumer prices (annual %) WDI (2024)

Source: Author, 2025

4.  Results
4.1. Stationarity Test
To assess the stationarity of the data set used in this study, unit root tests were 

performed using the Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) and Phillips-Perron (PP) 
methods. These tests are based on standard regression frameworks and help de-
termine the order of integration of the time series variables.

	 � �X X Xt t j
j

p

t j t� � ��
�

��� � � �1
1

, 	 (8)

Where: ∆  is the difference operator; X consists of each of the six variables in 
the model; t – 1 represents the time index; �X t j�  the lagged first differences are 
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included to address serial correlation in the error term; and µt  denotes the sto-
chastic error term.

Table 2 presents the findings of the Augmented Dickey Fuller (ADF) and 
Phillips Perron (PP) unit root tests for each time series at both the level and first 
difference. The null hypothesis H0: � � 0  posits that the variable is non-stationary, 
whereas the alternate hypothesis H1: � � 0  asserts that the variable is stationary.

From Table 2, stationarity test result showed that LGRT, 
TAX

GDP
 and GCF are 

stationary at first difference for both ADF and Pp. However, LFPR, INQ and INF 
are stationary at levels for both ADF and Pp. Consequently, the variables in our 
study are classified as I(0) and I(1). Given that the variables are linked in differ-
ent orders, there exists a potential for cointegration. The ARDL bound testing ap-
proach was employed to ascertain this.

Pesaran et al. [51] highlighted that ARDL allows the estimation of the coin-
tegration, and both short and long-run relationship for variables of different or-
ders simultaneously. It also tests for the non-existence of all regressors of order 2 
or above to avoid an invalid F-statistics computation and the possibility of spu-
rious regression.

The ARDL model is characterized by its autoregressive nature, incorporat-
ing p lags of the dependent variable, and its classification as a distributed lag 
model, which includes q lags of independent variables. It is typically present-
ed as follows:

	 y y x uit ij it j
k

m

ij it k
k

n

i it� � � ��
�

�
�

� �� � �
1 0

. 	 (9)

Where i = 1, 2, … n, time dimension t = 1, 2, 3, … T, k denotes number of lags.

Table 2. Unit root test

ADF PP

Variable T-Stat. Critical Value Order T-Stat. Critical Value Order

LGRT –2.7601 –2.6230 I(1) –2.7435 –2.6230 I(1)

TAX

GDP

–5.6217 –4.310 I(1) –5.6838 –4.3098 I(1)

LFPR –3.9896 –3.2967 I(0) –3.3899 –3.6793 I(0)

INQ –7.0944 –4.2967 I(0) –6.6106 –4.2967 I(0)

GCF –4.5580 –4.3098 I(1) –4.7972 –4.3098 I(1)

INF –2.9036 –2.6210 I(0) –3.3171 –2.9639 I(0)

Source: Authors’ Compilation, 2025
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Thus, Eq. (7) becomes:

	

LGRT LGRT
TAX

GDP
LFPR INQ

G

it it
it

it it� � � � � �
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�
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0 1 1
1

2 1 3 1
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it kk

n

� � �
�

�

��

�

� � ��1 5 1
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1
1

0
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3
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itINF
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�
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0

1

5

0

1

� �� .

	 (10)

The variables with the differences are the short-run variables while those with-
out the difference are the long-run while the summation signs in the model repre-
sent the error correction dynamics.

4.2. ARDL Bound Test for Cointegration
The Bound test for co-integration evaluates the joint significance of the coef-

ficients within the specified conditional ARDL model. The Wald test is conducted 
for this equation by imposing restrictions on the estimated long-run coefficients 
of all lagged level variables. The F-statistic of 4.92988 surpasses the upper bound 
critical value of 4.15 at the 1 percent significance level, suggesting that the null 
hypothesis of no co-integration can be rejected at this significance level.

Consequently, evidence supports a long-run co-ingratiation between LGRT 
and the independent variables in the model, as shown in Table 3. Therefore, we 
will estimate the long-run coefficients of our model.

Table 3. Bound Test

Model F-Stat. = 4.92988

LGRT F
TAX

GDP
LFPR INQ GCF INFit

it
it it it it�

�

�
�

�

�
�, , , ,

K = 5

Significance Lower Bound Upper Bound

5 % 3.06 4.15

Source: Authors’ Compilation, 2025.

4.3. ARDL Results
Table 4 presents the result of the short-run, long-run relationship of study var-

iables as well as the diagnostic test. In the short run, the tax-to-GDP ratio 
TAX
GDP

 

positively and significantly impacts inclusive growth, with a coefficient of 0.0027 
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with inferences drawn at 5 % significance level. This suggests that a one-unit rise 
in tax revenue ratio enhances inclusive growth by approximately 0.27 percent. 
This indicates that immediate increases in tax revenue positively influence inclu-
sive growth, likely because the government is able to mobilize more resources for 
short-term expenditures, such as social services or infrastructure projects. This 
finding aligns with the idea that fiscal space enhances public investment in the 
short run, particularly when those resources are deployed efficiently.

Table 4. ARDL Short-run and Long-run Results

Short-run Coefficients and (ECM)
Dept. Variable (ΔLGRTt)

Variables Coeff. Std error t-statistics Prob.

C 6.3655 3.0040 2.1190 0.0631

TAX

GDP

0.0027 0.0011 2.4104 0.0392

LFPR –0.1385 0.0574 –2.4259 0.0389

INQ 0.0088 0.0029 3.0181 0.0145

GCF –0.0695 0.0213 –3.2641 0.0098

INF 0.0009 0.0007 1.2561 0.2407

ECM(–1) –4.2996 0.8915 –4.8229 0.0009

Estimated Long run Coefficient with Dependent variable (ΔLGRTt)

TAX

GDP

–0.0018 0.0010 –1.7527 0.1136

LFPR 0.0935 0.0092 10.1713 0.0000

INQ –0.0059 0.0024 –2.4431 0.0372

GCF 0.0470 0.0188 2.4852 0.0347

INF –0.0006 0.0005 –1.1769 0.2694

Diagnostic Test

Tests Critical Value P-Value

Normality: Jarque-Bera 2.2578 0.3234

Serial Correlation: Breusch-Godfrey LM Test 0.2652 0.7744

Heteroskedasticity: Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey 0.4092 0.9490

Model Specification: Ramsey RESET 0.5332 0.6084

Source: Authors’ Compilation, 2025
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However, in the long run, the effect of tax-to-GDP ratio has a negative 
(–0.0018) but statistically insignificant (p = 0.1136) effect on inclusive growth. 
Thus, a unit rise in tax-to-GDP ratio leads to 0.002 percent decrease in inclusive 
growth. This suggests that over time, the positive effects of tax revenue may be 
offset by inefficiencies, distortions, or poor investment decisions. If taxation is 
not accompanied by transparent and equitable spending, or if the tax burden dis-
proportionately affects lower-income groups or productive sectors, the long-term 
benefits of taxation may erode. This reinforces concerns about the quality of fis-
cal management in many developing economies, like Nigeria where tax revenue 
often fails to translate into inclusive, growth-enhancing outcomes.

Income inequality (INQ) however demonstrates an interesting pattern. In 
the short run, it exhibits a positive effect (0.0088) that is statistically signifi-
cant (0.0145) on inclusive growth with inferences drawn at 5 % level of signif-
icance. This seemingly paradoxical finding may indicate that in the immediate 
term, high-income groups, who often drive investment and capital accumulation 
contribute to growth, even if the distribution of benefits is unequal. In this con-
text, inequality might reflect concentrated productivity among a few, rather than 
structural inefficiencies. However, the effect becomes negative (–0.0059) and sta-
tistically significant (0.0372) in the long-run.

This aligns with theoretical and empirical literature which argues that persis-
tent inequality harms long-term growth by limiting access to education, health, 
and productive opportunities for the broader population. It also increases social 
tensions and reduces the potential for cohesive development. The shift from short-
term gains to long-term losses emphasizes the importance of addressing inequal-
ity through progressive policies and inclusive institutions.

Labour force participation (LFPR) shows opposing signs across time hori-
zons. In the short run, the coefficient is negative (–0.1385) and statistically sig-
nificant (0.0389), which implies that increases in the active labour force may ini-
tially depress per-worker productivity or average income. This could occur when 
the economy cannot absorb the expanding labour supply into productive employ-
ment, leading to underemployment or informal sector growth. Conversely, in the 
long run, LFPR has a positive and highly significant impact (0.0935, p = 0.0000). 
Over time, an expanding labour force supports inclusive growth as more people 
are integrated into the economy, provided there are sufficient jobs and appropri-
ate skill development. This long-term benefit underscores the importance of not 
just labour participation but also labour productivity and job creation strategies.

Gross capital formation (GCF) exhibits a negative short-run effect but a pos-
itive long-run impact. In the short run, the coefficient is (–0.0695, p = 0.0098), 
indicating that investment projects may initially slow growth. This lag could be 
due to implementation delays, misallocation of capital, or a lack of immediate re-
turns from infrastructure or equipment investments.

However, the relationship turns positive and significant (0.0470, p = 0.0347) in 
the long-run. This supports the view that capital accumulation, when well-managed 
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contributes to sustainable and inclusive growth. Over time, infrastructure and cap-
ital investments reduce production costs, improve connectivity, and boost over-
all productivity, leading to higher income per worker which in turn enhances in-
clusive growth in Nigeria.

Inflation (INF) exhibits an insignificant positive effect in the short run 
(0.0009, p = 0.2407) and an insignificant negative impact in the long run (–0.0006,  
p = 0.2694). These findings suggest that price movements have no immediate 
or consistent effect on inclusive growth in Nigeria. However, the long-run nega-
tive sign is consistent with the broader economic view that inflation, particular-
ly when uncontrolled can undermine investment, distort consumption, and erode 
real incomes. The lack of statistical significance may reflect relatively stable in-
flation during parts of the sample period or mitigating fiscal/monetary responses.

The diagnostic test results in Table 4 show that the Jarque–Bera normality 
test produces a statistic of 2.2578 and a p-value of 0.3234. The p-value surpasses 
conventional significance thresholds, we fail to reject the null hypothesis that the 
residuals are normally distributed. In practical terms, this indicates that the error 
terms from our ARDL model conform to the assumption of normality, which un-
derpins the validity of t-tests and F-tests for our coefficient estimates.

An F-statistic of 0.2652 and a p-value of 0.7744 are the results that are ob-
tained from the Breusch–Godfrey (LM) test applied to serial correlation. Thus, 
the high p-value indicates that we are unable to reject the null hypothesis that 
there is no autocorrelation. This result reassures us that the residuals in our dy-
namic specification are not serially correlated, and there is no lingering pattern in 
the errors that might bias our standard errors or inference. For heteroskedastici-
ty, the Breusch–Pagan–Godfrey test indicates an F-statistic (0.4092) and p-value 
(0.9490). With such a large p-value, we accept the null hypothesis of constant er-
ror variance. This homoskedasticity suggests that the dispersion of the residuals 
does not systematically vary with the level of the regressors, supporting the effi-
ciency of our ARDL estimates.

Finally, the Ramsey RESET test result for model specification with F-statistic 
(0.5332) and p-value (0.6084) indicates that our chosen ARDL specification ap-
pears correctly specified. There exists no major misspecification bias, mean-
ing the model’s functional form adequately captures the relationships among 
inclusive growth, tax structure, inequality, and the control variables. Thus, this 
robust diagnostic profile lends confidence to our short-run and long-run coef-
ficient estimates and supports the reliability of the policy conclusions we draw 
from the model.

5.  Discussion
The empirical findings of this study offer important insights into the relation-

ship between tax structure, income inequality, and inclusive growth in Nigeria. 
The results confirm some of the formulated hypotheses, while others are only 
partially supported, providing a nuanced understanding of the dynamics at play.
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Hypothesis H01, which posits that the tax-to-GDP ratio has a significant ef-
fect on inclusive growth, is confirmed in the short run but not in the long run. In 
the short term, increased tax revenue contributes positively to inclusive growth, 
suggesting that government expenditure financed by tax revenue can generate im-
mediate social and economic benefits.

This aligns with Abd-Hakim [34] findings on Malaysia, where higher tax re-
ceipts, particularly indirect taxes, supported growth-enhancing public invest-
ments. However, the long-run effect is negative and statistically insignificant, 
indicating that over time, inefficiencies in tax administration and public spend-
ing may erode these gains. This is consistent with the findings of the studies of 
Balasoiu et al. [19] on 28 EU countries, Tanchev [40] on Bulgaria, Tendengu [42] 
on South Africa, Basha [5] on Jordan, Annyaduba & Otulugbu [4] and George-
Anokwuru [37] on Nigeria.

However, the findings contradict the studies of Ekong et al. [21], Pere-Ere et 
al. [22] on Nigeria and Neog & Gaur [35] on India. Together, these results sug-
gest that while additional tax resources can boost growth in the near term, the ef-
ficiency and targeting of those funds determine whether they translate into sus-
tainable, broad-based development.

Hypothesis H02, which suggests that income inequality affects inclusive 
growth, is strongly supported. The short-run relationship is positive, possibly re-
flecting elite-driven investment that temporarily boosts growth.

However, the long-run impact is negative and significant, corroborating the 
views of Alves & Afonso [28] on OECD countries, Anyaduba & Otulugbu [4] on 
Nigeria as well as Topuz [43] on 143 countries, which align with the notion that 
sudden spikes in inequality disenfranchise large segments of the population and 
dampen aggregate demand. However, it negates the findings of Danso & Boateng 
[45], 52. Mbara [52] in Kenya and Ibekwe & Ibekwe [10] on Nigeria. Thus, ine-
quality may accompany growth in the short run; it is likely reflecting exclusion-
ary or elite-driven growth, which may not be sustainable or socially desirable. 
Therefore, redistributive policies, including progressive taxation, social safety 
nets, and inclusive human capital investments, are essential to ensure that growth 
is not only strong but also broad-based and equitable.

While the study presents important policy-relevant insights, it is not with-
out limitations. First, the use of macro-level time series data may mask important 
subnational variations in tax structure, inequality, and growth outcomes across 
Nigeria’s diverse regions. Secondly, while the ARDL approach is robust for ana-
lyzing dynamic relationships, it does not establish causality.

Future research could employ structural models or instrumental variable tech-
niques to better identify causal pathways. Additionally, the measure of inclusive 
growth, GDP per person employed captures income-related inclusivity but does not 
fully reflect non-income dimensions such as access to health, education, or gen-
der equality. Broader indicators could provide a more holistic assessment. Despite 
these limitations, the findings provide a strong empirical foundation for rethinking 
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Nigeria’s fiscal policy strategy. They underscore the importance of not only rais-
ing revenue but also ensuring that such revenue is equitably and efficiently spent 
to achieve inclusive and sustainable development.

6.  Conclusion
This study investigated the relationship between tax structure and inclusive 

growth in Nigeria, with particular attention to the mediating role of income inequal-
ity, using annual time series data from 1993 to 2023. Employing the Autoregressive 
Distributed Lag (ARDL) model within the framework of an augmented endog-
enous growth theory, the study reveals that tax structure and income inequality 
negatively affect inclusive growth in Nigeria within the study period.

Theoretically, the study contributes to existing literature by reinforcing the 
relevance of endogenous growth theory in explaining how fiscal policy, particu-
larly the structure of taxation can influence long-term development outcomes. It 
extends conventional models by empirically demonstrating that income inequality 
acts not only as an outcome of fiscal dynamics but also as a channel through which 
tax policy affects inclusive growth. The findings also support the evolving theo-
retical understanding that inequality may have mixed effects, potentially boosting 
growth in the short run due to elite-driven investment, but undermining it in the 
long run through reduced access to opportunities and weakened social cohesion.

Practically, the study highlights critical implications for policy reform in 
Nigeria. The results reveal that while increased tax revenue can positively in-
fluence inclusive growth in the short term, its long-term effectiveness depends 
heavily on the efficiency and equity of public expenditure. This underscores the 
need for fiscal reforms that not only enhance revenue mobilization but also im-
prove transparency, accountability, and pro-poor spending. Moreover, the signif-
icant long-run negative effect of income inequality on inclusive growth calls for 
targeted redistributive policies, such as progressive taxation, inclusive education, 
social protection programs, and investments in human capital.

The study therefore recommends the need to improve the efficiency of tax uti-
lization, particularly by channeling revenues into inclusive social investments, as 
well as fiscal reforms that emphasize transparency, accountability, and develop-
mental expenditures, which should be implemented to enhance inclusive growth.

Furthermore, re-distributive policies, including progressive taxation, welfare 
programs and inclusive human capital investments, are crucial for ensuring that 
growth is robust, broad-based and equitable.
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УДК 336.2

Налоговая структура и инклюзивный рост в Нигерии: 
посредническая роль неравенства доходов

О. А. Оланийи  
Университет Илеса,  

г. Илеса, Нигерия
 oladimeji_olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng

Аннотация. Несмотря на десятилетия экономического роста, в Нигерии сохраняет-
ся неравенство доходов и широко распространенная бедность, что вызывает обес-
покоенность по поводу инклюзивности траектории развития страны. Налоговая си-
стема Нигерии по-прежнему в значительной степени зависит от косвенных налогов, 
которые непропорционально сильно влияют на бедные слои населения, в то вре-
мя как прямые налоги, имеющие решающее значение для перераспределительной 
справедливости, используются в недостаточной степени. В этом исследовании из-
учается, как налоговая структура влияет на инклюзивный рост с особым акцентом 
на посредническую роль неравенства доходов в Нигерии. Используя данные го-
довых временных рядов с 1993 по 2023 г., в исследовании используется модель 
дополненного эндогенного роста Барро-Сала-и-Мартина (1992) и метод оценки 
авторегрессионного распределенного лага (ARDL). Модель учитывает краткосроч-
ную динамику и долгосрочные равновесные взаимосвязи, при этом проверяется 
с помощью надежных диагностических тестов, включая тест Брейша — Пагана — 
Годфри на гетероскедастичность, тест Рамсея RESET, тест Брейша — Годфри LM 
на серийную корреляцию и тест нормальности Жака — Бера. Результаты показыва-
ют, что налоговая структура положительно и существенно влияет на инклюзивный 
рост в краткосрочной перспективе, но оказывает негативное и статистически не-
значимое влияние в долгосрочной перспективе. Неравенство доходов имеет кра-
ткосрочное положительное влияние, но значительное негативное влияние в дол-
госрочной перспективе. Это говорит о том, что сохранение неравенства доходов 
подрывает устойчивое развитие. Участие в рабочей силе и накоплении капитала 
демонстрируют зависящие от времени эффекты, которые в долгосрочной перспек-
тиве приносят выгоды для инклюзивного роста. Инфляция была признана незна-
чительной в обоих периодах. Эти выводы подчеркивают необходимость проведе-
ния налогово-бюджетных реформ, в которых приоритет отдается эффективному 
использованию налогов, прогрессивному перераспределению и инклюзивным го-
сударственным инвестициям. Укрепление основ налогово-бюджетной политики 
Нигерии и повышение справедливости в сборе налогов и расходовании средств 
могут способствовать устойчивому развитию на широкой основе.

Ключевые слова: налоговая структура; инклюзивный рост; неравенство доходов; 
метод оценки авторегрессионного распределенного лага; Нигерия.

Список использованных источников
1.	Obadiaru E., Brian-Kufre O., Ayeni A. W. The impact of tax revenue on economic growth 

in Nigeria // International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and Growth Evaluation. 2024. 
Vol. 5, Issue 1. Рр. 566–571. http://dx.doi.org/10.54660/.IJMRGE.2024.5.1.566-571

2.	Olaniyi O., Ayoola T., Wright O., Aregbesola O., Kolawole P. Tax administration and 
personal income tax compliance in Nigeria: A PLS-SEM approach // International Journal of 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3487-0755
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi%40unilesa.edu.ng?subject=
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi%40unilesa.edu.ng?subject=
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng
http://dx.doi.org/10.54660/.IJMRGE.2024.5.1.566-571


Journal of Applied Economic Research, 2025, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1165–1187 ISSN 2712-74351184

Oladimeji Abeeb Olaniyi

Applied Economics, Finance and Accounting. 2023. Vol. 17, No. 1. Рр. 117–126. http://dx.doi.
org/10.33094/ijaefa.v17i1.1088

3.	Akinadewo I. S., Kayode P. O., Dagunduro M. E., Akinadewo J. O. Empirical examina-
tion of the relationship between contemporary tax administration systems and revenue genera-
tion capacity in selected states of Nigeria // International Journal of Developing and Emerging 
Economies. 2023. Vol. 11, No. 2. Рр. 77–92. https://doi.org/10.37745/ijdee.13/vol11n27791

4.	Anyaduba J., Otulugbu P. Taxation and income inequality in Nigeria // Accounting and 
Finance Research. 2019. Vol 8, No. 3. Рр. 118–135. https://doi.org/10.5430/afr.v8n3p118

5.	Basha M. H. Evaluating the impact of direct taxes on economic growth: Empirical evi-
dence from Jordan // Asian Economic and Financial Review. 2022. Vol. 12, No. 8. Pp. 627–635. 
https://doi.org/10.55493/5002.v12i8.4573

6.	Dali S. Nigeria: The Restrained Ambitions of Africa‘s Largest Economy // Working Paper 
9690176b‑64fb‑4216‑b45d‑4. Agence française de déveloрpement. 2017. URL: https://ideas.rep-
ec.org/p/avg/wpaper/en750.html

7.	Oloni E., Asaleye A., Abiodun F., Adeyemi O. Inclusive growth, agriculture and employment 
in Nigeria // Journal of Environmental Management & Tourism. 2017. Vol. 8, No. 1. Pp. 183–194.  
https://doi.org/10.14505//jemt.v8.1(17).18

8.	Meagher K. Taxing times: Taxation, divided societies and the informal economy in Northern 
Nigeria // The Journal of Development Studies. 2018. Vol. 54, Issue 1. Pp. 1–17. http://dx.doi.org/1
0.1080/00220388.2016.1262026

9.	Oyinlola M., Adedeji A. Tax structure, human capital and inclusive growth: A sub-Saharan Africa 
perspective // Journal of Public Affairs. 2022. Vol. 22, Issue 4. e2670. https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2670

10.	Ibekwe A. I., Ibekwe A. O. Effect of income inequality on the economic growth in 
Nigeria // Journal of Emerging Trends in Management Sciences and Entrepreneurship. 2022. 
Vol. 4, No. 2. Pp. 97–110. URL: https://www.jetmase.com/index.php/jetmase/article/view/62

11.	Yeboah S. D., Gatsi J. G., Appiah M. O., Fumey M. P. Examining the drivers of inclusive 
growth: A study of economic performance, environmental sustainability, and life expectancy in 
BRICS economies // Research in Globalization. 2024. Vol. 9. 100267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
resglo.2024.100267

12.	Olayinka K. B. Government spending and inclusive-growth relationship in Nigeria: An 
empirical investigation // Zagreb International Review of Economics & Business. 2016. Vol. 19, 
Issue 2. Pp. 33–56. https://doi.org/10.1515/zireb‑2016-0007

13.	Toriola A. K., Aberu F., Amusa S. O., Adeniwura O. O., Mustapha B. H. Fiscal Stability 
and Inclusive Growth in Nigeria // Indonesian Journal of Contemporary Education. 2022. Vol. 4, 
No. 2. Pp. 43–52. https://doi.org/10.33122/ijoce.v4i2.36

14.	Onwe J. C., Ojiide M. G., Subhan M., Forgenie D. Food security in Nigeria amidst globaliza-
tion, economic expansion, and population growth: A wavelet coherence and QARDL analysis // Journal 
of Agriculture and Food Research. 2024. Vol. 18. 101413. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jafr.2024.101413

15.	Ogbu O. Toward inclusive growth in Nigeria. The Brookings Institution // Global Economy 
and Development Policy Paper. 2012. Vol. 3. Pp. 1–7. URL: https://www.brookings.edu/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2016/06/06_growth_nigeria.pdf

16.	Afolabi J. O., Ogunjimi J. Industralization: A  Roadmap to Inclusive Growth in 
Nigeria  // NESG Economic and Policy Review (EPR). 2020. 9 p. URL: https://ssrn.com/ab-
stract=3961400

17.	Brys B., Perret S., Thomas A., O’Reilly P. Tax Design for Inclusive Economic 
Growth // OECD Taxation Working Papers. No. 26, Paris: OECD Publishing, 2016. https://doi.
org/10.1787/5jlv74ggk0g7‑en

18.	Khan A., Khan G., Safdar S., Munir S., Andleeb Z. Measurement and determinants of in-
clusive growth: A case study of Pakistan (1990–2012) // The Pakistan Development Review. 2016. 
Vol. 55, No. 4. Pp. 455–466. http://dx.doi.org/10.30541/v55i4I-IIpp.455-466

http://dx.doi.org/10.33094/ijaefa.v17i1.1088
http://dx.doi.org/10.33094/ijaefa.v17i1.1088
https://doi.org/10.37745/ijdee.13/vol11n27791
https://doi.org/10.5430/afr.v8n3p118
https://doi.org/10.55493/5002.v12i8.4573
https://ideas.repec.org/p/avg/wpaper/en750.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/avg/wpaper/en750.html
https://doi.org/10.14505//jemt.v8.1(17).18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2016.1262026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2016.1262026
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.2670
https://www.jetmase.com/index.php/jetmase/article/view/62
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2024.100267
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2024.100267
https://doi.org/10.1515/zireb-2016-0007
https://doi.org/10.33122/ijoce.v4i2.36
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jafr.2024.101413
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/06_growth_nigeria.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/06_growth_nigeria.pdf
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3961400
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3961400
https://doi.org/10.1787/5jlv74ggk0g7-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/5jlv74ggk0g7-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.30541/v55i4I-IIpp.455-466


Journal of Applied Economic Research, 2025, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1165–1187ISSN 2712-7435 1185

Tax Structure and Inclusive Growth in Nigeria: The Mediating Role of Income Inequality

19.	Balasoiu N., Chifu I., Oancea M. Impact of direct taxation on economic growth: Empirical 
evidence based on panel data regression analysis at the level of EU countries // Sustainability. 
2023. Vol. 15, Issue 9. 7146. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15097146

20.	Adeosun O. E., Olomola P. A., Adedokun A., Tabash M. I. Examining the relationship 
between inclusive growth and tax revenue mobilization: additional evidence from sub-Saharan 
African countries // African Journal of Economic and Management Studies. 2024. Vol. 16, Issue 2. 
Pp. 219–236. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJEMS‑11‑2023‑0435

21.	Ekong C., Orebiyi P., Iriabije A. Fiscal policy and inclusive growth in Nigeria // World 
Journal of Advanced Research and Reviews. 2024. Vol. 22, Issue 3. Pp. 1715–1732. https://doi.
org/10.30574/wjarr.2024.22.3.1849

22.	Pere-Ere G., Ohiorenaun J., Ikharo-Kadiri H. Okungbowa F. (2024). Direct taxes and 
inclusive growth in Nigeria // International Journal of Research Publication and Reviews. 2024. 
Vol. 5, No. 8. Pp. 2760–2771. URL: https://ijrpr.com/uploads/V5ISSUE8/IJRPR32415.pdf

23.	Atif S. M., Mohazzam S. Inclusive Growth Strategies for Pakistan — Myth or Reality for 
Policymakers! 2012. 23 p. https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2101991

24.	Arowoshegbe A. O., Uniamikogbo E., Aigienohuwa O. O. Tax revenue and economic 
growth of Nigeria // Scholars Journal of Economics, Business and Management. 2017. Vol. 4, 
Issue 10. Pp. 696–702. http://dx.doi.org/10.21276/sjebm.2017.4.10.4

25.	Uhuaba O., Siyanbola T. Tax structure and Economic Development: An infrastructural 
viewpoint // Indian-Pacific Journal of Accounting and Finance. 2020. Vol. 4, No. 2. Pp. 14–23. 
https://doi.org/10.52962/ipjaf.2020.4.2.101

26.	Adefolake A. O., Omodero C. O. Tax revenue and economic growth in Nigeria // Cogent 
Business & Management. 2022. Vol. 9, Issue 1. 2115282. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2
115282

27.	Mdingi K., Ho S. Literature review on income inequality and economic growth  // 
Methods X. 2021. Vol. 8. 101402. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mex.2021.101402

28.	Alves J., Afonso A. Tax structure for consumption and income inequality: an empirical 
assessment // SERIEs. 2019. Vol. 10. Pp. 337–364. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13209‑019‑00202‑3

29.	Kakwani N., Pernia E. M. What is pro-poor growth? // Asian Development Review. 2000. 
Vol. 18, No. 1. Pp. 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1142/S0116110500000014

30.	Anand R., Mishra M., Peiris M. Inclusive Growth: Measurement and Determinants // IMF 
Working Papers. Vol. 2013, Issue 135. International Monetary Fund, 2013. 27 p. https://doi.
org/10.5089/9781484323212.001

31.	Barro R. J., Sala-i Martin X. Convergence // Journal of Political Economy. 1992. Vol. 100, 
No. 2. Pp. 223–251. https://doi.org/10.1086/261816

32.	Omodero C., Igodo W. The Level of Development of Basic Infrastructure as a Factor 
in Stimulating Tax Revenue Growth in Nigeria // Journal of Tax Reform. 2024. Vol. 10, No. 2. 
Pp. 292–311. https://doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2024.10.2.170

33.	Okuneye B., Olaniyi O., Adekanmbi A. Unemployment, Health Outcome and Inclusive 
Growth in Nigeria: ARDL Bound Test Approach // Acta Universitatis Danubius. Œconomica. 2023, 
Vol. 19, No. 4. Pp. 23–34. URL: https://dj.univ-danubius.ro/index.php/AUDOE/article/view/2359

34.	Abd Hakim T. Direct versus indirect taxes: Impact on economic growth and total tax rev-
enue // International Journal of Financial Research. 2020. Vol. 11, No. 2. Pp. 146–153. https://doi.
org/10.5430/ijfr.v11n2p146

35.	Neog Y., Gaur A. Tax structure and economic growth in India: insights from ARDL mod-
el // Indian Growth and Development Review. 2020. Vol. 13, Issue 3. Pp. 589–605. https://doi.
org/10.1108/IGDR‑05‑2019‑0048

36.	Okere P. A., Uzowuru L. N., Mbaeri C. C. Fiscal Policy and Human Development in 
Nigeria (1986–2017) // International Journal of Research and Innovation in Social Science. 2022. 
Vol. 6, Issue 5. Pp. 545–553. URL: https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss/Digital-Library/vol-
ume‑6‑issue‑5/545-553.pdf

https://doi.org/10.3390/su15097146
https://doi.org/10.1108/AJEMS-11-2023-0435
https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2024.22.3.1849
https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2024.22.3.1849
https://ijrpr.com/uploads/V5ISSUE8/IJRPR32415.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2101991
http://dx.doi.org/10.21276/sjebm.2017.4.10.4
https://doi.org/10.52962/ipjaf.2020.4.2.101
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2115282
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2115282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mex.2021.101402
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13209-019-00202-3
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0116110500000014
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781484323212.001
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781484323212.001
https://doi.org/10.1086/261816
https://doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2024.10.2.170
https://dj.univ-danubius.ro/index.php/AUDOE/article/view/2359
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijfr.v11n2p146
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijfr.v11n2p146
https://doi.org/10.1108/IGDR-05-2019-0048
https://doi.org/10.1108/IGDR-05-2019-0048
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss/Digital-Library/volume-6-issue-5/545-553.pdf
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss/Digital-Library/volume-6-issue-5/545-553.pdf


Journal of Applied Economic Research, 2025, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1165–1187 ISSN 2712-74351186

Oladimeji Abeeb Olaniyi

37.	George-Anokwuru C. Indirect Tax and Inclusive Growth in Nigeria // European Journal 
of Economic and Financial Research. 2023. Vol. 7, No. 2. Pp. 33–49. https://doi.org/10.46827/ejefr.
v7i2.1460

38.	Olaniyi O., Adekanmbi A., Opadeji S., Shallie A. Assessing the Impact of Infrastructure 
on Tax Structure and Improving Economic Performance: The Case of Nigeria  // Journal of 
Applied Economic Research. 2024. Vol. 23, No. 3. Pp. 623–641. https://doi.org/10.15826/vest-
nik.2024.23.3.025

39.	Okoh I. F., Edo O. C., Akhigbodemhe E. J., Edeoghon I. O. Direct taxes and income re-
distribution in Nigeria // Global Journal of Business and Social Sciences Review. 2021. Vol. 9, 
Issue 2. Pp. 182–196. https://doi.org/10.35609/gjbssr.2021.9.2(8)

40.	Tanchev S. Long-run equilibrium between personal income tax and economic growth in 
Bulgaria // Journal of Tax Reform. 2021. Vol. 7, No. 1. Pp. 55–67. http://dx.doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2021.7.1.090

41.	Avcı B. S., Tonus Ö. The impact of fiscal policies on inclusive growth in Turkey // Journal 
of Economy Culture and Society. 2022. Vol.  66. Pp.  293–306. http://dx.doi.org/10.26650/
JECS2021-1018055

42.	Tendengu S., Forget M., Asrat T. Fiscal Policy and Economic Growth in South 
Africa // Economies. 2022. Vol. 10, Issue 9. 204. https://doi.org/10.3390/economies10090204

43.	Topuz S. The relationship between income inequality and economic growth: Are transmis-
sion channels effective? // Social Indicators Research. 2022. Vol. 162. Pp. 1177–1231. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11205‑022‑02882‑0

44.	Chemwok C., Siele R., Saina E. Income inequality and economic growth in Kenya // Journal 
of Business Management and Economic Research. 2023. Vol. 7, Issue 3. Pp. 80–92. https://doi.
org/10.29226/tr1001.2023.334

45.	Danso E., Boateng E. Impact of Income Inequality on Economic Growth Evidence from 
the Ten (10) Biggest Economies in Africa // Journal of Economics and Sustainable Development. 
2020. Vol. 10, No. 14. Pp. 57–69. https://doi.org/10.7176/JESD/10‑14‑07

46.	Romer P. M. Increasing Returns and Long-Run Growth // Journal of Political Economy. 
1986. Vol. 9, No. 5. Pp. 1002–1037. https://doi.org/10.1086/261420

47.	Ali I., Son H. Defining and measuring inclusive growth: Application to the Philippines // ADB 
Economics Working Paper Series. No. 98. Asian Development Bank, 2007. 45 p. https://dx.doi.
org/10.2139/ssrn.4921572

48.	Raheem I., Isah K., Adedeji A. Inclusive growth, human capital development and natural 
resource rent in SSA // Economic Change and Restructuring. 2018. Vol. 51. Pp. 29–48. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10644-016-9193‑y

49.	Mansour M. A tax revenue dataset for sub-Saharan Africa: 1980–2010. FERDI Document 
de travail, No. I19. Fondation pour les études et recherches sur le développement international 
(FERDI), 2014. 25 p. URL: https://hdl.handle.net/10419/269280

50.	Solow R. M. A contribution to the theory of economic growth // Quarterly Journal of 
Economics. 1956. Vol. 70, Issue 1. Pp. 65–94. https://doi.org/10.2307/1884513

51.	Pesaran M., Shin Y., Smith R. Bounds testing approaches to the analysis of long-run 
relationship // Cambridge Working Papers in Economics (CWPE). Cambridge: University of 
Cambridge, 2004. https://doi.org/10.17863/CAM.5093

52.	Mbara G. Income Inequality and Growth: Calibration and Simulation for the Kenyan 
Economy  // Journal of African Economies. 2024. Vol. 33, Issue 1. Pp. 114–135. https://doi.
org/10.1093/jae/ejae017

ИНФОРМАЦИЯ ОБ АВТОРЕ
Оланийи Оладимеджи Абиб
Ph D., преподаватель кафедры экономики Университета Илеса, г.  Илеса, Нигерия 
(JP32+WRV, Ilesa, Nigeria); ORCID https://orcid.org/0000‑0002‑3487‑0755 e-mail: oladimeji_
olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng

https://doi.org/10.46827/ejefr.v7i2.1460
https://doi.org/10.46827/ejefr.v7i2.1460
https://doi.org/10.15826/vestnik.2024.23.3.025
https://doi.org/10.15826/vestnik.2024.23.3.025
https://doi.org/10.35609/gjbssr.2021.9.2(8)
http://dx.doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2021.7.1.090
http://dx.doi.org/10.26650/JECS2021-1018055
http://dx.doi.org/10.26650/JECS2021-1018055
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies10090204
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-022-02882-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-022-02882-0
https://doi.org/10.29226/tr1001.2023.334
https://doi.org/10.29226/tr1001.2023.334
https://doi.org/10.7176/JESD/10-14-07
https://doi.org/10.1086/261420
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4921572
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4921572
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10644-016-9193-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10644-016-9193-y
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/269280
https://doi.org/10.2307/1884513
https://doi.org/10.17863/CAM.5093
https://doi.org/10.1093/jae/ejae017
https://doi.org/10.1093/jae/ejae017
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3487-0755
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng
mailto:oladimeji_olaniyi@unilesa.edu.ng


Journal of Applied Economic Research, 2025, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1165–1187ISSN 2712-7435 1187

Tax Structure and Inclusive Growth in Nigeria: The Mediating Role of Income Inequality

ДЛЯ ЦИТИРОВАНИЯ
Оланийи О. А. Налоговая структура и инклюзивный рост в Нигерии: посредническая роль 
неравенства доходов // Journal of Applied Economic Research. 2025. Т. 24, № 4. С. 1165–1187. 
https://doi.org/10.15826/vestnik.2025.24.4.038

ИНФОРМАЦИЯ О СТАТЬЕ
Дата поступления 25 мая 2025 г.; дата поступления после рецензирования 22 июля 2025 г.; 
дата принятия к печати 12 августа 2025 г.

https://doi.org/10.15826/vestnik.2025.24.4.038

