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Abstract We analyzed efficiency and productivity of the Indian non-life insurance market affected
by the COVID-19 pandemic from 2020. Using data envelopment analysis(DEA), we examined
non-life insurance companies selling health insurance products in India from FY2013 to FY2019.
We found the followings. First, average efficiency of the entire non-life insurance industry worsened
in the beginning yet improved later. Second, analyzing the efficiency measures by group, we found
that private insurance companies had the highest efficiency, followed by state-run insurance
companies and pure health insurance companies. Third, average annual productivity growth rate
of companies operating distance selling channels including telemarketing is higher than that of
traditional face-to-face channels. During and after the COVID-19 pandemic, therefore, Indian
non-life insurance companies should focus their resources and efforts on the development of
distance selling channels when establishing business strategies. Besides, it would be interesting to
extend our analysis to the post-coronavirus period and we leave this for future research.
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Table 1. Total Premium and Market Share
(Unit: crore, %)

Insurer Total Premium Market Share

2018 2019 2018 2019
National 15,179 15,312 8.80 7.97
New India 26,607 29,715 15.43 15.46
Oriental 13,484 13,996 7.82 7.28
United 16,420 17,5156 9.562 9.1
Public Total 71,693 76,539 41.57 39.82
Acko General 141 373 0.08 0.19
Bajaj Allianz 11,059 12,779 6.41 6.65
Bharti AXA 2,258 3,134 1.31 1.63
Cholamandalam 4,428 4,398 2.57 2.29
Edelweiss General 92.55 146.36 0.05 0.08
Future Generali 2,553 3,417 1.48 1.78
Go Digit 894.82 1,767 0.52 0.92
HDFC Ergo 8,612 9,308 4.99 4.84
ICICI Lombard 14,488 13,312 8.40 6.93

IFFCO Tokio 7,001 7,961 4.06 414
Kotak Mahindra 301 433.39 0.17 0.23
Liberty General 1,125 1,631 0.65 0.80
NAVI General 243 157 0.14 0.08
Magam HDI 970 1,224 0.56 0.64
Raheja OBE 115.96 1568 0.07 0.08
Reliance 6,191 7,465 3.59 3.88
Royal Sundaram 3,172 3,666 1.84 1.91
SBI General 4,706 6,796 2.73 3.54
Shriram 2,356 2,466 1.37 1.28
TATA AIG 7,742 7,384 4.49 3.84
Universal Sompo 2,830 2,859 1.64 1.49
Private Total 81,287 90,743 47.13 47.22
Aditya Birla 496 872 0.29 0.45
Apollo Munich 2,194 2,621 1.27 1.31
Cigna TTK 484 576 0.28 0.30
Max Bupa 947 1,242 0.55 0.65
Reliance Health 4 5 0.00 0.00
Religare Health 1,825 2,388 1.06 1.24
Star Health 5,401 6,865 3.13 3.57
ﬁf;]f{ aT'Z?; 11354 | 14472 | 658 753
AIC 6,900 9,361 4.00 4.87
ECGC 1,247 1,075 0.72 0.56
?gf’aclia"zed 8148 10436 | 472 543
Grand Total 172,482 192,192 100 100
Data : IRDAI(2021).
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Table 2. Basic Statistics

(unit: crore, number, lakh)

Tptal Number of Operating
Premium Offices Expenses
Observation 189 189 189
Minimum 6 1 2
Industry| Maximum 29,715 2,472 4,388
Total Average 4,208 399 889
Standard 5,261 691 1,008
Deviation
Observation 28 28 28
Minimum 7,128 1,623 1,775
Public Maximum 29,715 2,472 4,388
Average 14,206 2,027 3,000
Standard 5,158 228 620
Deviation
Observation 122 122 122
Minimum 7 1 13
Private Maximum 13,313 338 2,320
Average 2,883 114 574
Standard 2,936 73 505
Deviation
Observation 39 39 39
Minimum 6 2 2
Health Maximum 6,865 575 1,101
Average 1,175 121 357
Standard 1.360 141 244
Deviation

Data : IRDAI(2021)
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Table 3. Efficiency change in Indian Non-life Insurance Companies
FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019
National 0.354 0395 0.388 0.445 0.280 0520 0.363
New India 0.356 0.441 0.450 0.508 0381 0.660 0.726
Public Oriental 0310 0.300 0314 0.394 0.279 0.555 0.380
United 0.362 0.403 0.419 0.543 0.355 0.543 0.477
Average 0.346 0.385 0.393 0.473 0.324 0570 0.487
Acko General - - - - - 0.073 1.000
Bajaz Allianz 0.795 0.947 0.909 0913 0.836 1.000 0.945
Bharti AXA 0.587 0.586 0.470 0516 0.343 0.477 0520
Cholamandalam 0651 0.724 0.774 0.723 0.875 0.679 0570
DFHL - - - - 0.853 0.208 0.784
Edelweiss - - - - - 0.077 0.231
Future Genrali 0.528 0.590 0.562 0.566 0.305 0.421 0,527
Go Digit - - - - 0.01 0.248 0583
HDFC Ergo - - - - 063 067 1.000
ICICI Lombard 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.795 0813
Briveto IFFCO Tokio 0.590 0.736 0.723 0.868 1.000 0.859 1.000
Kotak Mahindra - - - 0.097 0.150 0314 0.430
Liberty Videocon 0.169 0.293 0.336 0.290 0.268 0.567 0.387
Magam HDI 0.379 0.424 0.343 0317 0.200 0.249 0.327
Raheja QBE 0.179 0.194 0.223 0.421 0213 0.297 0.272
Reliance 0.687 0.823 0.733 0.790 0.720 1.000 0.834
Royal Sundaram 0531 0597 0.602 0.590 0.392 0.721 0.834
SBI General 0.653 0.746 0.708 0.790 0.641 0.636 1.000
Shiram 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0531 1.000 0.493
TATA AIG 0.762 0.871 0.807 0.757 0.682 0552 0.645
Universal Sompo 0.337 0.456 0516 0.643 0.465 0.396 0.995
Average 0.590 0.666 0.647 0.643 0.506 0.535 0.676
Aditya Birla - - - 0.040 0.055 0.149 0.216
Apollo Munich 0.471 0531 0510 0.582 0.267 0.428 0.439
Cigna TTK Health - 0.032 0.167 0.180 0.347 0.251 0.258
Health Max Bupa Health 0.465 0.439 0.423 0621 0501 0316 0.402
Religare Health 0.078 0.124 0.333 0.355 0.294 0.280 0.280
Star Health 1.000 1.000 0.446 0.494 0.279 0.423 0.426
Average 0504 0425 0376 0.379 0.291 0.308 0.337
Grand Average 0.532 0.569 0.548 0.555 0.438 0.495 0.586
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Table 4. Productivity Changes in Indian Non-life Insurance Companies (FY2014~FY2019)

Insurer Efficiency Change Technical Change Productivity Change

National 0.983 1.046 1.028

Public New India 1.105 1.031 1.139
Oriental 1.048 1.027 1.076

United 1.034 1.021 1.056

Public Average 1.043 1.031 1.075
Bajaz Allianz 1.011 1.042 1.053

Bharti AXA 0.976 1.072 1.046

Cholamandalam 0.957 1.091 1.044

Future Genrali 0.978 1.095 1.071

ICICI Lombard 0.967 1.042 1.007

IFFCO Tokio 1.063 1.069 1.136

Liberty Videocon 1.057 1.112 1.175

Private Magma HDI 0.949 1.046 0.993
Raheja QBE 1.087 1.064 1.167

Reliance 1.01 1.112 1.124

Royal Sundaram 1.069 1.049 1.122

SBI General 1.06 1.091 1.157

Shiram 0.868 1.018 0.884

TATA AIG 0.943 1.091 1.029

Universal Sompo 1.169 1.063 1.243

Private Average 1.01 1.070 1.083
Apollo Munich Health 0.963 1.067 1.027

Stand Cigna TTK Health 1.521 1.064 1.618
—alone Max Bupa Health 0.985 1.109 1.092
Health Religare Health 1.281 1.064 1.363
Star Health 0.898 1.039 0.933

Stand-alone Health Average 1.130 1.069 1.207
Industry Average 1.034 1.036 1.099
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