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Study on the operating efficiency and the influencing factors of Chinese agricultural
insurance institutions
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(1. Hubei Rural Development Research Center, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan, Hubei 430070, China,

2. School of Economics, Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Wuhan, Hubei 430074, China)
Abstract: To effectively alleviate the low efficiency of agricultural insurance supply market, using Chinese agricultural
insurance institutions’ input-output data from 2010 to 2012, this paper analyzed the operating efficiency of agricultural
insurance institutions by the SE-SBM model and examined the main factors of operating efficiency by the Tobit
regression method. Results show that: 1) between 2010 to 2012, agricultural insurance institutions’ technical efficiency
and scale efficiency showed increasing trend first and then decreasing, with the pure technical efficiency relatively stable;
2) the professional institutions’ technical efficiency value reached 1.39 and the operating efficiency in a leading position;
3) foreign institutions” scale efficiency has an obvious advantage, which is in the stage of increasing returns to scale; 4)
comprehensive institutions’ operating efficiency is relatively low. In addition, correlation analysis demonstrates that the
proportion of agricultural insurance business has a significant positive correlation with operating efficiency. It shows that
increasing the proportion of agricultural insurance business can help to improve the operating efficiency. Suggestions
include improving professional management, attracing foreign capital, and investing more on science and technology.
Key words: Agricultural insurance institution; operating efficiency; technical efficiency; scale efficiency; SE-SBM

model; influencing factors
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Table 1 Premium income of main agricultural insurance institutions from 2010 to 2012

] S 2010 2011 2012
Lt PR WA (f2o8) He (%) A (f2o) HH (%) WA (f2ot) He (%)
NGBS i 70.58 4.59 94.30 5.43 132.93 6.89
KA i 2.75 0.53 2.85 0.46 4.74 0.68
PRI LRI 19.31 9.98 27.11 12.94 38.05 15.49
KL Lk 0.43 7.04 0.70 453 1.09 4.68
GARARIGE Ll 2.47 38.78 2.86 40.05 3.76 46.36
AR Lol 15.19 58.70 15.80 59.97 13.78 58.37
FHEA B Lol 12.78 90.69 15.17 89.65 19.40 85.90
[ESroid 54 RS 10.95 86.85 12.82 84.65 16.28 82.04
i HhigE 0.29 42.37 0.87 65.04 6.35 86.15
H AR 62 ANgE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.38
At - 134.76 5.81 172.47 6.51 236.40 7.93
| - 135.86 337 174.03 3.77 240.60 435
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Table 3 Operating efficiency of agricultural insurance institutions from 2010 to 2012

" 2010 2011 2012
RIS TE PTE SCE TE PTE SCE TE PTE SCE
AR S 1.00 1.37 0.73 1.00 1.74 0.57 1.00 1.15 0.87
KARF=E 1.07 1.07 1.00 0.68 0.67 1.01 0.67 0.77 0.88
LR 1.05 1.04 1.02 1.24 1.16 1.08 0.88 0.97 0.91
KA 0.72 1.15 0.63 0.49 0.75 0.65 1.08 1.10 0.98
DAFARE 1.32 0.62 2.12 1.13 1.05 1.07 1.25 1.12 1.12
BAEARL 1.20 1.09 1.30 1.49 1.28 1.16 1.12 1.09 1.03
[{EB i 1.76 1.20 1.47 1.40 0.99 1.41 1.93 1.04 1.86
[E5bpw i 1.21 1.13 1.07 1.18 1.17 1.01 1.15 1.14 1.01
e 1.44 0.59 2.44 1.23 0.48 2.55 1.58 0.53 2.98
H A sz 133 0.48 277 132 0.63 2.09 1.19 0.63 1.88
RRISE 121 0.97 1.45 1.12 0.99 1.26 1.19 0.96 135
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Fig. 1 Operating efficiency of various types of agricultural insurance institutions
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Table 4 Regression results of Tobit model
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