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Anticipated Acquisition by Aviva plc of 
AIG Life Limited 

Decision on relevant merger situation and substantial 
lessening of competition 

ME 7080/23 

Please note that [] indicates figures or text which have been deleted or replaced in 
ranges at the request of the parties or third parties for reasons of commercial 
confidentiality. 

SUMMARY  

1. On 23 September 2023, Aviva plc (Aviva) agreed to acquire AIG Life Limited (AIG 
Life UK or AIG) (the Merger). Aviva and AIG are together referred to as the 
Parties. For statements referring to the future, Aviva and AIG are together referred 
to as the Merged Entity.  

2. The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) believes that it is or may be the 
case that each of Aviva and AIG is an enterprise; that these enterprises will cease 
to be distinct as a result of the Merger; and that the turnover test is met. 
Accordingly, arrangements are in progress or contemplation which, if carried into 
effect, will result in the creation of a relevant merger situation. 

3. Aviva and AIG both offer underwriting of Life Insurance, Critical Illness Cover and 
Income Protection insurance (together, protection products). Life Insurance 
provides financial support to a policyholder’s beneficiaries in the event of that 
policyholder’s death. Critical Illness Cover provides financial support to a 
policyholder if they are diagnosed with particular illnesses. Income Protection 
insurance supports a policyholder if they are unable to work due to accident, 
sickness or injury by paying a fixed monthly amount covering a portion of a 
policyholder’s pre-tax salary. All three of these products can be purchased by 
individuals (individual protection products) or as schemes by employers, for 
their and their employees’ benefit (group protection products).  
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4. The CMA considered whether the Merger may give rise to a substantial lessening 
of competition (SLC) as a result of horizontal unilateral effects by reducing the 
number of suppliers in the markets for the underwriting of individual protection 
products and group protection products in the UK. As part of its assessment, the 
CMA also considered whether any competition concerns could arise if these 
markets were segmented further into the three main protection product policy 
types. 

5. The CMA found that the Parties compete relatively closely with each other to 
provide both individual and group protection products, and that in both markets the 
Merged Entity would become the largest supplier. As regards individual protection 
products, the CMA found that the Parties’ offerings are somewhat differentiated 
and that Aviva competes more closely with other insurance underwriters, such as 
Legal & General and Royal London, than with AIG Life UK. As regards group 
protection products, the CMA found that the Aviva competes more closely with 
other insurance underwriters, such as Canada Life, Legal & General and Unum, 
than with AIG Life UK. As for AIG Life UK, all main competing insurance 
underwriters, including Aviva, appear to compete with AIG Life UK closely. 

6. The CMA believes that in both the individual and group protection markets the 
Merged Entity will continue to face sufficient competitive constraint from several 
alternative providers. In both markets (and across all policy types), the Merged 
Entity will face strong constraints, in particular from other large insurance providers 
such as Legal & General and Zurich (in both markets), Vitality Life, Royal London 
and LV= (in individual protection products) and Unum and Canada Life (in group 
protection products). 

7. The CMA’s conclusion on its competitive assessment is the same overall as it is 
for each of the relevant segments (ie Life Insurance, Critical Illness Cover and 
Income Protection insurance) considered on an individual basis, for both individual 
protection products and group protection products. 

8. As a result, the CMA believes that the Merger does not give rise to a realistic 
prospect of an SLC as a result of horizontal unilateral effects in relation to the 
underwriting of (i) individual protection products; and (ii) group protection products 
in the UK. 

9. The Merger will therefore not be referred under section 33(1) of the Enterprise Act 
2002 (the Act).   



  
 

3 

ASSESSMENT 

1. PARTIES 

1. Aviva is a UK-listed company operating in the insurance sector. It provides a range 
of insurance (including life and non-Life Insurance), savings and investment 
products, and other insurance and investment-related services. The turnover of 
Aviva (expressed in gross written premiums) in the financial year ending 31 
December 2022 was £18,919 million worldwide, of which £[] was in the UK.1 

2. AIG Life UK is a UK-incorporated company also operating in the insurance sector. 
It underwrites individual protection and group protection products in the UK. It is a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of Corebridge Financial, Inc. (Corebridge), a US-listed 
provider of Life Insurance and retirement products and services. The turnover of 
AIG Life UK (expressed in gross written premiums) in the financial year ending 31 
December 2022 was £659 million in the UK and worldwide.2 

2. MERGER AND MERGER RATIONALE 

3. On 23 September 2023, pursuant to a transaction agreement, Aviva, acting 
through its wholly-owned subsidiary Aviva Life & Pensions UK Limited (UKLAP), 
agreed to acquire the entire issued share capital of AIG Life UK for a total 
consideration of £460 million.3 

4. The Parties informed the CMA that the Merger is also the subject of review by: (i) 
the competition authority in Jersey; and (ii) the UK’s Prudential Regulation 
Authority.4 

5. The Parties submitted that the main strategic rationale for the Merger is:5  

(a) the Merger is part of Aviva’s strategy to refocus on its core markets, following 
several disposals of non-core business in recent years.  

(b) AIG Life UK’s business is complementary to and will enhance Aviva’s offering 
to UK customers by creating a more efficient platform from which to service 
existing and new customers, and will provide access to AIG Life UK’s 
distribution partners.  

 
 
1 Final Merger Notice submitted by the Parties to the CMA on 6 February 2024 (Merger Notice), paragraphs 3.1, 6.1 & 
6.3. 
2 Merger Notice, paragraphs 3.5, 6.7 & 6.9, and page 27 of AIG Life Limited’s registered company accounts. 
3 Merger Notice, paragraphs 2.1 & 2.2. 
4 Merger Notice, paragraph 2.6. The Jersey competition authority approved the Merger on 19 December 2023. The UK’s 
Prudential Regulation Authority approved the Merger on 18 January 2024. 
5 Merger Notice, paragraphs 2.3 – 2.5. 

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/Q7vrcfxu2NJpGmIjWmLgk6Pzebe2065iE0iTFP8UElQ/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3CNZZLVRT%2F20240315%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20240315T123736Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEH8aCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJIMEYCIQD%2FZ2qNXNEzk64JjZ8yrkAGAxzhkhghx17UVslvxfVEJQIhAIiNrDhqjKQGyDXrUNZfVoo9iFz3hmOahAgGp0BPNJylKsQFCIj%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEQBRoMNDQ5MjI5MDMyODIyIgw9fMK4L9mCP3az6CAqmAWExjYG%2FGHbIqCIOFCF43ET%2ByxLx8v%2BMByuiRtqlWHRqwyLmBn6kBNG8EGcOSAaD0TeDDo8wEl5%2FI0HnY5mJ4UyRCihPPH2sgDTUPkVEHO6%2FzMGLskoKRN5hwoLcH8CQwSGZrAtrMXCHFH6dN%2BWqpL68sAnfutJGl05YQ0ahyCsfX3RNWWsncmUvFks8rwx37Mh70ruL4%2BuBSJLjWdhfyxTclczyXQMKBfH3R6yRIk8VepkvTc99Jxv2cXynNo5BUrXshhtYYGm85A%2FCR2gQVjvRayfuVw%2FsVqnrnNxvqHilGjBjGcRHia1mO9opPwVvXS9H1BI0dyHC4dwqh9olWlEs4FhdEKkdrXzMIRM%2BM3k4JjrfvF0MkWwUw7gHCRt1MjeICDL3X83ujgQGZX19cgVyJABEdpNKm%2BZIoBKaSqVcD%2BBWaPnhnHVvsscuKkqTguPtlkwbiVi8wCYq%2FF8aCn81fiSunVcfvEYmxzzLJECyy60q0ruOIUv%2FNd0h88EF6UPrZOAEslHhKkBYOBdDs9DYUpFOC4I84dgjPo5YoNSQmAVAO1OXTT8q5Qnr%2FWug6dtAYZVCUXY1O1rDdc1pglNOJHK4Hg91KmeQNnaMQ%2BYuGxa4f7Uf9vi%2BQqFApmXjzMekVZYMYbf30ggE1JiYTkn5r743dcpQd7XyfzhEe%2B6jY19CNHAHokI7tCxmak0EL5mOiqP%2FAjiwqCeQqoK1VF%2BoG97%2FM6sjsBu9crzd1BOdzW%2FitpPPeBA9Q6PesnaMQwPG7MTckxGC1teH89p2bhO749v%2BQn8yRgCQ2lPWp4YoJ8VJ6r6evc%2FNhV3Z4ME7DSw0tSgV8DHriaPGJt3unB3HXiyA2Fw2Lv0%2F2OzjaDvzugGMMfvJC9XMLzkz68GOrABL4SxMyVj9lr9PzuBWIrKtt1LEbGD8Q0jT2xch4q4nuBjN2WqIVvIUt6dy0kZBLshF1UVgf5StwVnQEDPh3I9I7iAen2UBTzXUFW%2F6vzxOQcymT1Q%2FvAsV3yEDxCqf23ZhOFZ4feW88k6GkGk5uurbuN2XNkPVBxXMw%2FaQEE6yynuKBUpLPxCo7%2BgoAU4TIdJtEIEttxoqxkHizQrWGbs6VQaA6%2FxwoePPtKfi6QhqEQ%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%22companies_house_document.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=c42ae6704b5921510d0a385bacd835dc1d3c3ef445ccd8122c07d4c4515c9483
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(c) from Corebridge’s perspective, the sale of AIG Life UK would streamline its 
portfolio and focus its core and retirement products and solutions in the US, 
in order to deliver enhanced value to its stakeholders.  

3. PROCEDURE 

6. The CMA’s mergers intelligence function identified the Merger as warranting an 
investigation.6 

4. JURISDICTION 

7. Each of Aviva (including its acquiring entity UKLAP) and AIG is an enterprise 
within the meaning of section 129 of the Act. As a result of the Merger, Aviva via 
its wholly owned subsidiary UKLAP will acquire the entire issued share capital of 
AIG Life UK. This will result in Aviva acquiring control of AIG Life UK. Accordingly, 
Aviva will cease to be distinct from AIG Life UK. 

8. The UK turnover of AIG exceeds £70 million in financial year 2022, therefore the 
CMA considers the turnover test in section 23(1)(b) of the Act is satisfied. 

9. The CMA therefore believes that it is or may be the case that arrangements are in 
progress or in contemplation which, if carried into effect, will result in the creation 
of a relevant merger situation. 

10. The initial period for consideration of the Merger under section 34ZA(3) of the Act 
started on 9 February 2024 and the statutory 40 working day deadline for a 
decision is therefore 8 April 2024. 

5. COUNTERFACTUAL 

11. The CMA assesses a merger’s impact relative to the situation that would prevail 
absent the merger (ie the counterfactual).7  

12. In an anticipated merger, the counterfactual may consist of the prevailing 
conditions of competition, or conditions of competition that involve stronger or 
weaker competition between the parties to a merger than under the prevailing 
conditions of competition.8 In determining the appropriate counterfactual, the CMA 
will generally focus on potential changes to the prevailing conditions of competition 

 
 
6 Mergers: Guidance on the CMA’s jurisdiction and procedure (CMA2), January 2021 (as amended on 4 January 2022), 
paragraphs 6.4–6.6. 
7 Merger Assessment Guidelines (CMA129), March 2021, paragraph 3.1. 
8 CMA129, paragraph 3.2. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mergers-guidance-on-the-cmas-jurisdiction-and-procedure
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
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only where there are reasons to believe that those changes would make a material 
difference to its competitive assessment.9 

13. In this case, the CMA has not received submissions (or other evidence) 
suggesting that the Merger should be assessed against an alternative 
counterfactual. Therefore, the CMA believes the prevailing conditions of 
competition to be the relevant counterfactual. 

6. MARKET DEFINITION 

14. Market definition involves identifying the most significant competitive alternatives 
available to customers of the merger firms and includes the sources of competition 
to the merger firms that are the immediate determinants of the effects of the 
merger.10 The boundaries of the market do not determine the outcome of the 
analysis of the competitive effects of the merger, as it is recognised that there can 
be constraints on merging parties from outside the relevant market, segmentation 
within the relevant market, or other ways in which some constraints are more 
important than others.11 The CMA will take these factors into account in its 
competitive assessment. 

15. In this context and as part of its analysis of the competitive effects of the Merger, 
the CMA has considered the product and geographic markets. 

16. Aviva and AIG Life UK both supply Life Insurance underwriting, in particular the 
underwriting of protection products. Protection products form part of the insurance 
sector, and include: 

(a) Life Insurance, which provides financial support to policyholder’s 
beneficiaries in the event of that policyholder’s death. Life Insurance is 
generally divided into ‘term’ or ‘whole of life’ policies. The former has a fixed 
duration, whereas the latter provides lifetime coverage.12 

(b) Critical Illness Cover (or CIC) which provides financial support to 
policyholders if they are diagnosed with particular illnesses, generally in the 
form of a tax-free lump sum.13 

(c) Income Protection, which supports a policyholder if they are unable to work 
due to accident, sickness or injury by paying a fixed monthly amount covering 
a portion of a policyholder’s pre-tax salary.14 

 
 
9 CMA129, paragraph 3.9.  
10 CMA129, March 2021, paragraph 9.2. 
11 CMA129, March 2021, paragraph 9.4. 
12 Merger Notice, paragraph 12.5(i). 
13 Merger Notice, paragraph 12.5(iii). 
14 Merger Notice, paragraph 12.5(ii). 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1051823/MAGs_for_publication_2021_--_.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1051823/MAGs_for_publication_2021_--_.pdf
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17. All three protection products, outlined in paragraph 16 above, can be purchased 
by individuals (individual protection products) or as schemes by employers, for 
their and their employees’ benefit (group protection products).15 

18. The majority of individual protection products and some group protection products 
are distributed via intermediaries. Intermediaries typically include brokers and 
agents. The main intermediaries in the individual and group protection markets 
are: 

(a) For individual protection products, the main intermediaries are either 
independent financial advisors (IFA), which consider and recommend all 
types of retail investment and insurance products, or single-tie partnerships, 
who are intermediaries who exclusively distribute certain protection products 
from one insurer. Customers of individual protection products can also 
purchase products from insurance underwriters through price comparisons 
websites (PCW).16 

(b) For group protection products, the main intermediaries are either employee 
benefits consultants (EBCs), which typically cater for larger clients with more 
complex requirements, or corporate independent financial advisers (CIFAs), 
which often cater to smaller and medium-sized enterprises. 

19. Both IFAs and CIFAs tend to conduct commercial business with a selected group 
of insurance underwriters, otherwise referred to as a ‘panel’. Insurance 
underwriters can operate on several IFAs and CIFAs panels, which requires 
agreeing to the commercial terms that the IFA or CIFA sets.17 For group protection 
products, EBCs typically run tender processes to solicit quotes from all or most 
insurance providers on behalf of their corporate clients.18       

6.1 Product market 

20. Product market definition starts with the relevant products of the merger firms. In 
identifying what other significant competitive alternatives should be included in the 
relevant market, the CMA will pay particular regard to demand-side factors (the 
behaviour of customers).  

6.1.1 Parties’ submissions 

21. The Parties submitted that protection products could be segmented between 
individual and group protection products. According to the Parties: 

 
 
15 Merger Notice, paragraph 1.4. 
16 Aviva owns Sesame Bankhall Group (SBG), which is an intermediary which distributes individual protection products. 
This relationship is discussed further at paragraph 37. 
17 Note of a call with Third Party, January 2024. 
18 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.116. 
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(a) On the demand side, the Parties submitted that their offerings differ in 
respect of individual and group protection products, according to the 
customer’s needs. For example, for group protection, the products are 
designed to meet the needs of all businesses with three or more employees. 
Whereas, for individual protection, consideration is given to the specific 
needs or characteristics of the individual customer.19  

(b) On the supply side, the Parties submitted that there is supply side 
substitution on the basis that insurers providing protection products to 
individual customers are also able to provide Life Insurance to group 
customers (and vice versa) without significant investments.   

22. Moreover, the Parties submitted that it would not be appropriate to segment the 
market for underwriting of protection products into the three policy types described 
in paragraph 16 above. According to the Parties: 

(a) On the demand side, the rationale for purchasing each protection product is 
very similar, particularly for customers purchasing CIC and Income Protection 
products. A customer, in case they suffer illness or accidental injury leading 
to a loss of earnings, typically will purchase Income Protection and CIC 
together. Furthermore, these products are seen as complementary to Life 
Insurance cover.20 

(b) On the supply side, most providers supply all of these three policy types 
together.21  

23. Finally, the Parties submitted that it would not be appropriate to segment the 
market by industry sector or customer group as neither Aviva or AIG Life UK use 
industry sectors to organise their protection businesses, and do not target any 
distinct customer groups either in group or individual protection products.22  

24. In relation to group protection products, the Parties further submitted that the 
underwriting market of group protection products should not be further segmented 
by scheme size (ie small and medium enterprises (SMEs), mid-market and large 
corporates),23 as (i) there is no material differentiations in the Parties’ (and 
competitors’) offering of group protection products by scheme size,24 and (ii) the 
large majority of insurance underwriters are active across all scheme sizes.25 

 
 
19 Merger Notice, paragraph 13.10.  
20 Merger Notice, paragraph 13.6, Parties’ response to the CMA’s First Request for Information, 13 December 2023. 
21 Merger Notice, paragraph 13.5.  
22 Merger Notice, paragraph 13.10. 
23 Based on Aviva’s classification, SMEs cover schemes from 0 to 250 lives, mid-market covers schemes from 251 to 
999 lives and large corporates cover schemes over 1000 lives. 
24 Response to RFI 2 question 2, paragraph 2.9. 
25 Response to RFI 3 question 8, paragraph 8.2. 



  
 

8 

6.1.2 CMA’s assessment 

25. Evidence from insurance underwriters and intermediaries was consistent that a 
common way to classify the protection market was between individual protection 
products and group protection products. In addition: 

(a) On the demand side, the CMA has seen significant evidence to indicate that 
there is no demand side substitution between individual and group protection 
products. In short, individual protection products are available to individual 
customers, whilst group protection products are purchased by employers on 
behalf of their employees. This is also supported by the Parties’ internal 
documents, which often categorise their protection products by those sold to 
individuals and those to groups.26 

(b) On the supply side, the CMA has seen that some insurance underwriters 
provide both individual and group protection policies.27  However, as noted in 
the Merger Assessment Guidelines (MAGs), the boundaries of the relevant 
product market are generally determined by reference to demand-side 
factors.28 

26. Therefore, the CMA considers that protection products should be segmented into 
the supply of individual protection products and group protection products because 
of differences in market structure and other factors that lead to a different 
competitive assessment for each.    

27. The CMA also assessed whether the market for the supply of protection products 
should be split by policy type (ie into Life Insurance, CIC and Income Protection):  

(a) On the demand side, as submitted by the Parties and further evidenced by 
third parties, Life Insurance policies are fundamentally different from CIC and 
Income Protection policies and satisfy different customer needs.29 Life 
Insurance policies pay out upon the death of the policyholder, with the 
proceeds being paid to the policyholder’s beneficiaries.30 CIC and Income 
Protection policies both provide cover the event that a policyholder suffers 
illness or accidental injury leading to incapacity or loss of earning and are 
paid to the policyholder. Some evidence indicated that CIC and Income 
Protection policies could be seen as a complement to Life Insurance, as they 
are often purchased together, with a number of underwriters offering 
combined life and CIC policies. 

 
 
26 For example: Aviva’s Internal Document, ‘[]’, date unknown, pages 1 and 2; and AIG’s Internal Document, ‘[]’ Feb 
2023, pages 15 and 16. 
27 Response to competitor questionnaire, questions 3 and 4. 
28 CMA129, paragraph 9.8. 
29 Merger Notice, footnote 39. 
30 Response to RFI 1 question 10, paragraph 10.2. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/61f952dd8fa8f5388690df76/MAGs_for_publication_2021_--_.pdf
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(b) Evidence was mixed on the extent of demand-side substitution between CIC 
and Income Protection products. Third parties and the Parties explained that 
the underlying rationale for purchasing CIC and Income Protection policies is 
very similar.31,32 A customer may purchase an Income Protection policy to 
have protection in case they suffer illness or accidental injury. Similarly, a 
CIC policy could be purchased to protect from the financial impact of serious 
illness. On the other hand, some evidence suggested CIC and Income 
Protection are distinct products,33 with a point of difference being that for CIC 
only certain illnesses are covered and payment is by way of a lump-sum, 
rather than ongoing replacement of income, as is the case with Income 
Protection.34  

(c) On the supply side, the CMA has seen evidence to indicate that there is a 
significant degree of substitution across policy types. In the internal 
documents that the CMA has seen, these products are consistently analysed 
or discussed together.35 For example, one Aviva internal document 
discussing market updates, discusses each together.36 Furthermore, almost 
all of insurance underwriters that responded to the CMA supply each of Life 
Insurance, CIC and Income Protection products.37 

28. The CMA considers the overall evidence on whether to segment the individual and 
group protection markets by policy type is mixed and in particular, the extent of 
demand-side substitution is unclear. For the reasons set out below in the 
Competitive Assessment, the CMA’s conclusion is the same whether the market 
segments are considered separately or together. Therefore, the CMA considered 
that, given its overall conclusion would not change irrespective of whether the 
markets are split by policy type or considered together in this investigation, it 
would be appropriate to leave this aspect of market definition open.  

29. Finally, in relation to the segmentation of group protection products by scheme 
size, the CMA found that whilst one competing insurance underwriter suggested 
that larger companies require more complex products than smaller entities38, the 
majority of competitors who responded to the CMA did not indicate any material 
difference between the products purchased by SMEs versus products purchased 
by larger corporates.39 The large majority of (and all the major) insurance 

 
 
31 Merger Notice, paragraph 13.6. 
32 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024, question 10 and 13, and question 
7. 
33 Note of a call with a third-party, December 2023. 
34 Merger Notice, paragraph 13.6. 
35 Aviva, Internal Document , Attachment E4 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, 23 June 2023, page 8, Aviva, Internal 
Document , Attachment E24 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, undated, page 2, and Aviva, Internal Document , Attachment 
E48 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, 1 October 2023, page 4. 
36 Attachment E48 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, 1 October 2023, page 4. 
37 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024. 
38 Note of a call with a third-party, December 2023. 
39 For group protection products only. 
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underwriters are active across all scheme sizes. As a result, the CMA considers 
that the group protection market should not be segmented by scheme size.  

6.2 Geographic market 

6.2.1 Parties’ submissions 

30. The Parties submitted that the geographic market for the underwriting of protection 
products (segmented either by individual or group protection products) is national 
in scope.40 

6.2.2 CMA’s assessment 

31. The CMA has considered whether or not these markets are national in scope. The 
CMA notes that both Parties and their competitors can comprise multinational 
corporates which supply both UK and international customers. However, the UK 
has a specific regulatory regime for insurance underwriters (such as the Parties), 
which are authorised by the Prudential Regulation Authority to provide insurance 
activities to UK customers.41 Therefore, the CMA considers that the market should 
be the UK. 

6.3 Conclusion on market definition 

32. The CMA has assessed the impact of the Merger on: 

(a) the underwriting of individual protection products in the UK (whether 
segmented by Life Insurance, CIC and Income Protection or considered 
together); and 

(b) the underwriting of group protection products in the UK (whether segmented 
by Life Insurance, CIC and Income Protection or considered together).42 

7. COMPETITIVE ASSESSMENT 

7.1 Theories of Harm considered 

33. The CMA assesses the potential competitive effects of mergers by reference to 
theories of harm. Theories of harm provide a framework for assessing the effects 

 
 
40 Merger Notice, paragraphs 13.14-13.15. 
41 List of UK insurers - January 2024 (bankofengland.co.uk) 
42 Both individual protection and group protection products are assessed whether the markets for Life Insurance, CIC and 
Income Protection insurance are considered together or separately. 

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/prudential-regulation/authorisations/which-firms-does-the-pra-regulate/2024/list-of-authorised-insurers/list-of-uk-insurers-january-2024.pdf
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of a merger and whether or not it could lead to an SLC relative to the 
counterfactual.43  

34. In its investigation of this Merger, the CMA has focused on the following theories 
of harm:  

(a) horizontal unilateral effects in the underwriting of individual protection 
products in the UK (whether segmented by Life Insurance, CIC and Income 
Protection or considered together); and 

(b) horizontal unilateral effects in the underwriting of group protection products in 
the UK (whether segmented by Life Insurance, CIC and Income Protection or 
considered together). 

35. Horizontal unilateral effects may arise when one firm merges with a competitor 
that previously provided a competitive constraint, allowing the merged entity 
profitably to raise prices or to degrade quality on its own and without needing to 
coordinate with its rivals.44 Horizontal unilateral effects are more likely when the 
parties to a merger are close competitors.45  

36. Each of these theories of harm is considered below.  For each theory of harm,46 
the CMA considered that following evidence: 

(a) the Parties’ submissions; 

(b) shares; 

(c) internal documents; and 

(d) third-party evidence.  

37. At an early stage in its investigation, the CMA also considered the vertical 
relationship between Aviva’s insurance distribution activities through SBG and the 
Parties’ activities in the underwriting of individual protection products (as 
mentioned in footnote 16). On the basis of the evidence gathered, the CMA 
considered that there are no plausible competition concerns in respect of this 
vertical relationship for the following reasons: 

(a) as further explained below (at paragraphs 44 to 49), the Parties’ shares are 
below [20-30]% in the underwriting of individual protection products; and  

(b) SBG’s share is estimated to account for only [10-20]% of the total individual 
protection distribution market in 2022, and it currently distributes the 

 
 
43 CMA129, paragraph 2.11.  
44 CMA129, paragraph 4.1. 
45 CMA129, paragraph 4.8. 
46 For Theory of Harm 2, the CMA also considered the Parties’ bidding data. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
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individual protection products of more than [10-20] different insurance 
underwriters, with the Parties’ combined products accounting for less than 
[20-30]% of this.47 

(c) Neither intermediaries nor competitors raised concerns in relation to this 
vertical relationship in the evidence provided to the CMA. 

Therefore, this vertical relationship is not discussed further in this Decision. 

7.2 Theory of Harm 1: Horizontal unilateral effects in the underwriting 
of individual protection products in the UK  

38. The CMA assessed whether it is or may be the case that the Merger may be 
expected to result in an SLC as a result of horizontal unilateral effects in the 
underwriting of individual protection products in the UK. 

7.2.1 Parties’ submissions 

39. The Parties submitted that they are not close competitors and do not compete 
more closely with each other than with other competitors in the underwriting of 
individual protection products. These would continue to exert significant 
competitive constraints on the Parties following the Merger. 

40. The Parties submitted that they monitor a broad range of individual protection 
providers, including Legal & General, Royal London, Vitality Life, LV=, Zurich, 
Guardian, Scottish Widows and Aegon (now Royal London). Aviva competes most 
closely with Legal & General and Royal London and does not compete with AIG 
Life UK any more than it does with other individual protection providers.48 

41. The Parties also submitted that, although the Parties compete with each other, 
there are complementary aspects in their product offering: 

(a) Part of the rationale of the Merger is to widen Aviva’s existing product 
offering by providing access to AIG Life UK’s partnerships and intermediaries 
who focus on high-net-worth customers.49 

(b) The Parties’ data shows that AIG Life UK mostly focuses on Life Insurance 
policies, whilst Aviva has a larger presence in Critical Illness and Income 
Protection policies. Indeed, Life Insurance policies account for [40-50]% of 
Aviva sales and [80-90]% of AIG Life UK sales in 2023.50  

 
 
47 Merger Notice, paragraph 1.8. 
48 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.37. 
49 Merger Notice, paragraph 2.4. 
50 CMA analysis based on Annexes 2 and 3 of the Parties response to CMA’s RFI 3, 25 January 2024 ‘240205 RFI 3 
Annex 2 (Confidential)’ and ‘240205 RFI 3 Annex 3 (Confidential)’.  
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(c) The Parties’ submissions show that, compared to Aviva, AIG Life UK has 
broader eligibility criteria in terms of the age of applicants. By way of 
example, Aviva’s Life Insurance product is available to all customers aged 
between 18 and 77 years old, whilst AIG Life UK’s Life Insurance is available 
to all customers aged between 17 and 86 years old.51 

(d) As a result, AIG Life UK has a larger customer base of elderly customers 
than Aviva, whereby customers above 60 years of age account for [20-30]% 
of AIG Life UK’s sales and only [0-10]% of Aviva’s sales in 2023.52 

42. In relation to competitive constraints, the Parties submitted the Merged Entity 
would face significant competitive constraints, for the following reasons: 

(a) The Parties submitted that Legal & General is currently the market leader. 
The Merger combines Aviva, the number two provider in this market and AIG 
Life UK, the number four provider in this market. A broad range of other 
strong, well-known insurance providers will continue to compete in the 
market post-Merger, including, among others, Royal London, Vitality Life, 
Zurich, LV= and Scottish Widows.53 

(b) Shares submitted by the Parties indicate that there would be at least three 
competing insurance underwriters with shares above 10% (Legal & General, 
Royal London and Vitality) and two competing insurance underwriters with 
shares between 5-10% (Zurich and LV=) in 2023, following the Merger.54 

(c) The underwriting market of individual protection products is heavily 
intermediated, with [90-100]% of Aviva’s sales and [90-100]% of AIG Life 
UK’s sales being distributed via intermediaries.55 These intermediaries 
actively promote competition as they regularly review the market and would 
facilitate customer switching if a provider were to worsen its terms.56 

43. The CMA notes that, in relation to the Parties’ claim that intermediaries would act 
as a material constraint on the Parties, whilst the CMA acknowledges that the vast 
majority of individual protection products sales are distributed via intermediaries, 
this in itself would not be sufficient to prove that intermediaries would materially 
constrain the Parties following the Merger.57,58 

 
 
51 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.62. 
52 CMA analysis based on Annexes 2 and 3 of the Parties response to the CMA’s RFI, 25 January 2024 ‘240205 RFI 3 
Annex 2 (Confidential)’ and ‘240205 RFI 3 Annex 3 (Confidential)’. 
53 Merger Notice, paragraph 1.6. 
54 Annex ‘Case ME708023 - RFI 2 - Annex 3 (Amended Annex 5) (Confidential)’. 
55 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.16. 
56 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.31. 
57 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.32. 
58 As outlined in the MAGs, buyer power is unlikely to prevent an SLC that would otherwise arise from the elimination of 
competition between the merger firms because a customer’s buyer power depends on the availability of good 
alternatives they can switch to. 
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7.2.2 Shares  

44. The Parties submitted that the Merger would create the largest insurance 
underwriter of individual protection products in the UK.59 However, the Parties also 
explained that their combined share is moderate, and that they would still face 
strong competitive constraints following the Merger from a range of insurers, 
including Legal & General, Royal London, Vitality, Zurich, LV= and Scottish 
Widows (amongst others).60  

45. The CMA gathered data from the Parties and competitors to accurately estimate 
the Parties’ shares of new business won in annual premium equivalent (‘APE’) 
terms in the underwriting of individual protection products in the UK. 61,62 These 
shares are consistent with the Parties’ submissions, and are shown in Table 1 
below.  

Table 1: Shares, individual protection, 2022 

Insurance underwriters APE - £ APE - % 
   

Aviva [] [10-20]% 
AIG Life UK [] [10-20]% 
Combined [] [20-30]% 

Legal & General [] [20-30]% 
Vitality Life [] [5-10]% 

Royal London [] [5-10]% 
Zurich [] [5-10]% 

Scottish Widows [] [5-10]% 
LV= [] [5-10]% 

Phoenix SunLife [] [0-5]% 
Scottish Friendly [] [0-5]% 

Guardian [] [0-5]% 
HSBC Life [] [0-1]% 

Aegon [] [0-5]% 
Exeter Friendly [] [0-5]% 

Others [] [0-5]% 
Total [] 100.0% 

   
Source: CMA analysis using the Parties’ and third-party sales data 

46. The Parties will have a combined share of [20-30]%, with an increment of [10-
20]% in 2023 in the UK, which is aligned with the Parties’ submissions. Legal & 
General would remain the Parties’ largest competitor, with a share above 20%, 
followed by Vitality Life, Zurich, Royal London and LV=, with shares between 5% 
and 10%.63 

 
 
59 Merger Notice, paragraphs 15.8. 
60 Merger Notice, paragraphs 15.8. 
61 New business won refers to new policies written during a given year. The Parties submitted that new business won is 
the relevant measure to estimate Parties’ shares as it measures competition between providers for the writing of new 
policies in any given year. The CMA understands that switching is not prevalent in individual protection, so shares based 
on the existing (or in-force) business would not accurately capture the current competitive dynamics in the market.   
62 APE is calculated as the sum of regular premiums plus 10% of single premiums written in a given year. The Parties 
submitted that this is an industry standard term used to measure premiums paid to insurers for policies on a comparable 
basis, accounting for variations caused by single lump-sum premiums. 
63 The CMA has also estimated the Parties and their competitors’ shares of new business won based on the number of 
policies sold. The results are broadly aligned with the value shares (based on APE). 
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47. The Parties submitted that their combined share would be much lower than the 
estimate presented in Table 1 above, at around [10-20]%, as a result of the Parties 
losing []% of AIG Life UK’s new business following the Merger. This is because 
AIG Life UK will not exist as an independent [].64 

48. The CMA also considered the Parties’ new business shares by policy type and 
found that these are broadly consistent with the Parties’ submissions. 65  As shown 
in Table 2 below, the Parties’ shares are consistently below [20-30]% across policy 
types. 

Table 2 – Shares by policy type, individual protection, 2022 
Insurance underwriter APE (£) APE (%) 

Life Insurance     
Aviva £[] [10-20]% 
AIG Life UK £[] [10-20]% 
Combined £[] [20-30]% 
Total [] 100.0% 

Critical Illness     
Aviva £[] [20-30]% 
AIG Life UK £[] [0-5]% 
Combined £[] [20-30]% 
Total [] 100.0% 

Income Protection     
Aviva £[] [20-30]% 
AIG Life UK £[] [0-5]% 
Combined £[] [20-30]% 

Total [] 100.0% 

Source: CMA analysis using the Parties’ and third-party sales data 

49. The CMA considers that shares provided by the Parties reflect the Parties’ actual 
position in the market, given that the underlying data is accurate and that these 
products are reasonably homogenous between suppliers. Further, the CMA notes 
that, while shares do fluctuate, they do not change significantly over time. 
Therefore, the CMA considers shares in this market as a useful indicator of 
competition, showing the Parties as two main suppliers alongside a group of other 
strong insurance underwriters. 

7.2.3 Internal documents 

50. The Parties’ internal documents show that (i) the Parties monitor each other, along 
with other insurance underwriters, and (ii) Aviva competes more closely with 
insurance underwriters such as Legal & General and Royal London, than AIG Life 
UK, while AIG competes with a number of underwriters. In particular: 

 
 
64 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.11. 
65 For consistency with third parties’ submissions, the CMA aggregated the shares provided by the Parties in the 
segment ‘Life Insurance + Critical Illness’ with the shares provided in the segment ‘Critical Illness’. Due to data limitation, 
the Parties’ shares in 2023 covered until the third quarter. 
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(a) In the Aviva and AIG Life UK internal documents that the CMA has seen,66 
the Parties monitor the product offerings of a wide range of competing 
insurance underwriters, including Legal & General, Royal London, Vitality 
Life, Zurich, LV=, Scottish Widows and Aegon (now Royal London), amongst 
others. 

(b) In some documents, Aviva focuses on a smaller set of competitors, which 
include []. For example, one document 67 shows that, on many 
parameters,68 Aviva is comparing itself against [] as leading providers, 
whilst AIG Life UK is only noted as leading in one parameter.  

(c) Furthermore, the CMA has seen evidence suggesting that Aviva considers 
AIG Life UK’s offering as less competitive relative to the other market 
participants. For example, in one Aviva document, which amongst other 
things evaluates competitor offerings, Aviva considers that AIG Life UK’s 
offering is []).69  

(d) In some documents, AIG Life UK compares its offering against all the main 
insurance underwriters, such as [].70 

51. In general, the CMA notes that in their internal documents the Parties typically 
monitor each of the Parties’ performance alongside several other competing 
insurance underwriters (including each other). Furthermore, the CMA has not seen 
any internal documents where either Party specifically focuses on the other, 
further to their general monitoring of the wider competitive set.  

52. Therefore, the CMA considers that the Parties’ internal documents show that they 
compete relatively closely with each other, as two of the larger providers of 
individual protection products. However, internal documents also show the Parties 
compete as closely, if not more strongly, with other insurance underwriters. This is 
particularly true for [], which appear to compete most closely with Aviva, and 
would hence continue to exert significant competitive constraints on the Merged 
Entity. As for AIG Life UK, all main competing insurance underwriters, including 
Aviva, appear to compete with AIG Life UK closely, and hence would continue to 
exert significant competitive constraints following the Merger. 

53. Finally, further to paragraph 28 above, the CMA notes that, in the internal 
documents the CMA has received, it has seen no evidence that the monitoring or 
analysis of competitors differs when considering offerings by policy type.      

 
 
66 For example, Aviva, Internal Document, Attachment E.2 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, June 2023, page 2. AIG, Internal 
Document, Attachment F.171 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, February 2023, slides 15-17. 
67 Aviva, Internal Document, Attachment E35 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, September 2022, page 3. 
68 These parameters include []. 
69 Aviva Internal Document, Annex E.47 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, undated, Page 1  
70 AIG, Internal Document, Attachment F.171 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, February 2023, slides 15-17. 
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7.2.4 Third-party evidence 

54. Evidence from third parties collected by the CMA suggests that the Parties are 
both strong providers and compete with each other, but also highlighted points of 
differentiation in their product offering. When asked about the Parties’ product 
offering: 

(a) Several competitors either ranked AIG Life UK’s strength as low (relative to 
the other insurance underwriters just referenced), or did not list AIG Life UK 
amongst the competitors they considered to be alternatives to Aviva.71  

(b) One competitor described Aviva as having a ‘well established brand with [a] 
wide product range’ and ‘competitive pricing’,72 whilst AIG Life UK was 
described as an insurance underwriter with ‘competitive pricing, particularly in 
business protection and higher net worth [customers]’.73 

(c)  Several customers cited AIG Life UK’s wider coverage for customers with 
underlying medical conditions. For example, one customer said, “Aviva would 
only cover clients whose BMI sits within a very limited range, whereas AIG 
would offer a policy to a client with either a higher or lower BMI level.”74 

55. The majority of third parties suggested that there would be enough choice of 
insurance underwriters in the market and considered there to be sufficient 
alternatives. In particular: 

(a) Almost all competitors considered the Parties to be competitors in the 
underwriting of individual protection products. However, and consistent with 
the evidence described above, third parties note that the Parties also 
compete with several other insurance underwriters, such as Legal & General, 
Royal London, Zurich and the Exeter.75  

(b) Evidence provided to the CMA by intermediaries shows that the majority of 
intermediaries distribute individual protection policies from five or more 
insurance underwriters. One told the CMA that the majority of their business 
is placed with the ‘top 5’ insurers (Aviva, Legal & General, Royal London, 
AIG Life UK and Zurich) but that they have 12 providers on their panel and 
see a further four providers (LV=, Vitality Life, Guardian and Scottish 
Widows) as significant players.76 Similarly, another intermediary stated that it 
has terms of business with all the major insurance underwriters, with their 

 
 
71 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024, Question 9. 
72 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 8. 
73 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 8. 
74 Note of a call with a third party, January 2024. 
75 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024, Question 9. 
76 Note of call with a third-party, January 2024. 
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preferred panel including Aviva, Legal & General, AIG Life UK, Royal London 
and Scottish Widows.77 

(c) Both intermediaries and competitors considered that the underwriting market 
for individual protection products would still have a number of alternative 
choices following the Merger. For instance, some intermediaries mentioned 
that there would be ‘sufficient insurers/underwriters for all individual 
protection products’.78 This was echoed by a competing insurance 
underwriter which mentioned that ‘Aviva will compete hard to maintain the 
market share that AIG Life UK currently hold’.79 

(d) Furthermore, a competing insurance underwriter stated that ‘there would still 
be a good number of reputable providers for customers to choose from’.80 A 
intermediary also noted that there is ‘a suitable alternative within the current 
selection’.81 

56. Finally, the CMA notes that some intermediaries expressed concerns that AIG Life 
UK offers unique features in its underwriting approach that benefit customers, 
which might be lost as a result of the Merger.82 Indeed, a few customers viewed 
Aviva as a legacy player, with AIG Life UK seen as offering more innovative 
solutions to its customers.83 For example, one customer described AIG Life UK as 
one of the most innovative providers in the market, with an underwriting process 
that results in quick decisions. Aviva was seen as having a less flexible 
underwriting process.84  

57. The CMA gathered further evidence to assess this concern, which showed that 
these features are not unique to AIG Life UK, as they are either already offered by 
Aviva and/or there are competing insurance underwriters that provide a similar 
product offering.85,86 Moreover, to the extent AIG Life UK currently offers unique 
features which are valued by customers, the Parties would have an incentive to 
continue to offer those following the Merger. 

58. Overall, while third-party evidence shows that the Parties compete with each 
other, this is alongside several other strong insurance underwriters. To the extent 
that AIG Life UK offers features that are not currently offered by Aviva, the CMA 

 
 
77 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 5. 
78 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 12. 
79 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 15. 
80 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 15. 
81 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 12. 
82 These features relate to (i) AIG Life UK having a faster underwriting process (with a smaller percentage of customers 
requiring a doctor report), (ii) AIG Life UK offering reviewable exclusions on its policies, and (iii) AIG life UK’s offering 
better terms of customers with certain underlying conditions (such as high body mass index (BMI)). 
83 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024. 
84 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 13. 
85 Parties’ response to the CMA’s RFI 3, 26 February 2024, ‘240228 - Response to Request for Information dated 26 
February 2024 and ‘‘240205 RFI 3 Annex 1 (Confidential)’. 
86 One intermediary mentioned that Vitality in particular is an innovative player and has ambitions to grow. 
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considers that these features are offered by other competitors in the market and 
that they complement Aviva’s current offering.  

59. Finally, further to paragraph 28 above, the CMA notes that third parties have not 
highlighted any material difference in the product offering of insurance 
underwriters by policy type, nor they suggested that the Merger would materially 
affect the choice available for one (or more) policy type, over the others.87 For 
instance, one insurance underwriter stated that ‘we do not believe that the impact 
[of the Merger] would vary significantly by policy type’.88 Therefore the CMA 
considers that there is no material difference in closeness of competition or 
competitive constraints in the underwriting market of individual protection products 
by policy type. 

7.2.5 Conclusion on Theory of Harm 1 

60. The CMA considers that, whilst the Merger would create the largest insurance 
underwriter of individual protection products in the UK, the Parties would have a 
share in the underwriting of individual protection products in the UK below [20-
30]% (both when the market is considered together and when it is split by policy 
type), and would continue to face significant constraints from a number of 
competing insurance underwriters.  

61. The majority of customers and competitors who responded to the CMA believed 
that the Merger would not impact the competitiveness of the market and that a 
sufficient choice of insurance underwriters would remain available to customers. 

62. For the reasons set out above, the CMA has found that the Merger does not give 
rise to a realistic prospect of an SLC as a result of horizontal unilateral effects in 
the underwriting of individual protection products in the UK. 

7.3 Theory of Harm 2: Horizontal unilateral effects in the underwriting 
of group protection products in the UK 

63. The CMA assessed whether it is or may be the case that the Merger may be 
expected to result in an SLC as a result of horizontal unilateral effects in the 
underwriting of group protection products in the UK. 

7.3.1 Parties’ submissions  

64. Similar to the underwriting of individual protection products, the Parties submitted 
that they are not close competitors and do not compete more closely with each 
other than with other competitors in the underwriting of group protection products 

 
 
87 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024. 
88 Response to the CMA questionnaire, from a third-party, February 2024, Question 15. 
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which would continue to exert significant competitive constraints on the Parties 
following the Merger.89 

65. The Parties submitted that they regularly monitor and assess themselves against a 
broad range of group protection providers. Aviva competes, and perceives itself as 
competing, most closely with [].90 As for AIG Life UK, while it monitors Aviva’s 
competitive performance in its internal documents, it does it alongside the largest 
providers of group protection products in the UK (including []).91  

66. Moreover, Parties’ submissions suggest that there are points of differentiation in 
their product offerings of group protection products: 

(a) Part of the rationale for the Merger is that AIG Life UK’s product offering 
complements Aviva’s, in particular by providing Aviva with better access to 
intermediaries who focus on SMEs.92 

(b) AIG Life UK mostly focuses on Life Insurance policies, whilst Aviva has a 
larger presence in Critical Illness and Income Protection policies. Based on 
the Parties’ data, Life Insurance policies accounted for [50-60]% of Aviva 
sales and [80-90]% of AIG Life UK sales in 2023.93  

(c) AIG Life UK has a larger presence in the SMEs segment, whilst Aviva has a 
larger presence in the Large Corporates segment. Parties’ data show that 
AIG Life UK’s in-force sales in the SMEs segment account for [30-40]% its 
total sales in 2022 (compared to [20-30]% of Aviva), whilst Aviva’s sales in 
the Large Corporates segment accounts for [50-60]% of its total sales 
(compared to [40-50]% of AIG Life UK).  

67. The Parties also submitted that they would continue to face significant competitive 
constraints following the Merger, for the following reasons: 

(a) Unum is the current market leader, closely followed by Legal & General and 
Canada Life. The Merger combines Aviva, the number four provider in this 
market, and AIG Life UK, the number six provider in this market.94 

(b) Unlike the underwriting of individual protection products, customer switching 
is common for group protection products since policies regularly come up for 
renewal and incumbents participate in the majority of tenders.95 As such, the 

 
 
89 Merger Notice, paragraphs 15.122 to 15.123. 
90 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.122. 
91 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.139. 
92 Merger Notice, paragraph 2.4. 
93 CMA analysis based on Annexes 3 and 4 of RFI 2 ‘Case ME708023 - RFI 2 - Annex 4 (Amended Annex 20) 
(Confidential)’ and ‘Case ME708023 - RFI 2 - Annex 3 (Amended Annex 5) (Confidential)’. 
94 Merger Notice, paragraph 1.6. 
95 Merger Notice, paragraphs 15.116 and 15.117. 
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Parties submitted that they would also lose approx. []% of AIG Life UK’s in-
force business following the Merger.  

(c) The underwriting market of individuali protection products is entirely 
intermediated,96 which actively promotes competition as intermediaries 
regularly review the market and would facilitate customer switching if a 
provider were to worsen its terms. 97 The Parties’ data shows that the top 10 
intermediaries account for [80-90]% of Aviva’s sales and [60-70]% of AIG Life 
UK’s sales in 2023.98 

68. As discussed in more detail at paragraph 43 above, whilst the CMA acknowledges 
that the group protection market is entirely intermediated, the CMA has not seen 
sufficient evidence to suggest that intermediaries would exert a strong constraint 
on the Merged Entity.  

7.3.2 Shares 

69. The Parties submitted that whilst the Merger would create the largest insurance 
underwriter of group protection policies in the UK their combined share is 
moderate, and that post-Merger they would continue to face strong competitive 
constraints from a number of insurance underwriters, including Canada Life, 
Unum, Legal & General, Zurich and MetLife (amongst others).99 The CMA 
gathered data from the Parties as well as the Parties’ competitors to accurately 
estimate the Parties’ shares of new business won in APE terms in the underwriting 
of group protection products in the UK.100 The reconstructed shares are shown in 
Table 3 below. 

Table 3 – Shares, group protection, 2022101 
 

Insurance underwriter APE - £ APE - % 
   
Aviva [] [10-20]% 
AIG Life UK [] [10-20]% 
Combined [] [20-30]% 
Unum [] [10-20]% 
Legal & General [] [10-20]% 
Canada Life [] [10-20]% 
Zurich [] [10-20]% 
MetLife [] [5-10]% 
Generali UK [] [0-5]% 
Others [] [0-5]% 
Total [] 100.0% 

 
 
96 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.9. 
97 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.115. 
98 Merger Notice, Table 15.9. 
99 Merger Notice, paragraph 15.90. 
100 The CMA also gathered data on the shares based on existing (or in force) business based on APE terms. These are 
aligned with the Parties’ submissions on the shares based on new business won. 
101 Shares could not be reconstructed for 2023 due to the lack of a market size estimate for the entire 2023 calendar 
year. 
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Source: CMA analysis using the Parties and third-party sales data 

70. The CMA’s reconstructed market shares are aligned with the Parties’ estimates. 
Overall, the Parties would have a combined share of [20-30]%, with an increment 
of [10-20]% in 2022 in the UK. Table 3 shows that 4 large competitors (Unum, 
Legal & General, Canada Life and Zurich) would remain in the market.  

71. The CMA also considered the Parties’ new business shares by policy type and 
found that these are broadly consistent with the Parties’ submissions. As shown in 
Table 4 below, the Parties’ shares are consistently below [20-30]% across policy 
types. 

Table 4 Shares by policy type, group protection, 2022102 

Insurance underwriter APE (£) APE (%) 

Life Insurance   
Aviva [] [10-20]% 
AIG Life UK [] [10-20]% 
Combined [] [20-30]% 
Total [] 100% 

Critical Illness   
Aviva [] [10-20]% 
AIG Life UK [] [0-5]% 
Combined [] [20-30]% 
Total [] 100% 

Income Protection   
Aviva [] [20-30]% 
AIG Life UK [] [0-5]% 
Combined [] [20-30]% 
Total [] 100% 

Source: CMA analysis using the Parties and third-party sales data 

72. In addition, the Parties provided shares based on the existing (or in-force) 
business,103,104 shares based on the number of schemes sold, and shares of 
existing (or in-force business) split by scheme size (SMEs, mid-market, large 
corporates).105  

73. The CMA notes that the Parties’ shares under these different cuts are all below 
[20-30]%, with the exception of the Parties’ shares based on the number of 

 
 
102 Shares could not be reconstructed for 2023 due to the lack of a market size estimate for the entire 2023 calendar 
year. 
103 The Parties submitted that in-force business is not an accurate measure to estimate the Parties and their competitors’ 
shares as it reflects the historic performance of insurance underwriters, as opposed to the current and future 
performance. 
104 The Parties have not submitted shares based on their existing business of individual protection products, as these are 
not normally produced in the normal course of business.  
105 Shares by scheme size are not provided for individual protection products, as individual protection policies are sold on 
an individual basis only, as opposed to in schemes.   
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policies sold, where the Parties’ combined share is c. [30-40]%. This is due to the 
larger number of smaller policies sold by AIG Life UK, compared to Aviva.106  

74. Overall, the CMA considers that the shares submitted by the Parties suggest that 
the Parties are two strong insurance underwriters, whose combined share in APE 
terms is below [20-30]% according to a number of different measures. As noted in 
paragraph 49 above, the CMA considers shares in this market as a useful 
indicator of competition in this market, showing the Parties as two main suppliers 
alongside a group of a number of strong insurance underwriters. 

7.3.3 Parties’ bidding data  

75. The Parties also submitted a bidding data analysis based on Aviva’s data, which 
covers (i) Aviva’s new business won from competing insurance underwriters; and 
(ii) Aviva’s existing (or in-force) business lost to competing insurance 
underwriters.107,108 

76. This analysis shows that: 

(a) Aviva has either won business from AIG Life UK or lost business to AIG Life 
UK [] the Parties’ shares.109 

(b) Other competitors provide a stronger competitive constraint to Aviva than 
AIG Life UK. For instance, a higher proportion of Aviva’s existing business 
was lost to [], than AIG Life UK. Similarly, a higher proportion new 
business was won by Aviva from [].110 

77. The CMA considers that the analysis suggests that the competing insurance 
underwriters compete more closely with Aviva than AIG Life UK. However, the 
CMA considers this analysis is not comprehensive as it does not include AIG Life 
UK’s bidding and it covers only [50-60]% of Aviva’s existing business lost to 
competing insurance underwriters and [60-70]% of Aviva’s new business won from 
competing insurance underwriters.111 The CMA therefore has used the analysis in 
conjunction with other evidence.  

 
 
106 The CMA considers that difference between the Parties’ shares based on APE and based on volume is indicative of 
the Parties’ product differentiation discussed in paragraph 66 above, whereby Aviva focuses on group protection 
products for large corporates and AIG Life UK focuses on group protection products for SMEs. However, the CMA has 
taken both measures into account in its assessment and it does not believe that the use of one set of metrics over 
another would have a material impact on the CMA’s conclusions in the case.  
107 Merger Notice, paragraphs 16.1-16.8. 
108 The Parties explained that AIG Life UK’s bidding data contains provider information on a small number of 
opportunities ([0-5]% of the opportunities, representing c.[5-10]% of the premium value bid for). 
109 Merger Notice, paragraph 16.4. 
110 Merger Notice, paragraph. 16.4. 
111 Response to RFI 2 question 11, Table 2 and Table 3. 
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7.3.4 Internal documents 

78. The CMA reviewed the Parties’ internal documents, which show that (i) the Parties 
monitor each other, along with other insurance underwriters; and (ii) whilst AIG 
considers Aviva to be among its close competitors, Aviva mostly competes with 
other insurance underwriters, such as Canada Life, Legal & General and Unum, 
and does not consider AIG Life UK to be one of its closest competitors. For 
example: 

(a) One of Aviva’s documents monitoring competitors shows that it monitors its 
performance against the four other providers of group protection products 
([]).112 This document shows Aviva being a leading provider in many 
parameters together with [], while AIG Life UK is not monitored. 

(b) AIG Life UK’s group protection competitor overview shows that it monitors its 
performance against six other providers of group protection products 
([]).113 

(c) Another of AIG Life UK’s documents consistently identifies [] as the 
strongest competitor for adviser satisfaction, followed by [].114 

79. This evidence suggests that – although the Parties compete relatively closely with 
each other - they also compete with a number of other insurance underwriters. 

7.3.5 Third-party evidence  

80. Third party evidence suggests that whilst the Parties compete with each other 
there are points of differentiation in their product offering: 

(a) Almost all competitors considered the Parties to be close competitors in the 
underwriting of group protection products.  

(b) Most of these respondents also considered other insurance underwriters to 
be as close to the Parties as the Parties are to each other. These include 
Unum, Canada Life, Legal & General and Zurich.115  

(c) Competitor responses highlighted AIG Life UK’s focus on the SMEs segment, 
and Aviva’s wide range of products and presence across the large corporates 
segment.116 One competitor described Aviva as having a ‘strong brand’ with 
‘success in the Large segment’, whilst describing AIG Life UK as an 

 
 
112 Aviva, Internal Document, Attachment E.47 to the Merger Notice, ‘[], page 2. 
113 AIG, Internal Document, Attachment F.171 to the Merger Notice, ‘[]’, February 2023 page 18 and 19. 
114 AIG, Internal Document, Attachment F.5 to the Merger Notice, “[]”, December 2022. 
115 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024, Question 8 and Question 9. 
116 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024, Question 8. 
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insurance underwriter with a strong focus on Life Insurance policies and the 
SME segment.117  

81. In relation to competitive constraints, the large majority of third parties suggested 
that there would be enough choice of insurance underwriters in the market, 
following the Merger.118 For example, one intermediary suggested that the market 
is ‘very competitive’ and another that following the Merger there will be ‘multiple 
insurers and providers available in the Group Protection space’.119 This is also 
supported by evidence collected by the CMA, which shows that most 
intermediaries have seven or more insurance underwriters on their panel.120 
Similarly, for example, one competitor mentioned that given the number of 
competing insurance underwriters, intermediaries would still be able to ‘secure the 
right level of competition to secure good client outcomes’.121  

82. Only one customer and one competitor expressed concerns that the Merger would 
reduce the number of suitable alternatives of group protection insurance 
underwriters.122  However, both of these concerns related to a general concern on 
consolidation rather than on the specifics of the parties involved in the Merger. As 
explained above, most customers and competitors expressed a neutral view on 
the Merger and considered that sufficient remaining suppliers would remain. 

83. Finally, further to paragraph 28 above, the CMA notes that third parties have not 
highlighted any material difference in the product offering of insurance 
underwriters by policy type, nor they suggested that the Merger would materially 
affect the choice available for one (or more) policy type, over the others.123 For 
instance, one competing insurance underwriter mentioned that there are ‘no 
material differences by policy type. At product-level, the main differentiation is 
through value-adding services, which get offered alongside protection policies’.124 
Therefore, as explained in paragraph 59 above, this suggests that there is no 
material difference in closeness of competition or competitive constraints in the 
underwriting market of individual protection products by policy type. 

7.3.6 Conclusion on Theory of Harm 2 

84. The CMA considers that, although the Merger would create the largest insurance 
underwriter of group protection products in the UK, the Parties would have a post-
Merger share below [20-30]% (both when the market is considered together and 

 
 
117 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 8. 
118 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024, Question 15. 
119 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024. 
120 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024. 
121 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a third-party, February 2024. 
122 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024. 
123 Response to the CMA questionnaire from a number of third-parties, February 2024. 
124 Response to the CMA questionnaire, from a third-party, February 2024, Question 7 
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when it is split by policy type) and would continue to face significant competitive 
constraints from several insurance underwriters.  

85. The vast majority of customers and competitors who responded to the CMA 
believed that the Merger would not impact the competitiveness of the market and 
that a sufficient choice of insurance underwriters would remain available to 
customers. 

86. For the reasons set out above, the CMA has found that the Merger does not give 
rise to a realistic prospect of an SLC, as a result of horizontal unilateral effects in 
the underwriting of group protection products in the UK.  

8. BARRIERS TO ENTRY OR EXPANSION 

87. Entry, or expansion of existing firms, can mitigate the initial effect of a merger on 
competition, and in some cases may mean that there is no SLC. The CMA will 
consider entry and/or expansion plans of rivals who do so in direct response to the 
merger as a countervailing measure that could prevent an SLC. In assessing 
whether entry or expansion might prevent an SLC, the CMA considers whether 
such entry or expansion would be timely, likely ad sufficient.125  

88. As the CMA has concluded that the Merger does not give rise to competition 
concerns, it is not necessary to consider countervailing factors in this decision. 

 
 
125 CMA129, paragraph 8.31. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/merger-assessment-guidelines
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DECISION 

89. Consequently, the CMA does not believe that it is or may be the case that the 
Merger may be expected to result in an SLC within a market or markets in the 
United Kingdom. 

90. The Merger will therefore not be referred under section 33(1) of the Act. 

Kasia Bojarojc 
Director, Mergers 
Competition and Markets Authority 
28 March 2024 

 
i This should read ‘group’. 
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