
International Journal of Business and Management; Vol. 11, No. 5; 2016 
ISSN 1833-3850E-ISSN 1833-8119 

Published by Canadian Center of Science and Education 

254 
 

A Meta-Frontier Function for the Estimation of Islamic and 
Conventional Banks’ Cost and Revenue Efficiency: The Case of 

Malaysia from 2006 to 2012 

Mohamed Ghroubi1 & Ezzeddine Abaoub2 
1 Higher Institute of Theology, Ez-Zitouna University, Tunisia 
2 College of Administrative and Financial Studies, Taif University, Taif, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 

Correspondence: Mohamed Ghroubi, Higher Institute of Theology, Ez-Zitouna University, Tunisia. E-mail: 
medghroubi@gmail.com or ghroubi_m2002@yahoo.fr 

 

Received: February 24, 2016       Accepted: March 10, 2016            Online Published: April 18, 2016 

doi:10.5539/ijbm.v11n5p254       URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v11n5p254 

 

Abstract 

We measure cost and revenue efficiency of the Islamic and conventional Malaysian banks by using the stochastic 
frontier method and the meta-frontier analysis (MFA) over the period 2006-2012. The use of MFA allows for the 
correction of the efficiency measurement errors caused by the technological and operational gap. The specific as 
well as the common frontiers obtained by the stochastic frontier method show the superiority of Islamic banks 
(IBs) compared to conventional banks (CBs) in terms of cost and revenue efficiency. This can reflect their high 
managerial capability. Efficiency measurement using MFA partially revealed different results. CBs have higher 
annual averages of cost efficiency scores than those of IBs over the period 2006-2011. The observed 
evolutionary trends of these averages contradict those of the capital base. This change in results is explained 
according to Johnes et al. (2013) by the modus operandi of IBs which seems in average less efficient than that of 
CBs. As for revenue efficiency, IBs are more efficient than CBs over the entire study period even though the 
evolution of the technological gap ratio confirms the inefficiency of their modus operandi. These results may be 
useful to political decision-makers and regulatory authorities. 

Keywords: Islamic banks, conventional banks, cost efficiency, revenue efficiency, meta-frontier analysis, 
stochastic frontier analysis, genetic algorithm 

1. Introduction 

For the first time, the last financial crisis offered the possibility to the Islamic financial system to emerge as a 
substitute for the conventional financial system. Chapra (2008) states that the subprime crisis would not have 
taken place with an Islamic financial system. He added that the mechanisms behind the development and spread 
of this crisis cannot take effect under Sharia rules and guidelines. 

Besides the existence of an underlying asset and the prohibition of illicit activities, the rules governing Islamic 
financial transactions can be summarized into three pillars, namely the prohibition of “riba”, the principle of 
sharing profits and losses and the prohibition of “bay al gharar”. For the prohibition of “riba” Al Masri (2009) 
defines two categories of “riba”: “riba an-nassia” and “riba al-buyu”. “Riba an-nassia” takes two forms, it results 
from the predetermined increase required by the lender over time (riba al Qurudh) or it is the consequence of the 
surplus paid to the lender in return for rescheduling the date of repayment in case the borrower is unable to repay 
on time (riba al Duyun). As for the “riba al-buyu” which represents the sale of “ribawis” goods (Note 1) Al Masri 
(2009) divided it also into two types: “riba al Fadhl” (hand to hand exchange of two similar goods of the same 
category (Note 2) and the same nature but with different quantities) and “riba an-Nasa'“ (non-simultaneous 
exchange of two goods belonging to the same category). As for the principle of sharing profits and losses, it 
bears on two fiqh rules (Quaed fiqhia), “Alghounmou Bilghourmi or Alghourmou Bilghounmi” (the yield (or 
gain) obtained is based on endured difficulties and incurred expenses) and “Alkharajou biddhaman” (revenue or 
yield in exchange of the corresponding guarantee). According to both rules, the usufruct, revenue or yield 
associated with a property belongs to the person or people who are willing to endure its potential losses (Owaida 
(2010) and Shekhar (2008)). Al-Masri (2010) concluded that risk is a production factor that depends on either 
property or labor. A prohibited risk is then the one which is separated from the latter two. In general, it arises 
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from this last rule the banning of two main operations, namely the sale of what one does not possess and 
fixed-income financing operations. 

As for the prohibition of “bay al gharar”, or selling tainted with uncertainty or hazard, Balala (2011) notes that 
the prohibited transactions under “gharar” are those implying some type of risks and uncertainty that is difficult 
to master by the buyer, either because the seller has an informational advantage, or because of the future nature 
of the contract’s object that may be uncontrolled by the two contractors. Ibn Rushd Al Jadd (grandfather) (Note 3) 
(1072-1126) (Note 4) states that the sale stained with “gharar” is business transaction in which the level of 
“gharar” is described as excessive or influential, while a moderate level of gharar “gharar yassir” does not make 
the contract defective or unlawful. El Gamal (2001) adds that “forbidden gharar” is nothing other than the 
unnecessary transfer of risks, which can only be economically inefficient. Thus, the “forbidden gharar” was at 
the origin of banning the main contemporary risk management contracts such as derivative products and business 
insurance.  

However, despite the resilience of IBs during the last financial crisis, Johnes et al. (2013) suggest that it is 
expected that their performance will be inferior to that of CBs. Three main reasons can explain this difference. 
First, the diversity of Islamic schools of thoughts raises a problem of standardization of Islamic banking products 
and contributes thus to an increase in IBs’ operating costs compared to those of CBs (Chapra, 2007). Then, size 
may also be decisive. Indeed, IBs are generally smaller than CBs while evidence points to a positive relationship 
between technical efficiency and size in the banking industry (Bhattacharryya et al., 1997; Miller & Noulas, 
1996; Jackson & Fethi, 2000; Chen et al., 2005; Abdul Majid et al., 2005; Drake et al., 2003). Finally, IBs are 
often domestic banks, whereas most evidence suggests that foreign banks have a cost efficiency that is greater 
than that of domestic banks (Isik & Hassan, 2002; Hassan & Merton, 2003; Kasman & Yildirim, 2006; Matthews 
& Ismail, 2006; Mokhtar et al., 2008). This difference in efficiency can also result from IBs holding a higher 
level of capital. In this regard, Khediri et al. (2015) suggests that it is useful for IBs to maintain higher capital 
buffers to mitigate liquidity risk. In this study, we plan then to test the hypothesis which claims the superiority of 
CBs compared to IBs in terms of efficiency. 

To this end, we will examine a sample of 37 Malaysian banks consisting of 17 IBs and 20 CBs over the period 
2006 and 2012. We proceed into two steps. The first is used to calculate and compare cost and revenue efficiency 
scores of Islamic and conventional banks by the stochastic frontier analysis (SFA). Three efficiency frontiers are 
then considered: two specific frontiers and a common frontier. In the second step, a global efficiency frontier 
which contains the two specific frontiers is obtained by means of MFA. This latter approach can correct for 
efficiency measurement errors caused by the technological and operational gap. The meta-production approach 
has been introduced for the first time by Hayami (1969) and Hayami and Ruttan (1970 and 1971) to examine 
agricultural productivity across different countries. These two latter authors note that “the meta-production 
function can be regarded as the envelope of commonly conceived neoclassical production functions” (Note 5). 
The meta-frontier function makes it possible to compare several groups of producers operating under different 
technologies by calculating a technological gap ratio.  

This paper is organized into five sections. The literature review is presented in Section 1. The methodology is 
described in Section 2. Section 3 describes the database and all the selected variables of our models. The results 
are presented and discussed in Section 4. The conclusions are presented in the last section. 

2. Literature Review  

Several studies (Berger & Humphrey, 1997; Berger & Mester, 1997; Brown & Skully, 2002) presented a detailed 
review of the literature on CBs efficiency. As for the studies on IBs efficiency, they can be classified into two 
groups. The first group examined a sample of uniquely IBs from different countries (Yudistira, 2004; Hassan 
2005, 2006; Sufian, 2009; Viverita et al., 2007) or from one single country (Hassan & Hussein, 2003; Saaid et al., 
2003; Saaid, 2005; Kamaruddin et al., 2008). The second group of studies used a comparative approach and can 
be divided according to the obtained results: studies showing the absence of any difference between IBs and CBs 
in terms of efficiency (Abdul-Majid et al., 2005; El-Gamal & Inanoglu, 2005; Mokhtar et al., 2006; Bader, 2008; 
Hassan et al., 2009; Shahid et al., 2010); other studies did not test the significance of the difference in efficiency 
between the IBs and CBs for lack of observations (Hussein, 2004; Al-Jarrah & Molyneux, 2005; Said, 2012); 
while few studies have shown a higher efficiency of IBs compared to CBs (Yudistira, 2004; Masruk & al., 2007; 
Al-Muharrami, 2008; Zahoor et al., 2011); and some other studies attested for the pre-eminence of CBs in terms 
of efficiency (Hassan, 2006; Mokhtar et al., 2007, 2008; Safiullah, 2010; Sraïri, 2010).  

Another set of comparative studies deserves a particular attention because it distinguished between gross 
efficiency and net efficiency. These are mainly the studies of Abdul-Majid et al. (2008), Johnes et al. (2009), 
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Abdul-Majid et al. ((2010), (2011a, b)) and Johnes et al. (2013). Gross efficiency takes into account both 
management quality and the effectiveness of the modus operandi. Net efficiency can isolate the managerial 
component and thus provides a measure of managerial efficiency. Studying the Malaysian banking industry, 
Abdul-Majid et al. (2008, 2011a, b) calculated gross efficiency scores by estimating the cost function using the 
stochastic frontier analysis (SFA) without considering specific variables (even that reflecting the nature of the 
bank, Islamic or conventional). These variables are introduced during in the second step of calculating net 
efficiency scores. The results show that CBs have a significant higher gross efficiency than that of IBs, whereas a 
slight difference is obtained for net efficiency. Johnes et al. (2009) adopted a different approach using the data 
envelopment analysis (DEA) to calculate gross and net efficiency scores. According to Abdul-Majid et al. 
((2008), (2010),(2011a, b)), the results indicate that the poor performance of IBs operating in the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC) countries is mainly due to their modus operandi rather than to managerial 
incompetence. Johnes et al. (2013) obtained the same result despite using MFA. These authors defined three 
levels of efficiency: gross efficiency, net efficiency and type efficiency. Gross efficiency is determined by MFA; 
net efficiency is calculated from specific efficiency frontiers established by the nonparametric DEA method; and 
type efficiency is defined by the distance between the specific frontier and the meta-frontier. In this study, we 
will extrapolate this latter study in order to assess the evolution of cost and revenue efficiency for Islamic and 
conventional banks of Malaysia over the period 2006-2012. 

3. Methodology 

Step 1: SFA to determine for each bank category two specific frontiers relating respectively to cost and revenue 
efficiency. 

SFA proposed by Aigner et al. (1977) and Meeusen and Broek (1977), and used by Mester (1993), Cebenoyan et 
al. (1993) and Bauer et al. (1993), is one of the parametric methods designed to evaluate cost and profit 
efficiency. Unlike non-parametric approaches like DEA, which ignores the possibilities of measurement errors 
and the effects of the inaccuracy associated with accounting data, parametric approaches, such as the stochastic 
frontier model, decomposes error term in two components. The first component results from measurement errors 
and external shocks, and the second measures the specific inefficiency for each entity to be evaluated. In this 
regard, to calculate inefficiency related to each observation, Jondrow et al. (1982) proposed a decomposition 
method of error term, which proved its superiority over other methods (called deterministic methods). According 
to Berger and Mester (1997), cost efficiency is the measure of the distance between the cost of producing a set of 
outputs of a bank i and that of a bank having the best cost practice, operating in similar conditions. Thus, 
assessing cost efficiency makes it possible to know the deviation of the production cost of a set of outputs from 
the minimum production cost of the same bundle. SFA determines efficiency scores from a stochastic cost 
function that can be formulated for a sample of N banks, as follows:  

                     ln ܥ ௜ܶ ൌ ݂( ௜ܻ, ௜ܲ , (ߚ ൅	ߝ௜, ௜ߝ	݄ݐ݅ݓ ൌ ௜ݑ	 ൅	ݒ௜                     (1) 

Where ln ܥ ௜ܶ is the total cost of a bank i; ܻ is the vector of outputs of a bank i; ܲ is the vector of inputs of a 

bank i; β is the vector of the parameters to be estimated. The error term ߝ௜ is divided into two parts: ݑ௜ captures 

the effect of inefficiency and is distributed on one side of the frontier (one-sided error term); ݒ௜ is the stochastic 

error which captures the effect of noise and measurement errors and it is distributed on each side of the 

production frontier (two-sided error term). These two error terms are supposed to be independent. Note that the 

function ݂ can take several functional forms such as Translog, Gobb-Douglas, CES, squared-root quadratic and 

quadratic generalized Box-Cox (Konstantinos et al. (2003)). The cost frontier is estimated by the maximum 

likelihood method and efficiency levels are deducted from the regression error as follows: ܧܥ௜௧ ൌ ଵୣ୶୮(௨ෝ೔) ൌ	exp(െݑො௜). A cost efficiency score equal to 1 represents a bank that is on the efficiency frontier, while scores 

between 0 and 1 denote banks with lower efficiency.  
For the selection of variables of model (1), it should be remembered that there are two approaches that define 
inputs and outputs of banking institutions: the production approach, introduced by Benston (1965) and Bell and 
Murphy (1968), and the intermediation approach proposed by Sealey and Lindley (1977). Both approaches are 
widely used in the literature and there is no consensus on the superiority of one over the other (Berger and 
Humphrey (1997)). In this study, we will adopt the intermediation approach that promotes banks' intermediation 
vocation when defining banking activity. Deposits are then considered among the bank's inputs together with 
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labour and capital. In addition, outputs are measured in value rather than in number of accounts managed by the 
bank. Total cost then takes into account interest costs and the amounts allocated to depositors in addition to 
expenses of personnel, amortization, provisions and other expenses. Based on the translog functional form, the 
model to be estimated is as follows: ܥ݊ܮ ௜ܶ௧ ൌ ଴ߚ ൅	∑ )௞݈݊ߚ ௞ܻ௜௧)ଶ௞ୀଵ ൅	∑ )௛݈݊ߙ ௛ܲ௜௧)ଷ௛ୀଵ ൅	ଵଶ ∑ ∑ ௝௞ଶ௞ୀଵଶ௝ୀଵߚ ݈݊൫ ௝ܻ௜௧൯݈݊( ௞ܻ௜௧) ൅		ଵଶ ∑ ∑ ௛௝ଷ௝ୀଵଷ௛ୀଵߙ ݈݊( ௛ܲ௜௧)݈݊൫ ௝ܲ௜௧൯ ൅ ∑ ∑ ௝௞ଶ௞ୀଵଷ௝ୀଵߣ ݈݊൫ ௝ܲ௜௧൯݈݊( ௞ܻ௜௧) ൅	ߝ௜௧               (2) 

Where, i varies from 1 to N (N is the total number of banks of the sample); t represents the year which varies 
between 1 and 7; h varies from 1 to 3 and represents the number of input prices; k varies between 1 and 2 and 
represents the number of outputs. In addition, two restrictions are to be introduced so as to reduce the number of 
estimation parameters of the model (2). These restrictions are the result of two constraints: a symmetry constraint 
and a homogeneity constraint. In the presence of three inputs and two outputs, these two constraints allow us to 
reduce the coefficients to be estimated to 21 instead of 34. At this level, this model has to be used to identify two 
specific efficiency frontiers and a common frontier. The first frontier is based on a sample of uniquely IBs, while 
the second contains only CBs. These two categories of banks are grouped in a single sample to construct the 
common frontier. 

The same model and the same procedures will be used in order to calculate revenue efficiency. We keep the same 
inputs and outputs of the previous model, while the dependent variable will be replaced by the total revenues 
coming from financing, loans and other operating activities after deducting amounts allocated to depositors. Like 
the cost frontier, the revenue frontier divides the bank’s total revenues by prices of inputs and outputs. It then 
allows us to determine the deviation from the bank having the best practice. The use of the stochastic frontier 
model to evaluate revenue efficiency was also developed by Fiordelisi et al. (2011) in the European context. 

2nd step: The principle of MFA 

Bos and Schmiedel (2003), Bikker (2002) and Dietsch and Lozano-Vivas (2000) support the hypothesis which 
states that considering a single efficiency frontier for banks operating in different environments and having 
access to different technologies leads to erroneous results. To take into account these measurement weaknesses, 
we then decided to extend our analysis of efficiency measurement trying to benefit from the proposals of Battese 
et al. (2004) who have managed to develop a meta-frontier production function. This last function allows 
comparing several groups of producers operating under different technologies and this by calculating a 
technological gap ratio.  

Following Battese et al. (2004), Huang et al. (2011) have attempted to build a cost frontier that envelops all 
stochastic cost frontiers for the different European banking groups. The construction of a meta-frontier starts by 
defining a model of a stochastic cost frontier for each bank i of country r at time t as follows: ܥ௜௧(௥) ൌ ݂൫ ௜ܺ௧(௥)	, ߮௥൯݁௏೔೟(ೝ)ା	௎೔೟(ೝ); i = 1,..., Nr ; t= 1,…, T; r=1,…, R           (3) 

Where, Cit (r) is total cost; Xit (r) is the vector of input and output prices; φr is the vector of parameters to be 
estimated; Vit(r) and Uit(r) are the two components of error term. For convenience reasons, the model (3) is 
represented as follows: ܥ௜௧(௥) ൌ ݁௑೔೟(ೝ)ఝೝ	ା	௏೔೟(ೝ)ା	௎೔೟(ೝ)                        (4) 

Through this model, Battese et al. (2004) suppose that there is only one data generation process for banks within 
the same country or using the same technology. In model (3), the meta-frontier cost function is defined as being a 
global function with a mathematical form that envelopes all deterministic elements of the stochastic cost 
functions elaborated individually. Thus, the meta-frontier cost function takes the following form: 

∗௜௧ܥ             ൌ ݂( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗) ≡ ݁௑೔೟ఝ∗; i=1,…, N=∑ ௥ܰோ௥ୀଵ 	; t=1,…, T                   (5) 

Where, ܥ௜௧∗  is the minimum expenses incurred by bank i at time t; and φ * is the vector of parameters of the 
meta-frontier cost function. These parameters are determined in such a way that 	 ௜ܺ௧߮∗ ൑ ௜ܺ௧߮௥ . The 
meta-frontier cost function is a parametric deterministic function whose values must be less than or equal to the 
deterministic components of the stochastic cost functions of the different identified groups (this inequality must 
be checked for all groups and over the whole studied period). Figure (1) illustrates the meta-frontier cost 
function which is assumed to be a smooth function. The stochastic frontier cost of different countries in the case 
of a single output are established and denoted by frontier 1, frontier 2 and frontier 3. 
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Figure 1. Meta-frontier function 

Source: Huang et al. (2011). 

 
Measuring the overall cost efficiency (OCE) for bank i at time t, in country r is made by the minimum cost 
(determined by the meta-frontier) to the observed cost ratio, adjusted by the corresponding random error:  

௜௧(௥)ܧܥܱ                          ൌ 	 ௘೉೔೟ക∗శ	ೇ೔೟(ೝ)஼೔೟(ೝ)                                     (6) 

௜௧(௥)ܧܥܱ                ൌ 	 ௘೉೔೟ക∗శ	ೇ೔೟(ೝ)௘೉೔೟(ೝ)കೝశ	ೇ೔೟(ೝ)శ	ೆ೔೟(ೝ) ൌ 	 ݁ି௎೔೟(ೝ) 	ൈ 	 ௘೉೔೟ക∗௘೉೔೟(ೝ)കೝ                     (7) 

The first term of the equation on the right,	݁ି௎೔೟(ೝ), is cost efficiency (ܧܥ௜௧(௥)) related to the stochastic frontier of 
country r. It measures the distance between the cost of a bank (i) and the stochastic cost frontier of country r. 
The second term of the equation on the right is the technological gap ratio. Equation (7) is then rewritten as 
follows: 

௜௧(௥)ܧܥܱ                       ൌ ௜௧(௥)ܧܥ ൈ	ܴܶܩ௜௧(௥)                                  (8) 

The procedures followed to calculate OCE can be summarized in three steps: 

1- estimation of the parameters of the stochastic cost function of country r,	 ො߮௥	,	by using the maximum likelihood 

method; 

2- estimation of the parameters of the meta-frontier cost function, ො߮ ∗, with reference to one of the mathematical 

programming methods; 

3- calculation of cost efficiency (ܧܥ௜௧(௥)) and the technological gap ratio 	ܴܶܩ௜௧(௥). 
These steps will be performed to calculate the OCE of IBs and CBs. According to the approach adopted by 
Battese et al. (2004) estimating the parameters of the meta-frontier cost function	(߮∗)involves solving the 
following system: 

       MinL*≡ ∑ ∑ ห݈݂݊൫ ௜ܺ௧	, ො߮(௥)൯ െ ݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗)หே௜ୀଵ௧்ୀଵ , u/c݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗) ൑ 	݈݂݊൫ ௜ܺ௧	, ො߮(௥)൯           (9) 

In view of this latter constraint, the absolute value can be removed, which leads to solving the following 
problem:  

MinL*≡	∑ ∑ ൣ݈݂݊൫ ௜ܺ௧	, ො߮(௥)൯ െ ݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗)൧ே௜ୀଵ௧்ୀଵ , u/c ݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗) ൑ 	݈݂݊൫ ௜ܺ௧	, ො߮(௥)൯         (10) 

Where, i: 1, ..., N (N = 37, is number of the banks in the selected sample); t: 2006, ..., 2012; r: group 1 or group 2 
(r = 1: Islamic banks group; r = 2: conventional banks group); ௜ܺ௧is the vector of inputs and outputs. 

The aim of this minimization problem is to minimize the distance between current cost (determined by the 
stochastic cost function of each group) and minimum cost (calculated by the meta-frontier function). The 
function of the meta-frontier ݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	,			߮∗) takes the same form as that of individual stochastic cost frontiers. 
Furthermore, solving this minimization problem will be possible using an optimization technique based on the 
genetic algorithm method. Note that in our case, this optimization problem consists of 233 constraints that 
should be respected. 

Proceeding in the same way, calculating the global revenue efficiency requires solving the following 
minimization problem: 

 

COST 

OUTPUT 

FRONTIER 1 ,࢞)૚ࢌ : (૚࣐
FRONTIER 2 ,࢞)૛ࢌ : (૛࣐

FRONTIER 3 : ࢌ૜(࢞, (૜࣐

:ࡲࡹ  (∗࣐,࢞)
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Min L*≡ ∑ ∑ ห݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗) െ ݈݂݊൫ ௜ܺ௧	, ො߮(௥)൯หே௜ୀଵ௧்ୀଵ , u/c ݈݂݊൫ ௜ܺ௧	, ො߮(௥)൯ ൑ ݈݂݊( ௜ܺ௧	, ߮∗)           (11) 

4. Data and Definition of Variables 

Our sample consists of 37 Malaysian commercial banks, 17 of which are IBs and 20 are CBs. The choice of 
Malaysia is justified by three main reasons. The first relates to the heterogeneity of accounting systems adopted 
by IBs from different countries. This heterogeneity makes it difficult not only the development of harmonized 
financial statements but also any comparative study of similar entities. The second reason for our choice relates 
to Malaysia's international rank in terms of Islamic finance. The third reason relates to the implementation of the 
Basel II agreement as of 2008 in the Malaysian banking sector. This decision gives us the opportunity to examine 
the impact of any variation in capital (Figure 2) on efficiency.  

The audited annual financial statements, which are available on the website of each of the banks of our sample, 
are the main sources of our database. The period of our study extends between 2006 and 2012 and takes into 
account the effects of the subprime crisis. The total number of observations is set at 233 observations: 103 
observations for IBs and 130 for CBs. Table (1) below presents the names of the banks of our sample, their 
nature (Islamic or conventional), affiliation (domestic or foreign), their creation date and the number of 
observations attributable to each of them. It should be noted that all observations that might give biased results 
because of their abnormal variability were eliminated. 

 

 

Figure 2. Evolution of capital base 

 
By adopting the intermediation approach, three inputs and two outputs are used to calculate cost and revenue 
efficiency scores. The three production factors are respectively: physical capital (K), financial capital (F) and 
labour (W). Physical capital price is calculated by dividing the total of amortization, provisions and other 
expenses by the total of net fixed assets. As for the financial capital price, it is measured by the total of the 
amounts allotted to the different lenders (including funds provided by customers of the bank) divided by the total 
of short, medium and long term liabilities. As for labour price, it is defined by the personnel expenses to total 
assets ratio. The two considered outputs are: total loans (Y1) and total securities portfolio (Y2). Total loans takes 
into account cash and short-term funds, deposits and placements from banks and other financial institutions, and 
financing, advances and other loans. As for the total securities portfolio, it is equal to the sum of the value of 
securities held for trading, held to maturity and available-for-sale. 

 

Table 1. The sample 

Banks N° Nature D/F* Creation date Number of 

Observations 

Bank Islam Malaysia  1 Isl D 1983 7 

Bank Muamalat Malaysia 2 Isl D 1999 6 

Affin Islamic Bank Berhad 3 Isl D 2005 7 

CIMB Islamic Bank  4 Isl D 2005 7 

EONCAP Islamic Bank ** 5 Isl D 2005 5 

Hong Leong Islamic Bank** 6 Isl D 2005 7 

RHB Islamic Bank  7 Isl D 2005 7  

AmIslamic Bank  8 Isl D 2006 6 

My Bank Isamic 9 Isl D 2007 5 

0.000

0.020

0.040

0.060

0.080

0.100

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Capital base/TA Isl Capital base/TA Conv
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Alliance Islamic Bank  10 Isl D 2007 5 

Public Islamic Bank  11 Isl D 2008 5 

Kuwait Finance House  12 Isl F 2004 7 

Al Rajhi Banking 13 Isl F 2006 7 

Asian Finance Bank  14 Isl F 2006 7 

OCBC Al Amin Bank Berhad 15 Isl F 2008 5 

Standard Chartered  16 Isl F 2008 5 

HSBC Amanah 17 Isl F 2008 5 

Hong Leong Bank  18 Conv D 1934 7 

Maybankberhad 19 Conv D 1960 7 

Public Bank Berhad 20 Conv D 1960 7 

Am Bank Berhad 21 Conv D 1975 7 

RHB Bank 22 Conv D 1997 7 

Affin Bank Berhad 23 Conv D 2001 7 

Alliance Bank Berhad 24 Conv D 2001 7 

Bongkok Bank Berhad 25 Conv F 1959 7 

JP Morgan Chase Berhad 26 Conv F 1964 7 

Deutsche Bank Berhad 27 Conv F 1967 7 

Standard Chartered Bank Malaysia 28 Conv F 1984 7 

United Overseas Bank Berhad 29 Conv F 1993 7 

Bank of TokoyoBerhad 30 Conv F 1994 7 

HSBC Bank  31 Conv F 1994 7 

OCBC Bank Berhad 32 Conv F 1994 7 

The Bank of Nova Scotia Berhad 33 Conv F 1994 7 

Bank of China Berhad 34 Conv F 2001 6 

The Royal Bank of Scotland Berhad 35 Conv F 2007 7 

Industrial and Commercial Bank of China 36 Conv F 2010 3 

BNP Paris Malaysia Berhad 37 Conv F 2010 2 

Total 37    233 

Isl: Islamic; Conv: Conventional  

*Domestic or foreign bank;  

** The bank Hong Leong Islamic Bank completed in November 2011 its merger with the EONCAP Islamic Bank.  

 

The descriptive statistics of the variables of the two stochastic functions (cost and revenue) are presented in 
Table 2. Total loans as well as total securities portfolio of CBs are three times more than those of IBs. In addition, 
the high price of IBs’ physical capital is essentially explained by the low value of net fixed assets with respect to 
total of amortization, depreciation, provision and other expenses. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the inputs and outputs of stochastic functions 

All years  CBs IBs All 

   Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Price of physical capital 2,757  3,484  31,128  74,577    14,864  50,638    

Price of financial capital 0,023  0,009  0,021  0,006  0,022  0,008 

Price of labor  0,006  0,003  0,005  0,005 0,006  0,004  

Total loans (RM'000) 40321  50914  11140  11581  27869  41802  

Securities portfolio (RM'000) 7843  11047   2245  2892    5454  8999    

 

5. Presentation and Analysis of Results 

5.1 Cost Efficiency 

Table (A1) in the appendix presents the results of four cost efficiency frontiers. The first three relate to samples 

which respectively consist of IBs, CBs (specific frontiers) and of IBs and CBs (the common frontier). The fourth 

frontier is the global frontier (the meta-frontier) that envelops the first two. It is determined after solving the 
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optimization problem (10). The parameters λ (λ =ఙೠఙೡ  ) of the first three estimations appear statistically 

insignificant, which leads us to conclude that random shocks dominate in explaining inefficiency. Indeed, when λ~ 0, this is almost equivalent to ߪ௨~	0	 and / or	ߪ௩~ ൅ 	∞. This result is confirmed by estimating ߪ௩ଶ and ߪ௨ଶ 

given that the parameter ߪ௩ଶ	is statistically significant at the 1% level while ߪ௨ଶ is insignificant. Moreover, the 

average of cost efficiency scores calculated from the two specific frontiers as well as the common frontier (Table 

(3)) show that IBs are more efficient than CBs. In addition, the difference of means test reveals that the detected 

differences are statistically significant, respectively, at the 1% and 10% levels. 
 

Table 3. Average of cost efficiency scores of IBs and CBs 

  Specific frontier Common frontier Meta-frontier 

 Obs Mean p-value Mean p-value Mean p-value 

Islamic Banks 103 0,999353  0,999105  0,968548  

Conventional Banks 130 0,999217 0,0000 0,999104 0,0530 0,983122 0,0077 

All 233 0,999276  0,999104  0,976788  

 

However, MFA (Note 6) shows that the average of efficiency scores of CBs is higher than that of IBs and that the 
difference is statistically significant at the 1% level. Table 4 and Figure 3b show that this latter result is explained 
by the evolution of the annual average of the technology gap ratio. Indeed, over the period 2006-2010, IBs 
obtained an average technological gap ratio lower than that of CBs, which translates according to Johnes et al. 
(2013), Abdul-Majid et al. (2011a, b), Johnes et al. (2009) and Abdul-Majid et al. (2008) the ineffectiveness of 
their modus operandi. This finding confirms the hypothesis which states that technological and environmental 
differences can be crucial and have to be taken into account when comparing groups in terms of banking 
efficiency. 

The magnitude of the difference between efficiency measures presented by both methods (SFA and MFA) is also 
illustrated in Figures (3a) and (3c). This last figure highlights a negative relationship between cost efficiency and 
the capital base (Figure 2). Indeed, when cost efficiency of IBs increases between 2006 and 2012, their capital 
base decreases. Whereas, a decrease in the cost efficiency of CBs comes along an increase in their capital base. 
This result agrees with that of Altunbas et al. (2007) and Deelchand and and Padgett (2009). 

 

Table 4. Annual averages of technological gap ratio over the period 2006-2012 

MEAN CE TGR MEAN OCE 

IBs CBs All IBs CBs IBs CBs All 

2006 0,9993531 0,9992149 0,9992643 0,9272547 0,9855535 0,9266547 0,9847799 0,9640209 

t test 40,9842*     0,1350   

2007 0,99935 0,9992168 0,9992673 0,9576331 0,9873055 0,9570106 0,9865323 0,9753344 

t test 58,8025*     -4,0943*   

2008 0,9993521 0,9992202 0,9992842 0,9715222 0,9849017 0,9708927 0,9841336 0,9777023 

t test 64,1838*     -2,1331**   

2009 0,9993532 0,9992168 0,999281 0,9709665 0,9880234 0,9703384 0,9872495 0,9792914 

t test 71,5735*     -3,6650*   

2010 0,9993544 0,9992166 0,9992817 0,970983 0,988571 0,9703562 0,9877965 0,9795608 

t test 60,7572*     -1,7169***   

2011 0,9993533 0,9992163 0,9992755 0,980795 0,9785577 0,9801607 0,9777908 0,9788156 

t test 84,7853*     0,2214   

2012 0,9993538 0,9992179 0,9992751 0,985486 0,9765902 0,9848492 0,9758264 0,9796255 

t test 44,0394*     0,7986   

(*) Translate a significance of 1% (**) of 5% and (***) of 10%. (CE) is cost efficiency calculated from the stochastic frontiers; and (OCE) is 

cost efficiency determined through the meta-frontier approach. 
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Figure 3a. Annual average of cost efficiency scores measured by the SFA 

 

 

Figure 3b. Annual average of the technology gap ratio 

 

 

Figure 3c. Annual average of cost efficiency scores measured by the MF 

 
5.2 Revenue Efficiency  

Table (A1) in the appendix reports the results of the parameters of the four revenue efficiency frontiers. The 
averages of efficiency scores calculated from the specific frontiers, shown in Table 5, reveal that IBs have a 
higher revenue efficiency than CBs and that the difference is statistically significant at the 1% level. Table 5 
shows also that this result is in line with the averages of efficiency scores measured by MFA. The annual 
evolution of the average of these scores is shown in Table 6 and Figures 4a and 4c. IBs’ higher revenue 
efficiency is explained, according to Figure 4d, by the importance of revenues from their financing and lending 
operations compared to those of CBs. This figure highlights the similarity of the evolution trends of financing 
and lending revenues, divided by total assets, to those of the annual average of revenue efficiency scores 
determined by the meta-frontier function (Figure 4c). It should be noted that the decrease in IBs’ revenues during 
2008 is the result of the entry into operation of five new IBs (The Alliance Islamic Bank (end 2007), My Bank 
Islamic (end 2007), Public Bank (2008), OCBC Al-Amin Bank (2008), Standard Charactered (2008), HSBC 
Amanah (2008)) whose total assets represent approximately 68% of the total assets of the banks at the end of 
2007. At the end of their first year of operation, these banks made too low revenues when scaled to their total 
assets. In addition, the decrease in CBs’ revenues during 2009 is explained by the recession of the Malaysian 
economy in 2009 (a negative GDP growth rate (-1,513%) for the first time since 1998), which slowed down the 
growth in demand for financing and for banking services and caused, therefore, a decrease in lending rates. 
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Table 5. Average of revenue efficiency scores of IBs and CBs 

 

Moreover, Table 5 shows that the use of MFA resulted in a 7, 8% decrease in the average of efficiency scores of 
IBs while it has resulted in just a 1, 9% decrease in that of CBs. In this regard, Table 6 as well as Figure 4b show 
that all the technological gap ratios of IBs are lower than those of CBs, which confirms the assumption about the 
ineffectiveness of the modus operandi of IBs. 

 

Table 6. Annual averages of the technology gap ratio over the period 2006-2012 

 MEAN RE TGR MEAN ORE* 

 IBs CBs ALL IBs CBs IBs CBs ALL 

2006 0,9986643 0,9171888 0,9443473 0,9349579 0,9832759 0,9337091 0,9018266 0,9124541 

t test (4,1949)*         (1,4849)     

2007 0,998663 0,8996669 0,9372172 0,9070645 0,9892444 0,9058518 0,8903286 0,8962167 

t test (4,9500)*         (0,5638)    

2008 0,9986622 0,9347765 0,9667194 0,8766753 0,9826594 0,8755026 0,9186028 0,8976684 

t test (6,6220)*        (-1,4327)     

2009 0,9986683 0,919145 0,9565677 0,9354338 0,9870944 0,9341879 0,9074006 0,9200064 

t test (10,6755)*         (1,9260)***     

2010 0,9986691 0,9191437 0,9554982 0,9479319 0,9785048 0,9466701 0,8994819 0,9210537 

t test (9,9374)*         (3,5648)*     

2011 0,9986636 0,9155422 0,9511657 0,9450891 0,9673882 0,9438261 0,8854751 0,9104827 

t test (8,0417)*         (3,2765)*     

2012 0,9986654 0,9012086 0,9407181 0,948318 0,9831488 0,9470523 0,8863118 0,9109363 

t test (5,4524)*         (0,0073)*    

(*) Translates a significance of 1% (**) of 5% and (***) of 10%. (RE) is revenue efficiency calculated from the stochastic frontiers; and 

(ORE) is revenue efficiency determined through the meta-frontier approach. 

 

 

Figure 4a. Annual average of revenue efficiency scores measured by the SFA 

 

 

Figure 4b. Annual average of the technology gap ratio 
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  Specific frontier Common frontier Meta-frontier 

 Obs Mean p-value Mean p-value Mean p-value 

Islamic Banks 103 0,9986653  0,9105815  0,9263455  

Conventional Banks 130 0,9148311 0,0000 0,9193982 0,0790 0,8979351 0,0007 

All 233 0,9506052  0,9156359  0,9100585  
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Figure 4c. Annual average of revenue efficiency scores measured by the MF 

 

 
Figure 4d. Interest or profit income 

 

6. Conclusion 

The main objective of this study was to compare cost and revenue efficiency of Islamic and conventional banks 
over the period 2006-2012. For this purpose, two steps are performed. The first is to use the stochastic frontier 
method. The obtained results, based on specific and common frontiers, reveal that the average of cost and 
revenue efficiency scores of IBs are superior to those of CBs and that the differences are statistically significant 
at the 1% level. 

The use of MFA, in a second step, made it possible to determine a global frontier that envelops the two specific 
frontiers. This approach corrects for the shortcomings of efficiency measures because of institutions operating 
under different production technologies. By using the genetic algorithm, the resolution of optimization programs 
related to the global frontiers of cost and revenue efficiency led to important results. For cost efficiency, the 
results show that the average of efficiency scores of CBs is higher than that of IBs and that the difference is 
statistically significant. The evolution of the annual average of the technological gap ratio proves that the low 
efficiency of IBs compared to CBs results from their modus operandi rather than from their managerial capability. 
This result agrees with that of Johnes et al. (2013). However, the analysis of the annual averages of cost 
efficiency scores showed that IBs become more efficient starting from 2011. The trend of the annual averages 
observed in both IBs and CBs contradicts that of the capital base. For revenue efficiency, the average of 
efficiency scores shows that IBs are more efficient than CBs even though the evolution of the technology gap 
ratio reaffirms the ineffectiveness of their modus operandi. This result is explained by the importance of IBs’ 
revenues generated by lending and financing operations compared to those of CBs. 

References 

Abdul-Majid, M., Mohammed Nor, N. G., & Said, F., F. (2005). Efficiency of Islamic banks in Malaysia. In M. 
Iqbal & A. Ahmad (Eds.), Islamic Finance and Economic Development. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Abdul-Majid, M., Saal, D. S., & Battisti, G. (2008). The efficiency and productivity of Malaysian banks: An 
output distance function approach. Aston Business School Research Paper, P0815. 

Abdul-Majid, M., Saal, D. S., & Battisti, G. (2010). Efficiency in Islamic and conventional banking: An 
international comparison. Journal of Productivity Analysis, 34(1), 25-43. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11123-009-0165-3  

Abdul-Majid, M., Saal, D. S., & Battisti, G. (2011a). Efficiency and total factor productivity change of 
Malaysian commercial banks. Service Industries Journal, 31(13), 2117-2143. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2010.503882  

0.8

0.85

0.9

0.95

1

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

ISL CONV

0.000

0.020

0.040

0.060

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

ISL CONV



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 5; 2016 

265 
 

Abdul-Majid, M., Saal, D., S., & Battisti, G. (2011b). The impact of Islamic banking on the cost efficiency and 
productivity change of Malaysian commercial banks. Applied Economics, 43(16), 2033-3054. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00036840902984381  

Aigner, D. J., Lovell, C. A. K., & Schmidt, P. (1977). Formulation and estimation of stochastic frontier 
production function models. Journal of Econometrics, 6(1), 21-37. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(77)90052-5  

Al Masri, R. Y. (2009). An nassiawa an nasa’ halhoumabimanawahid?  

Al-Jarrah, I., & Molyneux, P. (2005). Efficiency in Arabian banking. In M. Iqbal & R. Wilson (Eds.), Islamic 
Perspectives on Wealth Creation (pp. 97-117). Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3366/edinburgh/9780748621002.003.0007  

Al-Muharrami, S. (2008). An examination of technical, pure technical and scale efficiencies in GCC banking. 
American Journal of Finance and Accounting, 1(2), 152-166. http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/ajfa.2008.019950 

Altunbas, Y., Carbo, S., Gardener, E. P. M., & Molyneux, P. (2007). Examining the relationships between capital, 
risk and efficiency in European banking. European Financial Management, 13, 49-70. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-036x.2006.00285.x 

Bader, M. K. I. (2008). Cost, revenue, and profit efficiency of Islamic versus conventional banks: International 
evidence using data envelopment analysis. Islamic Economic Studies, 15(2), 23-76.  

Balala, M. H. (2011). Islamic finance and law: Theory and practice in a globalized world. I. B. Tauris Co Ltd. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5860/choice.48-5919  

Battese, G. E. D. S., Rao, P., & O’Donnell, C. J. (2004). A Metafrontier Production Function for Estimation of 
Technical Efficiencies and Technology Gaps for Firms Operating Under Different Technologies. Journal of 
Productivity Analysis, 21, 91-103. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/b:prod.0000012454.06094.29 

Bauer, P., Berger, A., & Humphrey, D. (1993). Efficiency and productivity growth in U.S. banking. In H. O. 
Fried, C. A. K. Lovell, & S. S. Schmidt (Eds.), The measurement of productive efficiency: Techniques and 
applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bell, F., W., & Murphy, N. B. (1968). Economies of scale and division of labor in commercial banking. National 
Banking Review, 5, 131-39. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1056322 

Benston, G. J. (1965). Branch banking and economies of scales. The Journal of Finance, 20, 312-331. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1965.tb00212.x 

Berger, A. N., & Humphrey, D. D. (1997). Efficiency of Financial Institutions: International Survey and 
Directions for Future Research. European Journal of Operational Research, 98, 282-94. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2140 

Berger, A. N., & Mester, L. (1997).Inside the black box: What explains differences in the efficiencies of financial 
institutions. Journal of Banking and Finance, 21, 895-947. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.138159 

Bhattacharyya, A., Lovell, C. A. K., & Sahay, P. (1997). The impact of liberalization on the productive efficiency 
of Indian commercial banks. European Journal of Operational Research, 98, 332-345. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0377-2217(96)00351-7  

Bikker, J. A. (2002). Efficiency and Cost Differences across Countries in a Unified European Banking Market. 
DNB staff reports, de Nederlandsche Bank. 

Bos, J. W. B., & Schmiedel, H. (2003). Comparing Efficiency in European Banking: A Meta Frontier Approach. 
Research Series Supervision, 57. Netherlands Central Bank, Directorate Supervision. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.460060 

Brown, K., & Skully, M. T. (2002). International studies in comparative banking: A survey of recent 
developments. SSRNe Library. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.365920 

Cebenoyan, A. S., Cooperman, E. S., Register, C. A., & Hudgins, S. C. (1993). The relative efficiency of stock 
versus mutual S&Ls: A stochastic cost frontier approach. Journal of Financial Services Research, 7, 
151-170. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf01046903 

Chapra, M. U. (2007). Challenges facing the Islamic financial industry. In M. K. Hassan & M. K. Lewis (Eds.), 
Handbook of Islamic Banking (pp. 325-360). Edward Elgar, Cheltenham. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.4337/9781783475728.00014 



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 5; 2016 

266 
 

Chapra, M. U. (2008). The Global Financial Crisis and the Islamic Financial System. Paper presented at the 
Forum On The Global Financial Crisis, Islamic Development Bank. 

Chen, X., Skully, M., & Brown, K. (2005). Banking efficiency in China: Application of DEA to pre-and 
post-deregulation eras 1993-2000. China Economic Review, 16, 229-245. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2005.02.001 

Deelchand, T., & Padget, C. (2009). The Relationship between Risk, Capital and Efficiency: Evidence from 
Japanese Cooperative Banks. ICMA Discussion Paper in Finance. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1525423 

Dietsch, M., & Lozano-Vivas, A. (2000). How the Environment Determines Banking Efficiency: A Comparison 
between French and Spanish Industries. Journal of Banking and Finance, 24(6), 985-1004. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0378-4266(99)00115-6  

Drake, L., & Hall, M. J. B. (2003). Efficiency in Japanese banking: An empirical analysis. Journal of Banking 
and Finance, 27, 891-917. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0378-4266(02)00240-6  

El Gamal, M. A. (2001). An Economic Explication of the Prohibition of Gharar in Classical Jurisprudence (pp. 
13-15). The 4th International Conference on Islamic Economics. UK: Leicester. 

El-Gamal, M. A., & Inanoglu, H. (2005). Inefficiency and heterogeneity in Turkish banking: 1990-2000. Journal 
of Applied Econometrics, 20, 641-664. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jae.835 

Fiordelisi, F., Marques-lbanez, D., & Molyneux, P. (2011). Efficiency and risk in European banking. Journal of 
Banking and Finance, 35, 1315-1326. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2010.10.005 

Hassan, I., & Merton, K. (2003). Development and efficiency of the banking sector in a transitional economy: 
Hungarian banking experience. Journal of Banking and Finance, 27, 2249-2271. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1016058 

Hassan, M. K. (2005). The cost, profit and X-efficiency of Islamic banks. In Paper Presented at 12th ERF Annual 
Conference. Retrieved from http://www.erf.org.eg/CMS/getFile.php?id=469 

Hassan, M. K. (2006). The X-efficiency in Islamic banks. Islamic Economic Studies, 12(2), 49-78.  

Hassan, M. K., & Hussein, K. A. (2003). Static and dynamic efficiency in the Sudanese banking system. Review 
of Islamic Economics, 14, 5-48.  

Hassan, T., Mohamad, S., & Bader, M. K. I. (2009). Efficiency of conventional versus Islamic banks: Evidence 
from the Middle East. International Journal of Islamic and Middle Eastern Finance and Management, 2(1), 
46-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17538390910946267  

Hayami, Y. (1969). Sources of agricultural productivity gap among selected countries. American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics, 51, 564-575. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1237909  

Hayami, Y., & Ruttan, V. W. (1970). Agricultural productivity differences among countries. American Economic 
Review, 60, 895-911. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1239449  

Hayami, Y., & Ruttan, V. W. (1971).Agricultural development: An international perspective. Baltimore: The 
Johns Hopkins University Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1241572  

Huang T., H., Chiang, L. C., & Chen, K. C. (2011). An Empirical Study of Bank Efficiencies and Technology 
Gaps in European Banking. The Manchester School, 79(4), 839-860. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9957.2010.02178.x 

Hussein, K. A. (2004). Banking efficiency in Bahrain: Islamic versus conventional banks. InIslamic 
Development Bank. Islamic Research and Training Institute Research Paper, 68.  

Isik, I., & Hassan, M. K. (2002).Technical, scale and allocative efficiencies of Turkish banking industry. Journal 
of Banking and Finance, 26, 719-766. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0378-4266(01)00167-4  

Jackson, P., M., & Fethi, M. D. (2000). Evaluating the technical efficiency of Turkish commercial banks: An 
application of DEA and Tobit analysis. University of Leicester Working paper. 

Johnes, J., Izzeldin, M., & Pappas, V. (2009). The efficiency of Islamic and conventional banks in the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC) countries: An analysis using financial ratios and data envelopment analysis. In 
LUMS Working Papers Series 2009/023. 

Johnes, J., Izzeldin, M., & Pappas, V. (2013). A comparison of performance of Islamic and conventional banks 
2004 to 2009. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2071615 



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 5; 2016 

267 
 

Jondrow, J. C. A. K., Lovell, I. S. M., & Schmidt, P. (1982). On the estimation of technical inefficiency in the 
stochastic frontier production function model. Journal of Econometrics, 19, 233-238. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(82)90004-5  

Kamaruddin, B. H., Safa, M. S., & Mohd, R. (2008). Assessing the production efficiency of Islamic banks and 
conventional bank Islamic windows in Malaysia. International Journal of Business and Management 
Research, 1(1), 31-48. 

Kasman, A., & Yildrim, C. (2006). Cost and profit efficiencies in transition banking: The case of new EU 
members. Applied Economics, 38, 1079-1090. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00036840600639022  

Khediri, K., Charfeddine, L., & Ben Youssef, S. (2015). Islamic versus conventional banks in the GCC countries: 
A comparative study using classification techniques. International Business and Finance, 33, 75-98. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2014.07.002 

Konstantinos, G., Tran, K. C., & Tzouvelekas, V. (2003). On the Choice of Functional Form in Stochastic 
Frontier Modeling. Empirical Economics, 28, 75-100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s001810100120 

Matthews, K., & Ismail, M. (2006). Efficiency and productivity growth of domestic and foreign commercial 
banks in Malaysia. Cardiff Economics Working Papers E2006/2. 

Meeusen, W., & Broeck, J. V. D. (1977). Efficiency Estimation from Cobb-Douglas Production Functions with 
Composed Error. International Economic Review, 18(2), 435-44. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2525757  

Mester, L. J. (1993). Efficiency in the savings and loan industry. Journal of Banking and Finance, 17, 267-286. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-4266(93)90032-9  

Miller, S. M., & Noulas, A. G. (1996). The technical efficiency of large bank production. Journal of banking and 
Finance, 200, 495-509. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-4266(95)00017-8  

Mokhtar, H. S. A., Abdullah, N., & Al-Habshi, S. M. (2006). Efficiency of Islamic banking in Malaysia: A 
stochastic frontier approach. Journal of Economics Cooperation, 27(2), 37-70. 

Mokhtar, H. S. A., Abdullah, N., & Alhabshi, S. M. (2007).Technical and cost efficiency of Islamic banking in 
Malaysia. Review of Islamic Economics, 11(1), 5-40. 

Mokhtar, H., S. A., Abdullah, N., & Alhabshi, S. M. (2008). Efficiency and competition of Islamic banking in 
Malaysia. Humanomics, 24(1), 28-48. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/08288660810851450  

Owaida, A. A. M. (2010). Risk Theory in Islamic Economy – Applied Principal Study. HERNDON: IIIT (in 
Arabic). 

Saaid, A. (2005). Allocative and technical inefficiency in Sudanese Islamic banks: An empirical investigation. M. 
InIqbal & R. Wilson (Eds.), Islamic Perspectives on Wealth Creation (pp. 142-154). Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.3366/edinburgh/9780748621002.003.0009  

Saaid, A., Rosly, S., A., Ibrahim, M., H., & Abdullah, N. (2003). The X-efficiency of the Sudanese Islamic banks. 
IIUM Journal of Economics and Management, 11(2), 123-141. 

Safiullah. (2010). Superiority of Conventional Banks and Islamic Banks of Bangladesh: A Comparative Study. 
International Journal of Economics and Finance, 2(3). http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ijef.v2n3p199 

Said, A. (2012).Comparing the change in efficiency of the Western and Islamic banking systems. Journal of 
Money, Investment and Banking, 23, 149-180. 

Sealey, C., W., & Lindley, J. T. (1977). Inputs, Outputs and a Theory of Production and Cost Depository 
Financial Institutions. Journal of Finance, 32(4), 1251-1266. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2326527  

Shahid, H., Ur Rehman, R., Niazi, G., S. K., & Raoof, A. (2010). Efficiencies comparison of Islamic and 
conventional banks of Pakistan. International Research Journal of Finance and Economics, 49, 24-42. 

Shekhar, A. N. B. M. (2008). The rule of ‘Ar-RibhBidh-Dhaman’: A fundamental and applied research. Muscat 
(Amman): Institute of Forensic Science/Ministry of Awqaf and Religious Affairs, (in Arabic). 

Sufian, F. (2009). The determinants of Islamic banks’ efficiency changes: Empirical evidence from the MENA 
and Asian banking sectors. International Journal of Islamic and Middle Eastern Finance and Management, 
2(2), 120-138. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/097215091201300201 

Viverita, V., Brown, K., & Skully, M. (2007). Efficiency analysis of Islamic banks in Africa, Asia and the Middle 
East. Review of Islamic Economics, 11(2), 5-16. 



www.ccsenet.org/ijbm International Journal of Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 5; 2016 

268 
 

Yudistira, D. (2004). Efficiency of Islamic Banks: An Empirical Analysis of 18 Banks. Islamic Economic Studies 
12(1). 

 

Appendix 
Table (A1). Parameters estimation of the different cost and revenue efficiency frontiers 

 Cost efficiency Revenue efficiency 

 Islamic Conventional Common Meta-frontier Islamic Conventional Common Meta-frontier ࢻ૚ 0,1668594 0,500328*** 0,1590492*** 0,1154* -0,2866857 1,234692** 0,073996 0,2620*

 (0,1469965) (0,2715282) (0,0955418) (2 ,00E-12) (0,3066469) (0,5518855) (0,1746824) (2,2e-012)ࢻ૛ -2,651468* -0,4377865 -0,7726205* -1,1492* -3,639785** 2,774046** 0,9036876*** 1,7494*

 (0,5464753) (0,3540121) (0,2130411) (1,10E-11) (1,436716) (1,098868) (0,4820879) (8,4e-012)ࢻ૜ 0,8161025* 3,075159* 0,4200515* 0,4689* -0,0422781 2,982532** -0,537307** -0,0500*

 (0,1931422) (0,5961614) (0,1418506) (2,90E-12) (0,4019339) (1,338251) (0,2602116) (4,3e-012)ࢼ૚ 3,327204* 0,1257142 0,6166509** 0,4717* 2,472748*** 0,5100291 -0,3033907 -0,8858*

 (0,6670809) (0,3752712) (0,2487264) (8,70E-12) (1,389996) (0,8605579) (0,4567114) (6,1e-012)ࢼ૛ -0,0930422 1,070829* 0,9254417* 0,8543* 0,6018553 0,3885877 0,9822634* 1,4219*

 (0,3414434) (0,2563816) (0,1624565) (4,60E-12) (0,7874492) (0,6319411) (0,3158763) (2,4e-012)ࢻ૚૚ 0,0086005 -0,0303248 -0,0401967*** -0,0348* 0,057039 -0,0612283 0,0267472 0,0672*

 (0,0282428) (0,0359377) (0,0217412) (3,60E-13) (0,0587574) (0,0816596) (0,0412614) (2,9e-013)ࢻ૚૛ -0,0827917 0,0559387 0,0911009** 0,1156* -0,275974** 0,100442 -0,029394 0,0048*

 (0,0629262) (0,0739441) (0,0362221) (1,80E-12) (0,1312818) (0,1520376) (0,0658892) (5,7e-013)ࢻ૚૜ -0,0346604 0,145016 -0,043093** -0,0455* 0,0485172 0,3741423*** 0,0588257 0,1399*

 (0,0249241) (0,1124262) (0,021251 (7,10E-13) (0,0520348) (0,2278105) (0,0395736) (3,1e-013)ࢻ૛૛ -0,0595337 -0,3331931** 0,2470548* -0,1307* -0,4917561 0,0021221 0,2236692 0,3576*

 (0,1223669) (0,1352249) (0,0591121) (3,30E-12) (0,3423216) (0,5033675) (0,180007) (2,2e-012)ࢻ૛૜ -0,2498851* -0,0047193 -0,4124838* -0,2233* -0,5629835* 0,668259** -,4220873* -0,2744*

 (0,0518868) (0,1430018) (0,0370735) (1,90E-12) (0,1080738) (0,3390118) (0,071886) (2,0e-012)ࢻ૜૜ 0,1434989** 1,168309* 0,3655386* 0,2062* 0,3526856** 1,126587** 0,0881647 0,4521*

 (0,0725501) (0,2442965) (0,0488816) (1,50E-12) (0,155846) (0,5538592) (0,0919066) (4,1e-013)ࢼ૚૚ -0,578474* 0,197809** 0,124274 0,2707* 0,0590176 0,1979675 0,1272945 0,4653*

 (0,2107698) (0,0829337) (0,08337) (2,40E-12) (0,4597324) (0,1787581) (0,1575272) (1,4e-012)ࢼ૚૛ 0,0597447 -0,1630442* -0,1115508** -0,2066* -0,2775949 -0,1030239 -0,0898175 -0,2531*

 (0,0830229) (0,0479641) (0,0448918) (1,20E-12) (0,1922181) (0,1024255) (0,0826894) (7,1e-013)ࢼ૛૛ 0,1229388* 0,1240072* 0,0618916** 0,141* 0,1542058** 0,0206534 0,0614986 0,1181*

 (0,0370391) (0,029958) (0,0246113) (9,10E-13) (0,0773126) (0,0643424) (0,0452341) (6,5e-013)ࢾ૚૚ -0,114164** -0,0766686*** -0,0468029 -0,0427* 0,0623429 -0,0816237 0,0119252 0,0348*

 (0,0515603) (0,0459008) (0,0315609) (7,10E-13) (0,1075645) (0,102716) (0,0583056) (6,1e-013)ࢾ૚૛ 0,0148424 0,0815777** 0,0361797 0,0487* -0,0992512 0,0514605 0,0012724 -0,0098*

 (0,0360652) (0,0370215) (0,022488) (4,00E-13) (0,0761191) (0,0790581) (0,0424561) (2,8e-013)ࢾ૛૚ 0,6679552* 0,0139416 0,0180607 0,1799* 0,6583027*** -0,372114 -,3817774* -0,4665*

 (0,1777313) (0,0934969) (0,0663256) (3,70E-12) (0,3786344) (0,2352121) (0,1230545) (1,9e-012)ࢾ૛૛ 0,0177813 0,123582** 0,2243721* 0,0779* -0,2574779*** 0,1081091 0,0754034 0,0892*

 (0,0721499) (0,0540546) (0,0331251) (1,60E-12) (0,1568774) (0,1679153) (0,0816201) (1,1e-012)
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૜૚ -0,3051988* -0,2115719 -0,0573661ࢾ -0,1058* -0,0540559 0,2769539 -0,168138*** 0,0150*

 (0,0924738) (0,1363178) (0,0514436) (2,50E-12) (0,1967671) (0,2911813) (0,09644) (8,5e-013)ࢾ૜૛ 0,14466** 0,1997042*** 0,0695299*** 0,078* 0,0954775 -0,0810672 0,2600789* 0,2520*

 (0,0583953) (0,1050867) (0,0362421) (2,00E-12) (0,1232548) (0,2342902) (0,0665362) (5,5e-013)ࢼ૙ -6,243303* 2,51058* -1,481441* -1,4472* -8,047526* 4,949004** 0,0596175 2,0510*

 (1,082235) (0,9618801) (0,4404506) (1,40E-11) (2,565003) (2,018476) (0,8589696) (1,4e-011)

lnsig2v -5,846961* -6,317966* -5,50102* -4,38398* -5,622267* -4,766221* 

 (0,1397608) (0,1234759) (0,0924245) (0,1425491) (0,4638671) (0,3153603) 

lnsig2u -14,23366 -13,85212 -13,58385 -12,78439 -4,286915* -4,347281* 

 (129,4787) (91,9349) (90,18478) (132,1359) (0,4214377) (0,6000163) 

sigma_v 0,0537463 0,0424689 0,0638953 0,1116943 0,0601368 0,0922631 

 (0,0037558) (0,0026219) (0,0029527) (0,007961) (0,0139477) (0,0145481) 

sigma_u 0,0008113 0,0009819 0,0011228 0,0016746 0,1172487 0,1137627 

 (0 ,0525254) (0,0451336) (0,0506301) (0,1106357) (0,0247065) (0,0341297) 

sigma2 0,0028893 0,0018046 0,0040839 0,0124784 0,0173637 0,0214544 

 (0,0004062) (0,0002275) (0,000382) (0,0017891) (0,0044788) (0,0054915) 

Lambda 0,0150957 0,0231195 0,0175726 0,0149925 1,949701 1,233025 

 (0 ,0529429) (0,0455844) (0,0510365) (0,1115174) (0,0371969) (0,0476039) 

Loglikelihood 154,9637 233,1531 315,56943 76.527949 129,9006 173,51065 

Wald chi2 6934,69 43081,37 25200,77 1881,32 6442,43 5940,64 

P>chi2 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 

The values in parentheses are the standard deviation of the estimated parameters. (*)Translates a significance of 1%, (**) of 5% and (***) of 

10%. 

 

Table (A2). Classification of IBs and CBs according to their average efficiency score measured by the 

meta-frontier function 

Cost efficiency Revenue efficiency 

 Banks MeanSD  Banks Mean SD 

Conv  Public Bank Berhad 0,99795830,0003299 Isl AmIslamic Bank 0,978852 0,0088028

Conc Hong Leong Bank 0,99516630,0008246 Isl My Bank Islamic  0,96085570,0198687

Conv RHB Bank  0,99498140,0003581 Isl Hong Leong Islamic Bank  0,960463 0,012626 

Conv Industrial and Commercial Bank of China 0,99486130,0043092 Isl CIMB Islamic Bank  0,95822560,0140237

Conv OCBC Bank Berhad 0,99297160,0004458 Isl RHB Islamic Bank 0,95455440,0050982

Conv Am Bank Berhad 0,99257170,0020576 Isl Bank Muamalat Malaysia 0,95245490,003243

Conv Affin Bank Berhad 0,992076 0,0013403 Conv  Bank of Tokyo Berhad 0,95182460,0041643

Conv United Overseas Bank Berhad 0,99136260,0012423 Isl Bank Islam Malaysia 0,95166920,0042666

Conv MaybankBerhad 0,98739040,0025527 Isl Public Islamic Bank  0,94168880,0429152

Isl Bank Islam Malaysia 0,98733860,0021853 Isl Kuwait Finance House  0,93648280,0031843

Conv The Bank of Nova Scotia Berhad 0,98733270,0014481 Isl HSBC Amanah 0,93544940,0057621

Isl Hong Leong Islamic Bank  0,98667380,0020998 Conv HSBC Bank 0,93415490,0069745

Isl My Bank Islamic  0,98590150,0049151 Conv RHB Bank  0,93319780,0059657

Conv Bongkok Bank Berhad 0,98576580,003962 Isl Affin Islamic Bank  0,93102240,0047637

Conv Deutsche Bank Berhad 0,98550540,002989 Conv Standard Chartered Bank  0,92982580,0064974
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Conv Bank of Tokyo Berhad 0,98516220,0031916 Conv JP Morgan Chase Berhad 0,92852060,0079844

Conv JP Morgan Chase Berhad 0,98454350,0058967 Conv OCBC Bank Berhad 0,92828990,0074525

Isl CIMB Islamic Bank  0,98359010,0066265 Isl EONCAP Islamic Bank  0,92736590,0064789

Conv Alliance Bank Berhad 0,98168940,0014164 Conv Public Bank Berhad 0,924319 0,0063371

Isl RHB Islamic Bank 0,98127590,0019902 Conv Hong Leong Bank 0,91853530,0056126

Isl Public Islamic Bank  0,98051540,0114383 Conv Affin Bank Berhad 0,91482970,0069292

Isl Bank Muamalat Malaysia 0,98046540,0012176 Conv United Overseas Bank  0,91411860,0120952

Conv HSBC Bank 0,97931350,0013244 Conv MaybankBerhad 0,91315240,0125397

Isl Kuwait Finance House  0,97920780,0033207 Conv Alliance Bank Berhad 0,91233260,0061715

Conv Standard Chartered Bank Malaysia  0,97862290,0026628 Conv Am Bank Berhad  0,90412750,013042

Isl OCBC Al Amin 0,97629740,0117706 Isl Al Rajhi Banking 0,90367920,0287069

Conv Bank of China Berhad 0,97624660,0082341 Isl Alliance Islamic  0,88951840,0303272

Isl Asian Finance Bank 0,97302540,0112308 Conv Bank of China Berhad 0,88511140,0110995

Conv The Royal Bank of Scotland Berhad 0,97189780,0104338 Conv Deutsche Bank Berhad 0,862030,0207804 

Isl Affin Islamic Bank Berhad 0,97175460,0034717 Isl OCBC Al Amin 0,85433190,0694085

Isl Standard Chartered 0,97096820,0145379 Isl Asian Finance Bank 0,84778970,0187823

Isl AmIslamic Bank 0,96664950,0090458 Isl Standard Chartered 0,834452 0,0548413

Isl HSBC Amanah 0,96322780,0042957 Conv The Bank of Nova Scotia  0,83193020,0262943

Isl EONCAP Islamic Bank  0,94703060,0053357 Conv BNP Paris Malaysia  0,68131740,0205469

Isl Alliance Islamic  0,94124170,0342111 Conv Bongkok Bank Berhad 0,83463190,0116444

Conv BNP Paris Malaysia Berhad 0,93225870,0193494 Conv The Royal Bank of Scotland  0,82543260,0277966

Isl Al Rajhi Banking 0,88740060,0694782 Conv Industrial and commercial  0,811490,0326995 

Conv: Conventional; Isl: Islamic  

 

Notes 

Note 1. “Ribawis” goods are: gold, silver, wheat, barley, dates and salt. 

Note 2. “Ribawis” goods are divided into two categories: money (gold and silver) and staples (wheat, barley, 
date and salt). 

Note 3. Al Moukadimat Al Moumahidat(p. 71). 

Note 4. (Born, died). 

Note 5. Hayami and Ruttan (1971, p. 89). 

Note 6. Table 7 (A2) in the appendix presents the classification of IBs and CBs according to their average 
efficiency score measured by the meta-frontier function. 
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