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Abstract

This study examined how logistics management (LM) relates to competitive advantage (CA) and
organizational performance (OP) in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the fabric sector of
Madaba Governorate, Jordan. Drawing on the Resource-Based View (RBV), LM was conceptualised as a
firm-level operational capability, and CA was tested as a possible mechanism linking this capability to
performance. A cross-sectional survey was administered to a purposive sample of 150 SMEs, with one key
informant per firm, and 130 valid responses were analysed with partial least squares structural equation
modelling (PLS-SEM) in SmartPLS 4. LM was strongly and positively associated with CA (B = 0.666, p <
0.001) and had a significant direct path to OP (B = 0.439, p =0.008). CA had a positive but small path to OP
(B=0.281, p =0.042; f2 = 0.077). The indirect path from LM to OP through CA was not statistically
significant (B =0.187, p = 0.058; 95% bias-corrected CI [- 0.012, 0.389]), a pattern classified as direct-only
non-mediation, although the borderline p-value means that a small indirect effect cannot be ruled out.
Because the data are cross-sectional, self-reported by single informants and drawn from a non-probability
sample in one sector and one governorate, the results indicate associations rather than causal effects and
should be generalised with caution. The study adds firm-level evidence from an under-researched
developing-economy sector and proposes, as a question for future testing, that firm size and resource
constraints may limit the extent to which capabilities affect performance through competitive advantage.

1. Introduction

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) form a large part of the economy of Madaba Governorate,
Jordan, and the governorate’s fabric and textile SMEs are an important source of local employment and
trade. These firms face persistent logistical problems, including an inconsistent supply of raw materials,
weak distribution arrangements and slow delivery to final customers (Al Haddad et al., 2025). Such
inefficiencies raise costs, reduce responsiveness and weaken the ability of SMEs to compete
(Tukamuhabwa et al., 2023). Competitive advantage allows firms to create more value for customers than
their rivals do and is therefore closely associated with survival and growth in competitive markets (Porter,
1985; Van Nguyen & Ngoc, 2024).

Logistics management is the part of supply chain management that plans, implements and controls the
efficient forward and reverse flow and storage of goods, services and related information between the point
of origin and the point of consumption in order to meet customer requirements (Christopher, 2016; Mentzer
et al., 2001). For fabric SMEs in Madaba, effective logistics management can help firms to order on time,
reduce costs and respond quickly to customer requirements (Marjan et al., 2022). Previous studies have
reported that logistics management and related logistics capabilities are positively associated with
competitive advantage and firm performance in different sectors and countries (Mafini & Omoruyi, 2013;
Phan et al., 2025; Tukamuhabwa et al., 2023).

Despite this growing body of work, three gaps remain. First, most studies have examined logistics—
performance relationships or competitive advantage—performance relationships in isolation
(Tukamuhabwa et al., 2023; Wijetunge, 2016), and few have tested whether competitive advantage actually
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transmits the effect of logistics capabilities to performance. Second, research on logistics in Jordan has
concentrated largely on national-level infrastructure and trade performance (Samawi et al., 2025), whereas
firm-level evidence on the internal logistics practices of SMEs remains limited. Third, the fabric SMEs of
Madaba Governorate have received little empirical attention in the logistics literature. Accordingly, this study
examined (a) the relationships of logistics management with competitive advantage and organizational
performance and (b) whether competitive advantage mediates the relationship between logistics
management and organizational performance. The study applied PLS-SEM to data from 130 fabric SMEs
and interpreted the results through the Resource-Based View (RBV).

The study makes two contributions. Empirically, it provides firm-level evidence from an under-researched
SME sector in a developing economy. Theoretically, it tests a core RBV proposition, namely that valuable
capabilities improve performance through competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Newbert, 2008), and
reports a pattern of results that is consistent with a predominantly direct capability—performance link in
small firms. Because the design is cross-sectional and the sample is limited to one sector and one
governorate, the findings offer tentative rather than definitive guidance to SME managers and policy makers
who seek to improve operational efficiency and firm performance.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Theoretical foundation: the Resource-Based View

The RBV holds that firms gain competitive advantage when they control resources and capabilities that are
valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable, and that this advantage in turn produces superior
performance (Barney, 1991; Karia, 2018). Empirical tests of the RBV have supported this sequential logic,
showing that competitive advantage is the mechanism through which valuable combinations of resources
affect performance (Newbert, 2008). At the same time, the resource-orchestration perspective argues that
the value of a resource depends on how managers structure, bundle and deploy it, so that resources may
also affect performance through routes other than a distinct competitive position (Sirmon et al., 2007). For
SMEs in Madaba Governorate, logistics management can be viewed as an internal capability that firms use
to coordinate suppliers, respond quickly to customer demands and maintain consistent operations. This
study therefore used the RBV to hypothesise both a direct capability—performance path and an indirect path
through competitive advantage, and it treated the relative strength of the two paths as an empirical
question.

2.2 Logistics management in SMEs and its distinction from
supply chain management

Logistics management and supply chain management (SCM) are related but distinct concepts. SCM refers

to the systemic and strategic coordination of business functions across the firms that make up a supply

chain, whereas logistics management is the subset of SCM that concerns the planning and control of the

flows of goods and related information into, through and out of the focal firm (Christopher, 2016; Mentzer et

al., 2001). In large firms, these flows are often governed by formal inter-organizational arrangements that

span several tiers of the supply chain. In small firms, by contrast, logistics is managed mainly at the firm’s
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immediate interfaces: its relationships with direct suppliers, the information exchanged with them, the
handling of customer orders and deliveries, and the internal quality routines that determine how goods are
received, processed and dispatched (Mafini & Omoruyi, 2013; Marjan et al., 2022).

In this study, logistics management was therefore defined as the set of practices through which an SME
manages the flow of materials, products and related information between its direct suppliers, its own
operations and its customers. The indicators were drawn from established supply chain practice
instruments (Li et al., 2006) and from the SME logistics literature (Marjan et al., 2022), and they were
interpreted with reference to the focal firm's own logistics activities rather than to multi-tier supply chain
coordination. Strategic supplier partnership and the quality of information sharing capture inbound logistics
coordination, customer relationship management captures the order-fulfilment and delivery interface, and
total quality management captures the internal handling routines that determine whether goods move
without defects or delays. The indicators that were removed during the assessment of the measurement
model are discussed in Section 5.1. Because several of these indicators also appear in the broader SCM-
practices literature, the construct should be interpreted as firm-level logistics management practices at the
supplier—customer interface, not as supply chain management as a whole.

2.3 Competitive advantage in SMEs

Competitive advantage has been defined in several ways. It has been described as a firm’s ability to create
value that competitors cannot easily replicate (Van Nguyen & Ngoc, 2024) and as the ability to build a
defensible position relative to rivals (Chabalala et al., 2024; Tsiu et al., 2025). Firms that pursue competitive
advantage must therefore develop strategies that clearly distinguish them from their competitors (Lu &
Shaharudin, 2024; Otache & Usman, 2024). Porter (1985) identified cost leadership and differentiation as
the two generic sources of advantage, and later studies of SMEs have added dimensions such as price
competitiveness, customer value, reliable supply and product innovation (Arda, 2024).

In SMEs, competitive advantage can arise from quality control across product planning, manufacturing and
delivery, which reduces defects and increases customer satisfaction and sales (Ariyanto et al., 2025;
Tolossa et al., 2024). It can also arise from innovation in products, processes and markets (Al Dhaheri et al.,
2024; Wijaya & Suasih, 2020) and from knowledge exchange within business networks, where the short
communication lines of small firms help them to adapt their operations quickly (Adeniyi & Adelugba, 2024).
Consistent with this literature, competitive advantage in this study was assessed through differentiation,
cost leadership and market outreach (Kamukama, 2013).

2.4 Organizational performance in SMEs

Organizational performance refers to the extent to which a firm achieves its financial and non-financial
objectives. Studies of SMEs have commonly used growth indicators such as sales, profitability, asset
accumulation and return on investment (Nyangoma et al., 2024). However, purely financial indicators give
an incomplete picture, especially in small firms whose financial records are often limited. Maltz et al. (2003)
therefore proposed the Dynamic Multi-dimensional Performance (DMP) framework, which extends the
balanced scorecard by assessing organizational success along five dimensions: financial,
market/customer, process, people development and future (preparation for the future). This framework was
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used in the present study because it captures both current results and the firm’s readiness for future
performance, and because its perceptual indicators can be assessed by owner-managers when objective
accounting data are unavailable.

Logistics activities such as inventory control, supplier coordination and timely delivery are not only
operational requirements; they also shape costs, customer retention and the firm’s capacity to grow
(Nyangoma et al., 2024). Prior studies have linked logistics capabilities and quality management practices
to SME performance (Marjan et al., 2022), logistical competences to organizational performance among
Jordanian SMEs (Al Haddad et al., 2025), and reverse logistics practices to competitive advantage and
organizational performance in manufacturing firms (Khan et al., 2024).

3. Hypothesis Development

3.1 Logistics management and organizational performance

From an RBV perspective, logistics management is a capability that shapes how efficiently a firm converts
inputs into products delivered to customers. Well-managed supplier partnerships reduce procurement
uncertainty and input costs, high-quality information exchange reduces errors and delays, and structured
customer-order management and quality routines improve delivery reliability (Li et al., 2006; Marjan et al.,
2022). These effects appear directly in costs, sales and customer retention, which are core components of
organizational performance (Maltz et al., 2003). Empirical studies have supported this link in SMEs (Mafini
& Omoruyi, 2013; Nyangoma et al., 2024), including Jordanian SMEs, in which logistical competences were
positively related to organizational performance (Al Haddad et al., 2025). Evidence from the transport
logistics industry further indicates that barriers to the adoption of Industry 4.0 technologies weaken supply
chain capacity and operational efficiency (Tri, 2024). We therefore proposed the following hypothesis:

H1: Logistics management has a positive effect on organizational performance.

3.2 Logistics management and competitive advantage

Efficient logistics management is also expected to strengthen competitive advantage. Sodikin and
Susilowati (2024) argued that logistics competence, including supplier relationship planning, production
and distribution planning, cost-efficient purchasing and the quality of information flows, enables firms to
respond to market needs, reduce operating costs and offer coherent value to customers. Similar
conclusions have been reached for logistics resources in hospitality firms (Ahmad & Jais, 2024), for lean
supply chain practices (Khawka et al., 2024) and for logistics service providers (Sojipun et al., 2024). In
SMEs, logistics capabilities and logistics integration have been found to increase competitive advantage
directly (Sugiono et al., 2023; Tukamuhabwa et al., 2023). By building effective relationships with suppliers
and customers, SMEs can achieve greater agility, shorter lead times and more consistent delivery, all of
which support both cost leadership and differentiation (Karia, 2018; Phan et al., 2025). Hence, the second
hypothesis was proposed:

H2: Logistics management has a positive effect on competitive advantage.
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3.3 Competitive advantage and organizational performance

The RBV specifies a clear causal ordering in which resources and capabilities generate competitive
advantage, and competitive advantage in turn generates superior performance (Barney, 1991; Newbert,
2008). Competitive advantage reflects the firm's relative position, such as lower costs, differentiated
offerings or wider market reach, whereas performance reflects the financial, market and future-oriented
outcomes that this position yields. A firm with a cost or differentiation advantage can charge premium
prices, attract customers from rivals and reinvest in future capabilities, and these outcomes are captured by
multidimensional performance measures (Maltz et al., 2003). Empirical studies of SMEs have consistently
modelled and supported this direction (Otache & Usman, 2024; Tolossa et al., 2024; Wijetunge, 2016),
including studies in which competitive advantage mediated the effects of innovation or entrepreneurial
marketing practices on performance (Ariyanto et al., 2025; Tolossa et al., 2024). We recognise that
performance can also feed back into competitive advantage over time, for example when profits are
reinvested in new capabilities. In a cross-sectional design, however, the theoretically prior direction is the
one specified by the RBV, and this direction was therefore tested:

H3: Competitive advantage has a positive effect on organizational performance.

3.4 The mediating role of competitive advantage

Taken together, H2 and H3 imply that logistics management may improve performance partly because it
creates competitive advantage. Superior logistics lowers costs, speeds up delivery and increases
operational efficiency, which can give the firm a cost or differentiation advantage over its rivals (Li et al.,
2006; Sodikin & Susilowati, 2024), and this advantage is then expected to translate into financial, market
and future-oriented performance (Newbert, 2008). For example, Li et al. (2006) reported that supply chain
management practices were associated with both competitive advantage and organizational performance
and that competitive advantage was in turn positively related to performance, and Khan et al. (2024) linked
reverse logistics practices with competitive advantage and organizational performance in manufacturing
firms. However, the resource-orchestration perspective suggests that in small firms, where a capability is
often deployed directly in day-to-day operations, part or all of its effect may bypass a distinct competitive
position (Sirmon et al., 2007). To test these competing expectations, the following hypothesis was
proposed:

H4: Competitive advantage mediates the relationship between logistics management and organizational
performance.

The research model derived from the literature review is presented in Fig. 1.

4. Methods
4.1 Research design and population

The study adopted a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design in which a structured questionnaire was the
main data collection instrument. This design was appropriate because the aim of the study was to test
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hypothesised relationships among logistics management, competitive advantage and organizational
performance. The study population comprised 2,192 SMEs operating in the textile and fabric industry in
Madaba Governorate, Jordan.

4.2 Sample, respondents and unit of analysis

The unit of analysis was the SME. Because logistics management, competitive advantage and
organizational performance are firm-level constructs, the study used a key-informant approach (Kumar et
al., 1993), in which each SME was represented by a single respondent who was knowledgeable about the
firm'’s logistics, operations and market position. In small firms, the owner or general manager is usually
directly involved in purchasing, operations and customer relations and is therefore the most appropriate
informant. Where the owner or manager was unavailable, the questionnaire was completed by the senior
employee responsible for logistics or operations; other employees were not eligible to respond unless they
held direct responsibility for, and pertinent knowledge of, the firm's logistics and operational practices.
Collecting one response per firm also avoided the non-independence of observations that arises when
several respondents represent the same organization.

Purposive (non-probability) sampling was used. To be included, an SME had to have been operating for at
least two years and to employ at least five people. The minimum sample size was determined using both
the 10-times rule and a statistical power analysis (Hair et al., 2022). The largest number of structural paths
pointing at any construct was two (both pointing at organizational performance), which gave a minimum of
20 observations under the 10-times rule. A power analysis in G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009) for a model
with two predictors, a medium effect size (f2 = 0.15), a significance level of 0.05 and a statistical power of
0.95 indicated a minimum of 107 observations. The data were collected between January and June 2025.
Of the 150 questionnaires distributed, 136 were returned (a response rate of 90.7%), and 130 were retained
after data screening (86.7% of the questionnaires distributed). The final sample therefore exceeded both
minimum thresholds.

4.3 Measures

All constructs were measured with previously published scales, and all items were rated on a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Logistics management was measured
with seven indicators (LM1-LM7): strategic supplier partnership, level of information sharing, quality of
information sharing, customer relationship management, internal lean practices, postponement and total
quality management. The first six indicators were adapted from Li et al. (2006), and the seventh was
adapted from Marjan et al. (2022). Competitive advantage was measured with three indicators (CA1-CA3)
adapted from Kamukama (2013): differentiation, cost leadership and market outreach. The small number of
competitive advantage indicators is acknowledged as a limitation in Section 7. Organizational performance
was measured with five indicators (OP1-0P5) adapted from the DMP framework of Maltz et al. (2003):
financial performance, market/customer performance, process performance, people development and
future orientation. Because objective financial data were not available for most firms, all performance
indicators were perceptual. Table 1 presents the operationalisation of the constructs. Supplementary File S1
provides a reconstructed version of the survey questionnaire, together with the variable codebook (variable
definitions, coding scheme and data transformations) and the analysis settings. Because the original
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questionnaire file was not available to the authors at the time of revision, S1 was reconstructed from the
constructs, indicators, response scale and measurement sources reported in this article. The item wordings
in S1 are therefore reconstructions, are labelled as such, and are not presented as the verbatim items
administered to respondents.

Table 1

Operationalisation of the constructs

Construct

Logistics
management
(LM)

Competitive
advantage (CA)

Organizational
performance
(OP)

Operational definition

The practices through which an SME
manages the flow of materials,
products and related information
between its direct suppliers, its own
operations and its customers.

The firm’s ability to achieve a superior
and defensible position relative to its
competitors through differentiation,
lower costs and wider market reach.

The extent to which the firm achieves
financial and non-financial success,
assessed along the dimensions of the
Dynamic Multi-dimensional
Performance framework.

Indicators

LM1 Strategic
supplier partnership

LM2 Level of
information sharing
.I.

LM3 Quality of
information sharing

LM4 Customer
relationship
management

LMS5 Internal lean
practices t

LM6 Postponement
1.

LM7 Total quality
management

CA1 Differentiation
CA2 Cost leadership
CA3 Market outreach

OP1 Financial
performance

oP2
Market/customer
performance

OP3 Process
performance t

OP4 People
development t

OPS5 Future
orientation

Source

Li et al. (2006);
Marjan et al.
(2022)

Kamukama
(2013)

Maltz et al.
(2003)

Note: t Indicator removed during the assessment of the measurement model (see Section 5.1).

4.4 Common method bias
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Because all data were collected with a single survey instrument, common method bias (CMB) was
addressed with both procedural and statistical remedies (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Procedurally, respondents
were assured of anonymity, the items were worded to minimise evaluation apprehension, and the
constructs were placed in separate sections of the questionnaire to create psychological separation.
Statistically, Harman's single-factor test was conducted in IBM SPSS Statistics. The first factor explained
34.2% of the total variance, which is below the 50% threshold. In addition, full collinearity variance inflation
factors (VIFs) were calculated in SmartPLS (Kock, 2015), and all values were below 3.3. These results
suggest that CMB is unlikely to account fully for the observed relationships. However, neither test can rule
out method bias, and Harman'’s test in particular is known to be insensitive (Podsakoff et al., 2003); the
reliance on single-informant, self-reported data is therefore acknowledged as a limitation in Section 7.

4.5 Data analysis

Partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) was selected because it is suitable for
prediction-oriented research, performs well with complex models and relatively small samples, and does
not require normally distributed data (Hair et al., 2019). PLS-SEM is also appropriate when the aim is to
explain variance in key target constructs and to test hypotheses in emerging research settings, such as
SMEs in developing economies. IBM SPSS Statistics (version 24) was used for data screening and
descriptive analysis, and SmartPLS 4 (Ringle et al., 2022) was used to estimate the model. Following Hair et
al. (2022), the analysis proceeded in two stages: the measurement model was assessed first, and the
structural model was assessed second. Significance was tested with bootstrapping using 5,000
subsamples.

5. Results
5.1 Measurement model

The measurement model was assessed through indicator loadings, internal consistency reliability
(Cronbach’s a, pA and composite reliability pC), convergent validity (average variance extracted, AVE) and
discriminant validity (the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the heterotrait—monotrait ratio, HTMT) (Hair et al.,
2019; Hair et al., 2022).

Five indicators had loadings between 0.52 and 0.63: LM2 (level of information sharing), LM5 (internal lean
practices), LM6 (postponement), OP3 (process performance) and OP4 (people development). Following
Hair et al. (2022), indicators with loadings between 0.40 and 0.70 should not be removed automatically;
removal is appropriate only when it raises composite reliability or AVE above the recommended thresholds
and when the content validity of the construct is preserved. Each of the five indicators was therefore
evaluated on conceptual as well as statistical grounds before it was removed. First, LM2 overlaps
conceptually with LM3 (quality of information sharing), so the information-exchange domain of logistics
management remained represented. Second, LM5 and LM6 describe internal production practices (lean
manufacturing and delayed product differentiation) that are more typical of larger make-to-order
manufacturers and may be applied only to a limited extent in small fabric firms, which may explain their
weaker loadings. The retained indicators still cover the three logistics interfaces defined in Section 2.2:
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inbound coordination (LM1 and LM3), the customer interface (LM4) and internal handling quality (LM7).
Third, OP3 and OP4 capture internal process improvement and human-resource development, which are
less directly tied to the market-facing outcomes examined in this study; the retained indicators still cover
the current (financial and market/customer) and future-oriented dimensions of the DMP framework.
Because the removal of these indicators narrows the scope of the constructs, it is acknowledged as a
limitation in Section 7.

After removal, the loadings of all retained indicators ranged from 0.748 to 0.858, above the 0.70 threshold
(Table 2). Cronbach’s a ranged from 0.717 to 0.816, pA from 0.721 to0 0.817 and pC from 0.841 to 0.878, all
above 0.70, confirming internal consistency reliability. AVE values ranged from 0.639 to 0.673, above the
0.50 threshold, confirming convergent validity.

Table 2
Measurement model results
Construct Item Indicator Outer Indicator Cronbach’'s pA pC AVE
loading reliability a
LM LM1  Strategic 0.812 0.659 0.816 0.817 0.878 0.643
supplier
partnership
LM3  Quality of 0.773 0.598
information
sharing
LM4  Customer 0.824 0.679
relationship
management
LM7  Total quality 0.798 0.637
management
CA CA1 Differentiation 0.804 0.646 0.717 0.721 0.841 0.639

CA2  Cost leadership 0.843 0.711
CA3 Market outreach 0.748 0.560

oP OP1 Financial 0.858 0.736 0.757 0.763 0.860 0.673
performance
oP2 Market/customer 0.788 0.621
performance
OP5  Future 0.811 0.658
orientation

Note: Indicator reliability = squared outer loading. pC was calculated from the reported outer loadings.
Source: Processed data, 2025.

Discriminant validity was assessed with the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the HTMT ratio (Table 3). The
square root of each construct’s AVE (the diagonal values) exceeded its correlations with the other
constructs, satisfying the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All HTMT values (0.772-0.857)
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were below the threshold of 0.90 recommended for conceptually related constructs (Henseler et al., 2015).
However, the LM—CA value (0.857) slightly exceeded the more conservative threshold of 0.85. This
indicates that logistics management and competitive advantage, as measured here, share a substantial
amount of variance, so the strength of the LM — CA path should be interpreted with caution; this issue is
taken into account in the Discussion and acknowledged in Section 7.

Table 3

Discriminant validity
Construct CA LM oP
Fornell-Larcker criterion
CA 0.798
LM 0.666 0.802
OoP 0.572 0.625 0.821
Heterotrait—-monotrait ratio (HTMT)
LM 0.857
OoP 0.772 0.778
Note: Values on the diagonal (in bold) are the square roots of the AVE. Source: Processed data, 2025.

5.2 Structural model

Before the path coefficients were evaluated, collinearity among the predictor constructs was examined. The
inner VIF values were 1.000 for the LM — CA path and 1.797 for both predictors of OP, well below the
threshold of 3 (Hair et al., 2019), indicating that collinearity did not bias the structural estimates.

The coefficient of determination (R?) was 0.444 for competitive advantage (adjusted R? = 0.440) and 0.434
for organizational performance (adjusted R2 = 0.425) (Table 4; Fig. 2). Thus, logistics management
explained 44.4% of the variance in competitive advantage, and logistics management and competitive
advantage together explained 43.4% of the variance in organizational performance. These values lie
between the weak (0.25) and moderate (0.50) benchmarks proposed by Hair et al. (2019), which is
acceptable for organizational outcomes that have many determinants.

Table 4
Coefficients of determination
Construct R2 Adjusted R?
Competitive advantage (CA) 0.444  0.440

Organizational performance (OP) 0.434 0.425

Source: Processed data, 2025.
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Table 5 reports the path coefficients, their bootstrap significance, the effect sizes (f2) and the inner VIF
values. Logistics management had a strong and significant positive effect on competitive advantage (B =
0.666,t=11.228, p<0.001; f2=0.799, large); H2 was therefore supported. Logistics management also had
a significant direct positive effect on organizational performance (B = 0.439,t=2.706, p = 0.008; f2 = 0.189,
medium), supporting H1. Competitive advantage had a positive and significant but small effect on
organizational performance (B = 0.281, t = 2.047, p = 0.042; f2 = 0.077, small), supporting H3. Effect sizes
were interpreted with Cohen’s (1988) benchmarks of 0.02 (small), 0.15 (medium) and 0.35 (large).

Table 5
Structural model results and hypothesis testing
Hypothesis Path B M SD t P 2 VIF Decision
H1 LM 0.439 0.411 0.163 2.706 0.008 0.189 1.797  Supported
— OP
H2 LM 0.666 0.676 0.058 11.228 < 0.799 1.000 Supported
— CA 0.001
H3 CA—- 0.281 0.291 0.138  2.047 0.042 0.077 1.797  Supported
oP

Note: B = original sample estimate; M = sample mean; SD = standard deviation; bootstrapping with 5,000
subsamples. Source: Processed data, 2025.

5.3 Mediation analysis

The indirect effect of logistics management on organizational performance through competitive advantage
was 0.187 (t=1.906, p = 0.058), and its 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval included zero (LL
=-0.012, UL = 0.389) (Table 6). H4 was therefore not supported. Because the direct effect of logistics
management on organizational performance was significant whereas the indirect effect was not, the
relationship is classified as direct-only non-mediation (Zhao et al., 2010). The total effect of logistics
management on organizational performance was 0.626 (a direct effect of 0.439 and an indirect effect of
0.187). The p-value of the indirect effect was close to the 0.05 level, so the absence of mediation should be
interpreted with caution: with a sample of 130 firms, a small indirect effect may not be detected, and the
result does not show that competitive advantage plays no role in the relationship.

Table 6
Specific indirect effect
Hypothesis  Path B M SD t p 95;/0 CI[LL, Decision
UL
H4 LM — CA 0.187 0.202 0.099 1.906 0.058 [-0.012 Not
— OP 0.389] supported

Note: Cl = bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval (5,000 subsamples). Source: Processed data,
2025.

6. Discussion
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This study examined the structural relationships among logistics management, competitive advantage and
organizational performance in fabric SMEs in Madaba Governorate, Jordan. Four main findings emerged.

First, logistics management had a significant direct path to organizational performance. This finding is
consistent with earlier studies that reported positive associations between logistics capabilities or quality
practices and SME performance (Al Haddad et al., 2025; Marjan et al., 2022; Sugiono et al., 2023). In fabric
SMEs in Madaba, timely procurement, close coordination with suppliers, reliable information and consistent
quality routines appear to be associated with better financial, customer-related and future-oriented
performance. Because the data are cross-sectional and perceptual, however, this result does not establish
that these practices cause the observed performance differences.

Second, logistics management was strongly associated with competitive advantage. This result is
consistent with the RBV view of logistics capability as a valuable organizational resource (Barney, 1991;
Karia, 2018) and with prior evidence from SMEs (Tukamuhabwa et al., 2023). For resource-constrained
SMEs that lack substantial financial or technological resources, logistics capability may be one of the few
accessible sources of cost efficiency and differentiation. The size of this path should nevertheless be read
in light of the high HTMT value between the two constructs (0.857), which suggests some conceptual and
empirical overlap between the logistics practices and competitive advantage measures.

Third, competitive advantage had a positive but small path to organizational performance (B = 0.281; f2 =
0.077). Competitive positioning was therefore associated with performance, but its contribution was
considerably smaller than the direct contribution of logistics management.

Fourth, competitive advantage did not significantly mediate the relationship between logistics management
and organizational performance. Three explanations are possible, none of which was tested directly in this
study. The first is statistical: the indirect effect was positive (8 = 0.187) and its p-value (0.058) was close to
the conventional threshold, so the sample of 130 firms may have had insufficient power to detect a small
indirect effect. The second lies in the nature of the fabric industry, in which efficiency gains such as faster
delivery, better inventory control and improved coordination may be reflected quickly in costs and customer
retention without first being consolidated into a distinct market position. The third relates to the local
market: in Madaba, business relationships are close and exposure to intense international competition is
limited, which may reduce the performance value of formal competitive positioning relative to that of
operational reliability. Future research is needed to test these explanations.

6.1 Theoretical implications

We do not interpret the non-significant indirect effect, on its own, as an extension of the RBV. A non-
significant result cannot establish that a mechanism is absent, particularly when the p-value is close to the
conventional significance level. Any theoretical contribution of the study therefore lies in the overall pattern
of effects, and it should be regarded as tentative. In its sequential form, the RBV predicts that capabilities
affect performance primarily through competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Newbert, 2008). The results of
this study showed a different pattern: a strong capability — advantage path, a small advantage —
performance path and a medium-sized direct capability — performance path that accounted for
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approximately 70% of the estimated total effect (0.439 of 0.626). This pattern appears more consistent with
the resource-orchestration view that the performance value of a capability depends on how it is deployed
(Sirmon et al., 2007), although resource orchestration was not measured in this study. One possible
interpretation is that, in small firms, owner-managers deploy logistics capabilities directly in daily
operations, so a large share of their value is captured as operational performance rather than being
channelled through a distinct and defensible market position.

On this basis, the study proposes, but does not test, firm size and resource constraints as a possible
boundary condition for the sequential RBV logic. Because all sampled firms were SMEs from a single sector,
firm size could not be examined in this study; future research could test the proposition explicitly by
comparing SMEs with large firms or by modelling firm size as a moderator. The results also suggest that, in
SME research, competitive advantage should not be assumed to be the dominant mechanism that links
operational capabilities to performance; instead, it should be tested alongside the direct path. Finally, by
distinguishing firm-level logistics management from multi-tier supply chain management, the study offers
an operationalisation of logistics management for small firms that future research can refine and validate.

6.2 Practical implications

Subject to the limitations described in Section 7, the findings have several implications for SME managers in
Jordan. The results suggest that performance may benefit from stronger logistics practices, for example
more careful selection of suppliers and closer partnerships with them, better-quality information exchange,
systematic management of customer orders and consistent quality routines. Building competitive
advantage remains valuable, but the stronger direct path observed here suggests that investment in internal
logistics capabilities may be associated with more immediate performance benefits; this implication should
be confirmed with longitudinal or intervention-based evidence before it is used as a basis for major
investment decisions. For policy makers and business support organizations, the findings suggest that
training and support programmes for fabric SMEs could give greater attention to practical logistics
capabilities.

7. Conclusion, Limitations and Future Research

This study tested whether logistics management is related to competitive advantage and organizational
performance in fabric SMEs in Madaba Governorate, Jordan, and whether competitive advantage mediates
the relationship between logistics management and performance. Logistics management was significantly
and positively associated with both competitive advantage and organizational performance, and
competitive advantage had a small positive association with performance; however, the indirect effect
through competitive advantage was not statistically significant (p = 0.058), so H4 was not supported. In this
setting, logistics management was associated with performance mainly through a direct path. Given the
design and the limitations described below, these results should be interpreted as associations within the
studied population rather than as evidence of causal effects or as findings that apply to SMEs in general.

The study has several limitations. First, the cross-sectional design does not permit causal inference, and the
relationship between competitive advantage and performance may be reciprocal over time; longitudinal or
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panel designs are needed to establish temporal ordering. Second, the firms were selected by purposive
(non-probability) sampling, and the 130 firms analysed represent a small share of the 2,192 fabric SMEs in
the governorate; the sample is therefore not statistically representative, and non-response bias was not
formally assessed. Third, the study was limited to fabric SMEs in one governorate, which restricts the
generalisation of the findings to other industries and regions. Fourth, all data were self-reported by a single
key informant in each firm, and organizational performance was measured with perceptual rather than
objective indicators; although the statistical tests did not indicate serious common method bias, these tests
cannot rule it out, and future research should use multiple informants and objective performance data. Fifth,
five indicators were removed during the assessment of the measurement model, and competitive
advantage was measured with only three indicators; although content coverage was reviewed, the final
constructs are narrower than the original scales, and future studies should validate the full scales in SME
contexts. Sixth, the HTMT value between logistics management and competitive advantage (0.857)
exceeded the conservative 0.85 threshold, indicating partial overlap between the two constructs that may
have inflated the LM — CA path. Seventh, the logistics management indicators were derived partly from the
SCM-practices literature, and future work should develop and validate a logistics management scale
designed specifically for small firms. Eighth, the model did not include control variables such as firm age or
number of employees, and the out-of-sample predictive power of the model was not assessed; in addition, a
sample of 130 firms provides limited statistical power for detecting small indirect effects, which is relevant
to the interpretation of H4. Finally, future research could examine firm size as a moderator of the capability—
advantage—performance chain and investigate the role of digital transformation and Industry 4.0
technologies in strengthening the logistics capabilities of SMEs.
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Figure 1

Research model

Note: LM = logistics management; CA = competitive advantage; OP = organizational performance.
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Figure 2

Structural model results

Note: Values inside the constructs are R? values; values on the outer arrows are outer loadings; values on
the inner arrows are path coefficients (p-values).
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