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Abstract

This research explores the effects of intellectual capital on knowledge management processes (creation of information, knowledge 
sharing, and use of knowledge) and innovation performance. The data was gathered from 224 fashion accessories in Thailand using 
a questionnaire. The population was collected on December 16, 2019 (https:/www.ditp.go.th) from a list database of the Department of 
International Trade Promotion, Ministry of Commerce of Thailand (2019). A questionnaire mail survey technique was used to collect 
data. Executives or managers were the key participants in this study. The statistical technique used to analyze is the ordinary least square 
regression. The findings show that intellectual capital has a significant positive effect on information management systems. Likewise, 
information management techniques have a significant positive effect on innovation performance. Moreover, increasing the use of 
information tends to make staff willing to use the knowledge to improve the quality and quantity of the service. This tendency contributes 
to productivity gain. Through the interaction of processes of information use, self-reflection, and input from customers, employees 
tend to increase the production of knowledge that eventually develops the results of the innovation. Hence, organizations should value 
knowledge management process elements to improve efficiency, and thus innovation. 
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radical changes in the political, social, and economic 
aspects affect international trade. 

Nonetheless, 21st-century businesses are mostly 
motivated on fashion accessories and are driven by 
technology and the Internet economy. At the moment, they 
concentrate more on developing and executing concepts, 
and innovation will rely on successful intellectual capital 
(IC). It will also rely on the knowledge, as any invention 
involves the increase of new knowledge as both an input 
(e.g. new ideas, concepts, prototypes, etc.) and an outcome 
(e.g. generated novelty). Therefore, both intellectual capital 
(IC) and information are key innovation enablers in firms. 
In this paper, we discuss innovation development from the 
intellectual capital (IC) perspective and the knowledge pools 
it creates for the business.

While authors in the past (Kang et al., 2012; Minbaeva, 
2013; Minbaeva et al., 2009; Swart & Kinnie, 2013) 
described intellectual capital integration (IC) and knowledge 
perspective as a key issue with significant potential, it 
remains underdeveloped. There is, in particular, a lack of 
work covering both intellectual capital (IC) and expertise as 
a backdrop to corporate innovation.
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1. Introduction 

Knowledge has been considered a strategic tool, and 
as such it must be handled to promote the organization’s 
competitive performance. Therefore, one would assume 
that for companies to be efficient, they must use their 
information assets methodically (Bolisani & Bratianu, 
2017). In Thailand, like other organizations, the Department 
of International Trade Promotion is trying to survive and 
grow on the market, and is functioning to build strategic 
to achieve its objectives. In today’s changing world, some 
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Similarly, the interaction between intellectual capital (IC) 
and knowledge management processes (KMP) regarding 
innovation has been analyzed empirically by few studies 
(Cabello-Medina et al., 2011; De Winne & Sels, 2010; Jiang 
et al., 2012; López-Cabrales et al., 2009; Wang & Chen, 
2013). The intellectual capital (IC) considered in these 
studies appears to be insufficiently adjusted to enhance the 
information processes of companies. This lack of research 
highlights the need for further studies on the relationships 
between intellectual capital (IC), processes of knowledge 
management (KMP), and performance in innovation. The 
goal of this paper is to fill this gap.

Specifically, we have developed a conceptual model that 
1) identifies key elements for innovation in intellectual capital 
(IC), 2) suggests key processes for knowledge management 
(KMP), and 3) examines the impact of intellectual capital 
(IC) on knowledge management processes (KMP) and 
innovation performance. We argue that innovation in 
companies is largely empowered by knowledge management 
processes (KMP) (López-Cabrales et al., 2009; Minbaeva, 
2013), including knowledge creation handling, knowledge 
sharing, and use of information.

In addition, we propose that all of this intellectual 
capital (IC) affect the knowledge management processes 
(KMP) of a company that represents the intangible value-
generating resources of the firm, including the expertise and 
motivation of its staff, external relations, and knowledge 
found in information systems, records, and databases. 
Such components of intellectual capital (IC) in turn affect 
the performance of the company’s innovation. Ultimately, 
intellectual capital (IC) and knowledge contribute to 
creativeness by expanding the knowledge base of the 
enterprise and stimulating information growth (De Winne & 
Sels, 2010; López-Cabrales et al., 2009).

2. Literature Review

In the 21st century global economy, it will be a dynamic, 
demanding, and knowledge-based challenge to increase the 
economic value of organizations and increase sustainable 
competitive advantage (Halawi et al., 2005). The resource-
based view (RBV) has become one of the best-accepted 
theories of strategic management, integrating capital and 
skills as an important and inevitable source of sustainable 
competitive advantages and higher levels of firm success 
(Battisti & Deakins, 2017; Braganza et al., 2017; Ferreira & 
Fernandes, 2017).

Therefore, a sustainable competitive advantage is likely 
to be the source of strategic capabilities and resources 
(El Shafeey & Trott, 2014). Barney (1991, 1995, 1986), 
Barney & Arkan (2001), Barney & Clark (2007) provided a 
theoretical structure of the company’s resource-based view 
(RBV) to understand sustainable competitive advantage 
sources. This theoretical framework involves four key 

elements to maintain a sustainable competitive advantage 
(El Shafeey & Trott, 2014). In fact, the first major element 
of the company resource-based view (RBV) needs to start 
with these two assumptions: the company’s resources could 
be immobile and heterogeneous while assuming that some 
of these resources are expensive to duplicate or that there 
is not enough supply of them (Barney, 2007). The second 
main element of the resource-based view (RBV) is that 
a company is incorporated with intangible and tangible 
resources that are achieved by them to enable it to think and 
implement strategies created to increase the effectiveness of 
the company (Barney & Clark, 2007).

Moreover, tangible assets are no longer regarded as 
the basis of competitive advantage. In today’s business 
community, drawing on intellectual capital is more important 
(Halawi et al., 2005). The resource-based view (RBV) is that 
specific resources and talents are critical factors in achieving 
long-term competitive advantages (Amit & Schoemaker, 
1993; Barney, 1986; Mahoney & Pandian, 1992; Rumelt, 
2003; Wernerfelt, 1984). The firm’s RBV is a research 
flow that possesses three similar, but also different thought 
disciplines: the firm’s resource-based view (RBV), the 
firm’s view of dynamic capability, and the firm’s view of 
competence.

Also, several scholars believe that these three views 
are one thinking discipline, all of which have the same 
conceptual structure (El Shafeey & Trott, 2014). It’s not 
just resource-based when it comes to resource-based 
philosophy. Rather, it concerns the attributes that need 
resources if they are a source of sustainable competitive 
advantage (Barney & Clark, 2007). Barney and Clark 
(2007) demanded that not all of a company’s resources 
have retained competitive advantage potential because 
different types of resources can have different competitive 
effects on the businesses. To have this kind of potential, 
an organization must have 4 key qualities in its resource; 
(V) important, (R) uncommon, (I) imperfectly imitable, 
and (O) organization. Such four attributes’ first letters 
establish the VRIO structure. Competitive position, as for 
the fourth main element, is the way to sustain a competitive 
advantage.

In addition, for an organization to have a competitive 
advantage, it must produce additional economic value in 
its product market than the marginal competitor “break-
even” (Peteraf & Barney, 2003). The main theory behind 
competitive advantage is to calculate the amount of 
success and number of accomplishments compared to the 
competitors of the organization. The amount of success can 
be calculated in different ways, the main one being the skill 
to create economic value. Economic value has to do with 
the variations in the benefits that the buyer perceives they 
can get and the cost that the company endures in producing 
their goods or services for the customer (Ong & Ismail, 
2008). Porter (1985) has theorized that relying too much on 
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organizational efficiency in strategic positioning makes for 
negative rivalry.

Furthermore, businesses see the importance of knowledge 
management processes from a perspective of experience 
if they are to remain competitive and develop. As a result, 
many businesses everywhere are beginning to handle their 
expertise and creativity dynamically. Several researchers 
have pointed out that information management has made 
substantial use of the approach of the enterprise. 

Static organizational information can be managed by 
knowledge management using a holistic approach that 
involves the development, configuration, organization, 
recovery, sharing, and assessment of an enterprise’s 
knowledge assets (Hong et al., 2008).

According to Dyer and Nobeoka (2000), in an early 
adoption phase, companies tried to implement knowledge 
management activities. These activities included documenting 
and recording all business processes for acquiring explicit 
knowledge and acquiring tacit knowledge through 
intellectual discourse. Knowledge management activities 
were carried out through a separate unit, and knowledge 
management support mechanisms were implemented. Also, 
the information management concept is basically to manage 
information using a knowledge management processes and 
systematic approach that starts from knowledge explo-
ration to new knowledge creation. With regard to the concept 
of creating knowledge, many organizations and institutions 
are increasingly concerned with offering and using power-
ful knowledge-building tools. As a result, information-
intensive companies are participating more in tools to build 
awareness (Kaba & Ramaiah, 2017).

Moreover, the resources empower academic institutions 
to link faculty members and promote the exchange of 
knowledge, learning, and retention of knowledge (Kaba 
& Ramaiah, 2017). This means that the use of knowledge-
building tools is a pillar of research into knowledge-building 
that is critical to developing knowledge management within 
an enterprise (Kaba & Ramaiah, 2017). By using this 
knowledge, an organization’s intellectual assets can be used 
to increase productivity, enhance competitiveness, and gain 
new value (Choi, 2000).

2.1. Intellectual Capital

Management literature has used the idea of intellectual 
capital (IC) in recent decades to explain how information 
operates as a key asset for organizations that creates 
value. Intellectual capital (IC) refers to the possession 
of information, practical experience, organizational 
technology, customer relationships, and professional skills 
that provide a company with a competitive edge in the 
market. In other words, intellectual capital (IC) is the sum 
of all the tools that an entity uses to create value that is 
intangible and linked to information.

Authors in the field, however, a critical part of the 
knowledge and skills needed for innovation resides with 
and is used by individuals. Since the development of new 
knowledge involves some degree of existing knowledge (De 
Winne & Sels, 2010), the skills and expertise of employees 
an important predictors of organizational innovation. Also, 
creative and professional workers are more likely to develop 
new and innovative concepts Anand et al. (2007) or challenge 
current practices and function as agents of organizational 
change (Amabile, 1997).

Besides, structural capital, also referred to as organi-
zational capital, comprises all non-human storehouses of 
organizational expertise (Bontis et al., 2000) collected 
and dispersed by organizational structures, procedures, 
frameworks, and manuals (Youndt & Snell, 2004). It is the 
information that stays with an organization when employees 
leave (Youndt & Snell, 2004). This stock of institutionalized 
expertise and codified experience will increase creativity as 
the production of new goods, processes or methods usually 
involves the combination and implementation of various 
established information components (Fleming & Sorenson, 
2004). Therefore, having developed an “organizational 
memory” (Walsh & Ungson, 1991) would help companies 
recognize and integrate all the relevant bits of information 
they have produced or acquired in the past and need to 
deliver the desired innovation.

Furthermore, established structures, standards, and 
routines support the systematic documentation and 
knowledge retention that organizations can use to produce 
and test new ideas continuously (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). 
ICTs also stimulate creativity by allowing information 
discovery, retrieval, storage, transfer, analysis, and 
dissemination (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Structural capital, 
in short, promotes innovation by establishing a (collective) 
framework within an enterprise for knowledge creation 
activities. Relational capital is one of the three primary 
components of intellectual capital and is the value inherent 
in a business’s relationships with its customers, vendors, and 
other important constituencies. Relational Capital is a sub-
category of intellectual capital focusing on the intangible 
value present in the relations an organization has with 
business partners and other external parties that contribute 
to fulfilling the company’s needs and also includes elements 
like corporate reputation and customer potential (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995). Relational capital contributes to innovation 
because not all the requisite expertise to innovate is within 
the limits of an organization (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).

2.2. Knowledge Management Processes

Knowledge management is a discipline and function in 
which knowledge is created, acquired, shared, codified, and 
used through an enabling environment to increase innovation 
and organizational performance (Andreeva & Kianto, 2011). 
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Knowledge management has two main components: 
knowledge management environment and knowledge 
management processes. In fact, the most important 
component is the knowledge management process that builds 
knowledge and survives regardless of formal knowledge 
management organizational support (Andreeva & Kianto, 
2011). This research, therefore, focuses on it. Different 
studies define the processes of knowledge management 
in various ways. At the risk of being oversimplified, the 
knowledge management process contains of knowledge 
acquisition, knowledge development, knowledge transfer, 
knowledge storage, and application of knowledge (Andreeva 
& Kianto, 2011).

In addition, an organizational concept of knowledge 
management processes, however, is the process of creating 
knowledge, sharing knowledge, and using knowledge. The 
reason for the difference is that the meanings vary but are 
cynically related in their degree of process aggregation. 
In short, as explained by Andreeva and Kianto (2011), 
information management requires three or four primary 
processes. Information management ensures the proper flow 
of information by two coding and personalization approaches. 
Also, in an organization, knowledge management processes 
occur naturally irrespective of whether a formal knowledge 
management processes charter has been developed or not 
(Wee & Chua, 2013). The importance of contemporary 
organizations utilizing knowledge management processes is 
demonstrated within academic literature publications (Daud 
et al., 2010). Several authors of these publications believe that 
having the ability to generate information is important for an 
organization (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1996; Von Krogh, 1998).

Bollinger and Smith (2001) also found that information 
management is both a process and a target group. We 
claimed that the main objective of knowledge management 
systems was to support the company by sharing knowledge 
as an aim and outcome. Regulation is not the key strategic 
resource of knowledge management systems, but rather its 
communication and information sharing. In fact, academic 
scholars have recognized that social activities constitute 
processes of information management and promote the 
collection of knowledge and individual knowledge as well 
as the engagement of individuals (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; 
Lucas & Ogilvie, 2006). Knowledge resources social and 
human capital is a subsidizing factor in which operations are 
carried out. That’s why the company needs to decide which 
initiatives will be funded. We must also agree on the right 
organizational technologies and variables to allow them to 
do so.

Besides, the knowledge management process is founded 
on the ability of members of an organization to make their 
essential business processes more valued by creating, 
communicating, coordinating, and codifying tactical and 
explicit provisions on knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 

1995). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) believed that the stream 
of transitional knowledge begins with socialization and then 
goes on to outsource, combine and then internalize. Also, 
raw experience is the point of departure for transitional 
knowledge that mains to understanding, categorizing, and 
ultimately creating private mental models that go beyond 
this experience and provide new knowledge. Tseng (2010) 
made it clear that knowledge management processes have 
three main components, each illustrating the role of top 
management. The first dimension is how the information 
tools an appropriate knowledge used in the knowledge 
management strategy shape strategic growth.

2.3. Knowledge Creation

The creation of knowledge is a mechanism in which 
new knowledge is generated continuously through the four 
sub-processes of organizational knowledge creation theory 
(Andreeva & Kianto, 2011; Collins & Smith, 2006; Nonaka 
& Takeuchi, 1996). Socialization, synthesis, outsourcing, 
and internationalization are the four mechanisms (Collins & 
Smith, 2006; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). These processes’ 
background is a chance, motivation, ability, and greater 
perceived importance. To ensure awareness building, organi-
zations essential to focus on these antecedents (Andreeva & 
Kianto, 2011; Shu et al., 2012).

2.4. Knowledge Sharing

Information sharing is a donation and information 
gathering among the various units of knowledge in business 
(Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004; Nonaka, 1994). The 
transfer of their experiences is the behavior of employees 
(Hooff & De Ridder, 2004). It can be divided into elements 
of information formal vs. informal and donation vs. selection 
(Hooff & De Ridder, 2004; Taminiau et al., 2009). Sharing 
knowledge is more important than creating knowledge, as 
the majority of information remains in an employee and is 
of no value until it is communicated and implemented (Al-
Husseini & Elbeltagi, 2015).

Moreover, there are intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, 
social and organizational norms, corporate principles, and 
sustenance for top leadership (Hsu et al., 2007). Knowledge 
sharing is characterized as the degree of intra-organizational 
cooperation, together with the exchange of documents, 
news ideas, learned things, and other relevant information 
(Bontis & Serenko, 2009; Anel et al., 2020). When present, 
knowledge has been recognized or new knowledge has been 
generated, information sharing is fulfilled. This particular 
sub-process is considered to be the core process of knowledge 
management processes, as one of the main objectives of 
knowledge management processes practice and research is 
to foster the knowledge stream among the organization’s 
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members (Chua, 2004). By doing so, it adds value and creates 
new opportunities to endure the organization’s competitive 
advantage.

Correspondingly, Bartol and Srivastava (2002) described 
knowledge management processes as a social exchange 
throughout the organization or department where employees 
provide each other with relevant organizational information 
such as suggestions, expertise, and ideas each employee has. 
Explicit and tacit knowledge is shared between employees 
both informally and formally (Holste & Fields, 2010). There 
are information management systems at the organizational 
and individual levels (Lin, 2007).

2.5. Knowledge Utilization

Lee et al. (2013) mentioned that the use of knowledge 
is also referred to as the use of information or intelligence. 
It is about reacting to various types of information within 
an organization that a particular person has. Knowledge 
utilization is an application of knowledge that has been 
shared (Song et al., 2005). It is newly created information 
that becomes part of a problem-solving mechanism and 
organizational behavior by assimilation (Chen et al., 2012). 

2.6. Innovation Performance

Success in innovation defined from two perspectives: 
conventional and knowledge-based. Within traditional 
literature, there are many concepts of creativity available. 
For example, innovation is evolving and applying new and 
novel customer satisfaction goods, services, and internal 
organizational processes (Meroño-Cerdán & López-Nicolás, 
2017). The operational concept, however, is the introduction 
of novel products in terms of features and use, and the 
implementation of new consumer problem-solving processes 
to meet stakeholders ‘ daily dynamic needs. Additionally, a 
model of a competitive innovative economy is based on a 
combination of two main elements of the innovation system: 
human development and the business sector (Raushan & 
Zhansaya, 2015). In this analysis, this definition implies two 
dimensions for the construction: product and creativity that 
solves problems for the consumer. 

However, intellectualizing innovation from a knowledge-
based viewpoint adds nothing to the innovation model 
for empirical investigations because knowledge-based 
innovation is operationalized by findings like the number 
of new products launched in recent years (Du Plessis, 
2007). This conceptualization therefore only introduces 
the development and implementation of information as to 
its counterpart leading to the new products and processes. 
Therefore, at the risk of literature being oversimplified, 
information-based innovation is the development and 

application of expertise to create new knowledge about new 
products and consumer processes (Du Plessis, 2007).

3. Research Framework

The study suggested that it is necessary to develop an 
acceptable theoretical framework to represent the context in 
which the study was conducted. In this report, the theoretical 
framework illustrates the important influence of intellectual 
capital, processes of knowledge management, and success 
in innovation. Based on the theoretical framework, the 
hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship among 
Thailand’s fashion accessories between actual intellectual 
capital (IC), knowledge management processes (KMP), and 
innovation results. According to the context and review of 
the literature, is presented in Figure 1.

4. Research Methods

This study applied standardized survey questions which 
made measure data collection as all respondents were asked 
the same questions. Standardizing respondents ‘ questions 
removes prejudice (Alreck & Settle, 2004). It was assumed 
that using a survey approach would allow the researcher 
to obtain a sufficient number of respondents within the 
budget and resource constraints and minimize non-response 
bias. Also, the questionnaire for the survey consists of four 
sections. 

In fact, the population was collected on December 16, 
2019 (https:/www.ditp.go.th) from a list database of the 
Department of International Trade Promotion, Ministry 
of Commerce of Thailand. A questionnaire mail survey 
technique was used to collect data. Executives or managers 
were the key participants in this study. Concerning the 
mailing of the questionnaire, 13 surveys were undeliverable 
because some companies were no longer in business or 
moved to unknown locations. Also, the correct mailing was 
422 surveys, from which 232 replies were received, deducting 
the undeliverable from the original 435 mailed. Just 224 
were available of the surveys completed and returned. The 
effective response rate was about 53.08%. According to 
(Aaker et al. 2001), a response rate of more than 20% for 
a mail survey is acceptable without a reasonable follow-up 
method.

Besides, by comparing early and late responses, a non-
response bias test was performed. Company characteristics 
include industry types, amount of capital funding, business 
time, number of employees, and key informants who self-
reported all buildings (Armstrong & Overton, 1977). T-test 
statistical tests were conducted for non-response bias and the 
results showed no significant differences. Therefore, there is 
no concern regarding non-response bias in this data.
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4.1. Measurements

The instrument of the survey is a multi-item measure. 
All variables were calculated using a 5-point Likert scale. 
Key informants were asked to agree on the levels with item 
statements ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). The items were specifically developed for this study 
from the existing scales of each variable.

4.1.1. Intellectual Capital

Three represented stocks of intellectual capital (human 
capital, structural capital, and relational capital), and one 
represented an innovation. As (Hair et al., 2017) pointed out, 
in social science research, estimating is more realistic than 
thinking that a definition can be thoroughly assessed by a set 
of metrics and an error term.

Moreover, using an international panel of experts, 
we measured the material quality of the scales and 
incorporated their suggestions. From previous literature, 
we adapted measures for the categories of intellectual 
capital and discussed them with the panel. Based on the 
observations of Bontis et al. (2000) and Yang and Lin 
(2009), we built the scale for human capital and adapted 
the scales for systemic and relational capital from Kianto 
et al. (2010).

4.1.2. Knowledge Management Processes

Several studies have been talking about information 
management systems. We break information management 
systems knowledge management processes. Knowledge 
management stems from a management theory that 
uses a process-based view of what companies need to 
handle (Lee & Lee, 2007). This means that knowledge 
management processes encompass all of the techniques, 
tools, and strategies used in a holistic approach to support 
core knowledge processes, such as knowledge generation, 
knowledge sharing, and knowledge use resulting from 
knowledge recognition and knowledge goals at all levels 

and areas of an organization (Heisig & Vorbeck, 2001). 
In fact, the current study used a five-point Likert scale to 
assess each construct of information management processes. 
The calculation of information management processes used 
in the analysis was developed and validated by Heisig & 
Vorbeck (2001).

4.1.3. Innovation Performance

We adapted innovation performance measures by 
Weerawardena, (2003) during this study, businesses need 
to use certain measurement indices to recognize the perfor-
mance of innovation. The review can take into account 
input (the resources used for the process), the process of 
innovation itself, (innovation outcomes).

4.1.4. Control variables

Firm age and firm size were the control variables. 
The company’s age was measured by the number of 
years it has been in an operation. The organization size 
was measured by the number of employees in businesses 
that are currently full-time licensed. Previous research 
has shown that both control variables can influence a 
business’s ability to function for success (Zhou & Li, 
2007).

5. Results

In this study, factor analysis is used to study the 
construct validity of several constructs in the conceptual 
model that has been developed as scales. Factor analysis 
was used to assess the basis of a large number of items and 
to determine whether they could be reduced to a smaller 
set an actors. All factor loadings are higher than the rule-
of-thumb 0.40 cut-off and are statistically significant 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used an 
evaluate the measurement of reliability. Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients are higher than 0.70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 
1994). Therefore, scales of all measures are shown to result 
in consistency. So, these measures are considered appropriate 
for further analysis because they show the validity and 
reliability that have been recognized in this study. The result 
shows factor loadings and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
for multiple item scales used in this study in Table 1. 
Table 1 presents all variables that have factor loading scores 
between 0.728 – 0.863. Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha for 
all variables is shown between 0.716 – 0.762. As a result, 
all constructs of measurement validity and reliability can be 
used for further study.

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and 
correlation matrix for all variables. With respect to 

 Figure 1: Framework of the Study
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potential problems relating to multicollinearity, variance 
inflation factors (VIFs) were used to provide information 
on the extent to which non-orthogonality among 
independent variables inflates standard errors. The VIFs 
range from 0.001 to 0.462, well below the cut-off value 
of 10 recommended by Neter et al. (1985) meaning that 
the independent variables are not correlated with each 
other. Therefore, there are no substantial multicollinearity 
problems encountered in this study.

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analysis is a 
multiple regression analysis. It is the appropriate way to test 
the hypotheses in which the variables are categorical and 
interval data. Table 3 represents the OLS regression analysis 
results on the relationship between intellectual capital, 
knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge 
utilization. First, intellectual capital has a significant 
positive effect on knowledge creation (β = 0.021, p < 0.01). 
Thus, hypothesis 1 is verified. Second, intellectual capital 
has a significant positive effect on knowledge sharing (β 
= 0.002, p < 0.01). Thus, hypothesis 2 is verified. Third, 
intellectual capital has a significant positive effect on 
knowledge utilization (β = 0.020, p < 0.01). Hence, 
hypothesis 3 is verified.

These findings are consistent with previous knowledge 
development and task efficiency studies (Gomez, 2007) 
and productivity and innovation outcomes (Ramezan, 
2012). Thailand’s fashion accessories necessitate a higher 
level of customized item delivery. This responsibility 
necessitates staff interaction with information formation 
activities on a continuous basis. Knowledge growth, which 
includes self-reflection, customer reflection, and interaction 
with knowledge management systems, allows knowledge 
workers to be more an effective and perform better in terms 
of innovation.

Moreover, increasing the use of information tends to 
make staff willing to use the knowledge to improve the 
quality and capacity of the service. This tendency contributes 
to productivity gain. Through the interaction of processes of 
information use, self-reflection, and input from customers, 
employees tend to increase the production of knowledge that 
eventually an improves the results of the innovation. There 
have been good findings with respect to the forecast, which is 
shown by an estimated measurable and optimistic direction 
towards SCA. Significant findings between KMP and SCA 
also confirm the findings of previous studies (Bogner & 
Bansal, 2007; Bou-Llusar & Segarra-Ciprés, 2006; Gupta & 

Table 1: Results of Measure Validation

Items Factor Loadings Cronbach’s Alpha

Intellectual capital (IC) 0.728–0.863 0.700
Knowledge creation (KC) 0.763–0.840 0.721
Knowledge sharing (KS) 0.803–0.843 0.761
Knowledge utilization (KU) 0.790–0.860 0.762
Innovation performance (IP) 0.812–0.835 0.716

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations

Variables IC KC KS KU IP FA FS

Mean 11.986 4.163 4.123 4.126 4.099 3.080 2.727

S.D. 1.914 0.606 0.629 0.634 0.654 1.129 1.336

IC 1

KC 0.272** 1

KS 0.217** 0.441** 1

KU 0.462** 0.235** 0.200** 1

IP 0.131 0.218** 0.232** 0.178** 1

FA 0.100 0.003 0.022 0.090 0.001 1

FS 0.097 0.046 0.017 0.101 −0.018 0.445** 1

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; and *p < 0.10 Indicates significant at 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance.
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McDaniel, 2002; Leitch & Rosen, 2001; Lubit, 2001; Mcevily 
& Zaheer, 1999; Zack, 1999). The study’s findings contribute 
to the knowledge management process and sustainable 
competitive advantage theory and business practices. This 
research has many important theoretical consequences for 
academics. The results confirm the validity of the study’s 
underlying theories namely resource- based view (RBV) and 
knowledge- based view (KBV). The findings support those 
hypotheses to be used.

Table 4 shows the results of the OLS regression analysis. 
First, knowledge creation has a significant positive effect 
on innovation performance (β = 0.071, p < 0.01). Thus, 
it verifies hypotheses 4. Second, knowledge sharing has 
a significant positive impact on innovation performance  
(β = 0.068, p < 0.01). Therefore, it verifies hypotheses 5.

Third, knowledge utilization has a significant positive 
impact on innovation performance (β = 0.069, p < 0.01). 
Thus, there is support for hypothesis 6. Companies that 
are constantly changing achieve their primary competitive 
advantage by generating and maintaining information 
through the productivity of their workers (Battisti & 
Deakins, 2017).

6. Discussion and Conclusion

The main conclusions drawn from this study refer 
to the key role intellectual capital affects knowledge 
creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge utilization. 
Knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge 
utilization have an effect on innovation performance. 
Data on 224 knowledge executives or managers in 
managerial positions were acquired from Thailand’s 
fashion accessories.

The practical implication of the study is that the 
intellectual capital and knowledge management process 
still have an overarching role over two other emerging 
approaches. Because this study proposes that it is the 
knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge 
utilization effect of knowledge management processes 
on innovation performance of knowledge management, 
which is the innovation, in the knowledge-based economy. 
Hence, organizations should value knowledge management 
process elements to improve their productivity, and thus 
innovation. Furthermore, market orientation, knowledge-
sharing, innovation, managerial capability, product 

Table 4: Results of Regression Analysis

Independent Variable Dependent Variable
Innovation Performance (IP)

 Constant 3.128*** (0.322) 3.124*** (0.308) 3.373*** (0.301)
 Knowledge creation (KC) 0.238*** (0.071)
 Knowledge sharing (KS) 0.242*** (0.068)
 Knowledge utilization (KU) 0.187*** (0.069)
 Firm age (FA) 0.010 (0.043) 0.004 (0.042) 0.001 (0.043)
 Firm size (FS) −0.018 (0.036) −0.013 (0.036) −0.018 (0.036)
 Adjusted R2 0.036 0.042 0.020

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10; aBata coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 3: Results of Regression Analysis

Independent Variable
Dependent Variable

Knowledge Creation (KC)  Knowledge Sharing (KS) Knowledge Utilization (KU)

Constant 3.149*** (0.264) 3.269*** (0.278) 2.218*** (0.254)
Intellectual capital (IC) 0.086*** (0.021) 0.072*** (0.022) 0.151*** (0.020)
Firm age (FA) −0.022 (0.039) 0.001 (0.041) 0.013 (0.038)
Firm size (FS) 0.017 (0.033) −0.002 (0.035) 0.022 (0.032)
Adjusted R2 0.063 0.034 0.206

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10; aBata coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.
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strategy, process and service improvement, resources 
capability can an increase performance (Setyani et al., 
2020). 
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