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The researcher in this study is examining the range of knowledge Management 
contribution on the quality of educational services in Tishreen University. The study sample 
included (319) members of the academic staff at Tishreen University. The questionnaire 
was the main tool for collecting data. Some interviews were conducted to enquire about 
some issues. The data was analyzed using the statistical program (SPSS 20). 
The main purpose of this study was to highlight the impact of knowledge Management 
on improving the quality of educational services, highlighting the significance of the Explicit 
Knowledge and Tacit Knowledge in the university in order to improve the quality of the 
provided educational services. 
One of the main results of the study was that there is a positive relationship between 
relying on knowledge types and improving the quality of the provided educational services. 
Thus, the more relying on knowledge and paying attention to the requirements of its 
application, the more it will improve the quality of the provided educational services. This 
is clear in the field study that the types of knowledge contribute to a total interpretation 
difference (53.248%) of the total variance or change in improving the quality of educational 
services at Tishreen University. The results showed that (Tacit Knowledge) had the 
greatest impact on improving the quality of the provided educational services with effect 
(1,489), followed by (Explicit Knowledge) with effect (0.677). 
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Model 

 

R 

 

R Square 

 

Adjusted R Square 

 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

 

1 .889a .791 .721 .38825 

The independent variable is  

SPSS

0.889x1)y
79.1%

 (ANOVA

Model 
Sum of 
Squares 

 

Df 
 

Mean Square 
 

F 
 

Sig. 
 

1 

Regression 
 

1.712 1 1.712 11.355 .043a 

Residual  .452 3 .151   

Total  2.164 4    

The independent variable is  

SPSS

0B

KB2B1B

:eKXY

+ e KXK 2X2+ B 1X1+ B 0Y = B 
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355.11F

10.131.3)0.05(05.0043.0P

 

Coefficients

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 10.410 1.813  5.741 .010 

 .091 .027 .889 3.370 .043 

The dependent variable is :  

SPSS

Sig.(0.05)

41.100B091.01B

xY 091.041.10
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R Square 
 

Adjusted R Square 
 

Std. Error of the Estimate 
 

1 .942a .887 .849 .28588 

The independent variable is  

SPSS

0.942x2)y
88.7%
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 (ANOVA

Model 
Sum of 
Squares 

 

Df 

 

Mean Square 
 

F 
 

Sig. 

 

1 

Regression 
 

1.919 1 1.919 23.477 .017a 

Residual  .245 3 .082   

Total  2.164 4    

The independent variable is  

SPSS

477.23F

10.131.3)0.05(05.0017.0P

 

Coefficients

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.837 .530  3.466 .040 

 .175 .036 .942 4.845 .017 

The dependent variable is  

SPSS

Sig.(0.05)
837.10B175.01B

xY 175.0837.1
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Correlations 

    
Pearson 
Correlation 

 1.000 .889 .942 

 .889 1.000 .919 
 .942 .919 1.000 

Sig. (1-tailed)  . .022 .008 
 .022 . .014 
 .008 .014 . 

N  5 5 5 

 5 5 5 

 5 5 5 
SPSS

.942
(0.05)

.889(0.05)

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 
1 b992. .384 .381 .4364 

a. Predictors: (Constant), X2, X1 
b. Dependent Variable: Y 

SPSS

38%
ANOVA
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ANOVA

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1
Regression 7.830 2 3.915 364.500 .000 
Residual .129 12 .011   

Total 7.959 14    

a. Predictors: (Constant)  
b. Dependent Variable:  

SPSS

Sig.0(0.05)

Coefficients 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

1

(Constant) 5.692 .536  10.624 .000 

 1.489 .074 .834 20.208 .000 

 .677 .101 .277 6.708 .000 

SPSS

1.489.677
    1+ 0.677x 2y = 5.692 + 1.489x

      

Total Variance Explained 

Component

Initial Eigenvalues 
 

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance
Cumulative 

% 

1 1.065 53.248 53.248 1.065 53.248 53.248 

2 .935 46.752 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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 t Df 
Sig.(2-
tailed)

Mean 
 
 

Std. 
Deviation  

cv 

     

. 
4.116  .000 3.614  1.360 16.6% 38% 

      

 .

 

2.192  .031 3.3494  1.452 15.4% 43% 

 
3.835  .000 3.5663  1.345 16.4% 38% 

 
7.795  .000 4.0000  1.169 18.4% 29% 

 
4.115  .000 3.5904  1.307 16.5% 36% 

     

     . 
4.596  .000 3.6145  1.218 16.6% 34% 

 6.935  .000 3.6225  .81778 - 23% 

 t Df 
Sig.(2-
tailed)

Mean 
 
 

Std. 
Deviation  

cv 

 

4.842  .000 3.6506  1.22408  34% 

     . 
1.729  .088 3.2530 

 
1.33292  41% 

 

     1.903  .060 3.2892 
 

1.38397  42% 

     

     

 

6.727  .000 3.8434  1.14212  30% 

 
3.388  .001 3.5301  1.42570  40% 

       

 . 
7.246  .000 3.8675  1.09066  28% 

 9.558  .000 3.5723  .54549  15% 
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 t Df 
Sig.(2-
tailed) 

Mean 
 
 

Std. 
Deviation 

cv 

 
5.800  .000 3.7831  1.23019 33% 

3.310  .001 3.5181  1.42591 41% 

1.806 
 

.075 3.2410 
 

1.21565 38% 

9.228  .000 4.0482  1.03480 26% 

 
17.609 

 
.000 4.3133 

 
.67945 16% 

 
18.875 

 
.000 4.4578 

 
.70367 16% 

 

13.380 
 

.000 4.2530 
 

.85316 20% 

 22.028  .000 3.9449  .39080 10%

 t Df 
Sig.(2-
tailed) 

Mean 
 

Std. 
Deviation 

cv 

 
5.903  .000 3.7952  1.22732 32%

 
17.769  .000 4.3373  .68569 16% 

 

26.497 
 

.000 4.4578  .50125 11% 

 

16.308 
 

.000 4.2289 
 

.68655 16% 

 

16.670 
 

.000 4.3012 
 

.71115 17% 

-3.459  .001 2.4217  1.52316 48% 

 26.112  .000 3.9237  .32228 8% 
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t Df 
Sig.(2-
tailed) 

Mean 
 
 

Std. 
Deviation 

cv 

 
2.425 

 
.017 3.3735  1.40305 42% 

.845 
 

.401 3.1325 
 

1.42940 46% 
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.365 2.8434 
 

1.56550 45% 
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.000 3.5904  1.41453 39% 

 

7.255 
 

.000 3.9157  1.14981 29% 

 

7.822 
 

.000 3.9759  1.13670 29% 
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.000 4.0843  .95259 23% 

 10.435  .000 3.5594  .48839 14% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


