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Abstract: This article demonstrate that if the specific knowledge invested in an employee is the object of a property right
where “the attributes of right” are respected, the efficiency of the first and the second level will be verified. Indeed, to
satisfy one of the attributes of this property right, “the abusus”, both vertical and horizontal decentralization of the
knowledge and the decision-making power are the solution. Such organizational arrangement could complete the formal
authority by a real authority and leads to the efficiency. However, in some situations, this decentralization is not verified
because such non-mechanical decentralization’s processes are influenced by various factors. A range of obstacles that
can slow down this process have to be considered. In this context, it is difficult to separate the cognitive works at the
individual level of those concerning the group. The symbolic and “connexionnistes” phenomenon dominating the
cognitive sciences at the individual level are reproduced on organizational scale. The organization is considered as an
area of production, storage and exchange of knowledge. This analyse is based on the theory of the firm and specially the
resources and knowledge approaches. The theory of the property right applied to the knowledge and the positive agency
theory support the answers given to the questions of the decentralization of the knowledge and the decision-making
power. To verify these hypotheses, an application to the context of the petroleum and gas industries firms is released.
Keywords: Cognitive Approach of the Knowledge, Approach by Resources, Positive Agency Theory, knowledge
Decentralization.
INTRODUCTION
Organization: place of production storage and
exchange of knowledge
During the twentieth century, the work focused
on information become the axis and the essential
framework of rational choice models and organizational
design [1]. The organization is increasingly seen as a set
of subsystems producing and sharing information and
knowledge. Different theoretical approaches indicate
this new direction: Theories of organizational learning
that are mainly interested in the mechanisms for
acquiring and sharing knowledge [2], approaches by the
knowledge that describe the organization as the primary
vehicle able to produce, combine and transfer
knowledge [3] are the foundation of our central
hypothesis of decentralization of knowledge and
decision-making power. However, although the
problem of production and exchange of information and
knowledge is becoming more and more in
contemporary research, few studies explore, depending
Schultz [4], the relationship between these two
processes. Szulanski [5] agrees that the majorities of
searches are limited to the production of knowledge and
simply determine the limits of this phenomenon such as
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"organizational myopia". According to this author the
same author, researchers are trying above all to explore
the conditions of exchange and identify key factors of
inertia. For this reason, we will try in the following
paragraphs, to reconcile these two approaches while
wondering about the knowledge of the production
process and its distribution. Knowledge is analyzed in
logic of production but also of exchange. In other
words, we try to define organizational knowledge and
understanding to what extent it is the aggregate of
individual knowledge and what is the mode of
production of knowledge and how to apply the
transition from individual knowledge to the knowledge
of the organization? To do this, we first try to reverse
the cognitive dimension of individual knowledge and
demonstrate thereafter until the work on this dimension;
have developed the strategic management discussions
seeking to clarify the issue organizational knowledge.
Cognitive dimension of Knowledge
To understand the mental processes of the
human brain, cognitive scientists have conceptualized
the sequences of activities [6]. The first models
describing how the individual processes information [7]
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point to the fact that the behavior of the individual
results from his perception of the world, which is in fact
a reflection of his experiences and his previous
learning. In his worldview, the individual has recourse
to symbolic architectures, in which he represents the
world as diagrams or internal mental models, then
applied their rules enabling it to make inferences from a
wide variety of contexts. These representations of the
world are stored in long term memory of the individual
and in turn are related to organizational action [8]. As
stated, Hedberg [9], if organizations do not have a brain
like individuals, they are nevertheless devoid of
cognitive systems and memories they retain through
time certain behaviors, certain procedure norms and
Values.
This work in cognitive science that sought to
understand the content of knowledge and structures
involved in the processing of information, supported the
strategic management thinking which aims to answer
questions such as: What organizational knowledge?
How is produced and stored? Is the aggregate of
individual knowledge? What is the process of
transforming individual Knowledge to Collective
Knowledge?
From The cognitive dimension of knowledge to the
emergence of strategic thinking in management
The organization as a place of production,
exchange and knowledge storage In the words of
Fransman [10], "in view of the economic context in
which they are placed, organizations must be either
information processors that knowledge of processors,"
that is to say, a place of layout, construction, selection
and maintenance of skills. «They must not only provide
answers to issues related to information, but also be
able to channel and manage stocks of knowledge, raw
material of their core competencies and competitiveness
[11]. Gradually, the size of the firm as "knowledge
Processor" which presupposes production issues,
capitalization, dissemination of knowledge and
individual and organizational learning in a dynamic
optical innovation [12] is becoming more and more
dominant. Alongside these theoretical developments of
the firm as a processor of information and knowledge,
[3] develop a model to explain the firm's behavior as an
interpretation of the information system. In this model,
the organization operates in an environment where the
consequences of its action leading to change its
behavior. She repeats or eliminates certain actions and
behavior is reinforced by their consequences. Recall
that this theoretical model then assumes the existence of
an "organizational cognition" similar to that of the
individual. Organizational groups then become a place
of organizational learning. At this level Gibson [14]
states that once cognition and knowledge are shared by
members of a group and uniformly interpreted signals,
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the compatibility of the individual actions and decisions
will be improved. Collective cognition is then defined
as a group process involving the acquisition, storage,
transmission, handling and use of information.
Implicitly, it is clear from this definition that the
foundation of collective cognition lies in the system of
interpersonal relations and the importance of each:
collective cognition lies not in individuals separately,
although each individual contributes. It does not lie
either on the outside, but in the inter unifying the
activities of members of a group Gibson, [14]. Although
the cognitive dimension of the organization,
considering the organization as an information
processing system, was born following the
contributions of the symbolic approach to individual
cognition, it is difficult to confirm that the collective
knowledge is the aggregate of individual knowledge.
There are several obstacles that inhibit the
transformation of individual knowledge into collective
knowledge. Some are related to the difficulty of
exchanging tacit knowledge which, according to
Nonaka [15] include both cognitive elements, schemes,
beliefs, mental models, defining our vision and
technical elements corresponding to know -make rooted
in specific contexts of action. Foray and Lundvall [16]
estimate that the exchange and learning of tacit
knowledge presuppose mobility and voluntary
demonstration of the people who hold them. Therefore,
it is expensive, difficult to implement and largely
conditioned by the "renewal" of the people who hold
them. Other problems are related to the "bridges" that
allow the transformation of individual knowledge in
collective knowledge. According to Probst and Büchel
[17], they are composed of communication,
transparency and integration of knowledge, to which are
added the interactions of several kinds, experience
sharing and problem solving etc. However, at this level
several internal and external elements inter-react.
So, by the organizational learning mechanism
that individual knowledge is transformed into
organizational knowledge. This takes into account the
knowledge construction process and the desired results.
It is often understood as a sequence detection and
correction of errors. Of the City (1998) defined "as a
collective process of acquisition and development of
knowledge and practices involved in ongoing
remodeling of the organization".
It also helps explain how an organization is
able to capitalize on the experience on a skill or
particular expertise. Through the changes made by the
individuals who make up the organization sets up new
routines, more suited to management constraints it is
required or it is subjected. However, "defensive
organizational routines" may in some cases be obstacles
or barriers to learning. Chris Argyris and Donald A.
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Schon [18] define them as "acts and policies whose aim
is to prevent people to experience situations of
embarrassment or threat, while preventing or possibly
preventing the organization while whole, identify
causes embarrassment or threat, which would address
the
issues
involved.
We are going to try to analyze this knowledge
transfer process more closely and to understand the
reasons for its failure.
The transfer process of organizational knowledge
and the reasons for its failure
If the issue of transfer of organizational
knowledge seems to capital, it is because it is in our
view the foundation of any process of decentralization
of knowledge and decision-making process in any
organization. Investing in general education or special
training without organizational restructuring, is to
engage in a deadlock. For this reason, it is necessary to
couple this investment with a reorganization of the
company through decentralization of knowledge and
decision making. These organizational arrangements
consisting to complete real authority by formal
authority can only succeed if the transfer of Knowledge
works.
We analyze the transfer from an economic
perspective of the organization where the approach by
the resources and its corollary, namely the approach
knowledge, relevant way supports our problem. Indeed,
in a dynamic competitive environment, the approach by
the resources believes that in order to adapt, the firm
engages in behavior which is explained by the search
for competitive advantage. These resources must be
unique, inimitable and creative values [20]. This design
approach was born with the knowledge that as Spender
[19] puts the process of transferring knowledge at the
heart of its analysis. This process allows the replication
and integration of knowledge. Indeed, the first is to
replicate elsewhere in the organization, an identified
knowledge and indexed create value for the firm. The
second is putting together knowledge from different
geographical and functional origin and in the
environment of the firm. Such a process of transferring
knowledge has several advantages such as the
transmission of local knowledge, greater flexibility and
coordination in response to changes in the environment
or the exploitation of economies of scale [19].
However, the mere facts of communicating or
disseminating raw knowledge (results, for example) do
not achieve the desired objective. Consider the transfer
as a very mechanical action, and then it is a complex
process is one of the critical contact the transfer
approach by resources. As specified Argote and Ingram
[21], the approach by the transfer of resources tends to
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view knowledge as a static object, a convenience store
and the firm can mobilize when deemed necessary in
the search for competitiveness. However, other
phenomena influence this process. For example, it is
difficult to separate the cognitive work at the individual
level of those in the organization or group; the symbolic
and connectionist phenomena dominant cognitive
science at the individual level are found throughout the
organization [22]. In a connectionist perspective, the
transfer process is based on learning as well as the
result of shared experiences that made pooled. A
reflection occurs movement from the transmission of
knowledge to the connection, allowing the creation of
collective knowledge. Knowledge no longer resides in
mental structures of individuals that could be
transposed, but in all the inter-connections constituting
the organization. Thus, knowledge is no longer an
object that can be transmitted from the generator to the
user, but a process used by a group of individuals who
require ongoing interactions between partners [23].
Other authors have studied the process of transferring
knowledge from the perspective of "situated cognition".
In this approach the knowledge transfer process is
realized through interactions between the system of
actors and the environment in which they act.
Knowledge is located in a cultural system, including
artifacts and practices, a system that is itself the result
of previous knowledge. Finally, knowledge can, in
addition, also reside in physical objects that serve as
benchmarks and indicators to members in the daily
course of their work. By putting aside the manager, in
our view, lead to efficiency requires not only an
understanding of this process through an internal
analysis (cognitive dimension). It must also be placed
outside of the phenomenon to act. If the first approaches
strive to answer the why of it, it is also necessary to
answer the question of how? (achieving efficiency of
first and second class). So study this problem in a
different economic and legal angle helps answer the
second question. The property rights theory and agency
theory, through their contributions to this dimension
may be helpful.
The theory of property right applied to knowledge
Our central hypothesis outcome of this theory
is that if specific knowledge invested in an employee is
not the ownership of objects where the basket right is
not attenuated, organizational efficiency is not optimal.
Reading of the theory of property rights, there emerges
a connection between the property rights system and
efficiency. If ownership is exclusive and transferable
significant efficiency happen. In other words,
depending on how the rights basket attached to this
property is used, organizational efficiency varies. In
order to establish this hypothesis we try first of all to
return to the contributions of the theory of property
right.
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As stated, Arman Alchian [24] "economics is
the study of property rights on scarce resources (...) the
issue of the economy, ie the question of how prices are
determined, returns determine how property rights are
defined, traded and in what ways. » Furuboth and S
Pejovich [25] argue that "property rights are not
relations between men and things but relations between
men and codified that relate to the use of things."
Demsetz [26], meanwhile, defines property
rights "rights allow individuals to know a priori what
they can reasonably expect in their dealings with other
members of the community. These expectations are
realized by laws, customs and mores of a society ...”
These definitions agree in thinking property rights in
terms of relationships between men and not the
relations between men and things. This kind of
"conventions" established between members of society
on the use of things existing in order to internalize
externalities, better organization of society and finally
better incentive to create more value. The functions of
property rights are the internalization of externalities,
socialization
and
incitement.
The right to property also includes through its contents.
Furubotn and Pejovich [25] write that "the value of any
property exchanged depends, ceteris paribus, the basket
of ownership which is transmitted in the transaction."
The three attributes that make up the basket
(subjectivity, exclusivity and accessibility) are crucial.
The right to property is defined for the practical effect it
allows the objects to which it refers. Each individual
with an ownership right on one thing at the same time
enjoy a basket of basic rights to the valuation of this
right: usus, fructus, and 'abusus. The first two allow the
owner to use his property and to enjoy fruits that the
property generates. The abusus however, grants the
holder the ability to transmit or transfer its right to
destroy it or sell it. Several combinations are possible
and opt for one of them depends arbitration that the
holder of that right makes from its private interest.
At the enterprise level, reading theory of
property allows to identify a link between the property
rights system and efficiency. Indeed, in an organization
where the property rights of the attributes are mitigated
efficiency would not be optimal. Especially in the
context of a management company that is justified by
the principle of productive efficiency involving the
optimal use of resources, the agency conflict from a
poor definition of property rights, in that they are
mitigated, emerges. Moreover, in this business model,
the owner of the means of production deliberates an
attribute of his ownership to the manager and then sees
the usus and abusus his property be restricted. As long
as the use of his right to property is shared by the
manager, he has more than a abusus shared in that it is
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related to the organization of production. While
remaining owner, retains the fructus of his property less
the residual value attributed to the debt manager. In this
case, the value of the remaining fructus depends on the
decision of the agent, ie the execution so that remaining
claim. It also depends on abusus which is the transfer of
the right decision. The same is valid when the property
is immaterial as knowledge.View that it is incorporated
in the person, and usus, abusus longer depend on the
will of the owner of the contract that defines the agency
relationship. It is possible that in some cases the
residual rocking claim (case of very specific
knowledge) in the camp of the agent and the fructus
Depond value of its decision. At this level, the
teachings of the positive theory of agency can better
shed light on this issue. They allow us to specify the
optimal combination of organizational architecture and
efficiency. Inspired by the work of F. Von Hayek [27].
Jensen and Meckling [28] assume that "the key
performance both from an economic system that a
particular organization, lies in their respective
capacities to acquire to produce and use knowledge
relevant '- which the value- for decisions. The
organizational efficiency depends on the ability of its
members to use the relevant knowledge. «The question
to be determined then what are the efficiency of
mechanisms for this theory?
The efficiency of mechanisms of the positive Agency
Theory
Charreaux [29] believes that co-localization of
decision rights and specific knowledge can be a
solution; either centrally, and this by transferring this
knowledge - property rights - those who have decisionmaking authority or a decentralized manner by the
transfer of decision rights to that knowledge. The
choice of a particular solution depends on the respective
transfer costs knowledge and decision law. It also
depends on the ability of the organizational structure to
manage this change. If the transfer of specific
knowledge from one person to another is impossible
because the information is incorporated into the person,
centralization does not solve the problem.
Decentralization, which results in a transfer of decision
right of the principal to the agent, is relevant, but
difficult to implement. The problems of coordination
and control lead to conflicts and cost the additional
agency which requires the establishment of mechanisms
for appropriate controls and motivation. Recall that this
approach optimizes the basket of ownership of
knowledge if it is subject to a right of ownership. The
usus is materialized by the ability to use this knowledge
in a relevant way to generate positive externalities,
abusus the other hand can be realized by the vertical
and horizontal diffusion of knowledge and accompanied
by a consolidated law-making and control over that
property. Aghion and Tirole [30] were among the first
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to introduce this idea. In their article "Formal and Real
Autority in Organization", they develop a theory of
allocation of authority while separating the formal
authority of the real authority. The first indicates the
right decision and the second involves the coupling of
this decision right through effective control rights. The
real authority is determined by the structure of the
information held by the agent and the degree of
delegation of formal authority. This authority which
implies a kind of decentralized decision-making,
increases motivation and initiative of it’s possess or to
acquire more information.
Moreover, beyond its steering function, this
deliberation knowledge, decision and control, reduces
information asymmetry and protects somehow the main
opportunistic actions of the agent. Referring to Max
Weber [31] distinguishes between "rational authority"
and "lawful authority" Aghion and Tirole [30] suggest
that the key to this decision depends on the information
asymmetry between the two parties and Arbitration
between the agency costs of this formal authority and
lack of control that may arise in the future.
Jensen and Meckiling [28] share this view and
consider the level of delegation as a result of arbitration
between, on the one hand the costs of transfer and
processing of specific information which increase with
centralization and the other, the costs of conflict (loss of
control costs) that increase with decentralization.
Liberti [32], also believes that a change in the hierarchy
of large organizations through a delegation of authority
can lead to costs but also to better motivation and
initiatives. Hence the hypothesis exist a positive
correlation between the delegation of authority,
motivation and initiative.
Indeed, the idea of deliberation of knowledge,
decision-making power is useful but difficult to
implement. The risk of loss of control and coordination
due to the increase of opportunism are obstacles to
achieving the organizational goal. As a result,
traditional control mechanisms based on quantitative
indicators sometimes become insufficient and need to
be supplemented by more qualitative indicators.
Williamson [33] think in turn that in some cases the
asset is very specific, control becomes a source of
malfunction.
Excessive
control
pollutes
the
organizational atmosphere and makes the opportunistic
agent. In this case, asymmetric information it holds will
be offset by a quality control.

Note that the principle of organizational
efficiency is underpinned by that of remediability which
refers to the idea of the existence of forms or alternative
organizational structures [29]. If we support this
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principle, the positive agency theory joins the theory of
transaction costs that postulates the existence of
organizational structures in competition. Their survival
depends on their ability to adapt to internal and external
environment by minimizing agency costs and
transaction costs. According to these theories, there is
no universal organizational structure that achieves
"first-best", however existing forms are those that are
among the possible choices efficient choice of "secondbest" (this is an external efficiency criterion) Charreaux
[35]. The same author adds that through this analytical
perspective of organizational forms, positive agency
theory fits into a framework of "static comparative
analysis of the most efficient organizational forms in
the second degree." He added that "in some way, this
theory also takes into account the efficiency criterion"
third degree "that guides the analysis on organizational
balance from the outside to the inside. This is a criterion
that completes the organization of the analysis of all
these internal stakeholders.” Therefore, in the case of a
specific investment in knowledge, how to measure
organizational efficiency?
For what level this investment decision it is
required in the business? Is it only by the line-meaning
top or is it a reflection of the efforts of other nival?
The organizational efficiency is measured by
the degree of decentralization of knowledge and
decision-making. Generally it is the hierarchical or top
management who decide to introduce this new
knowledge to other levels. However, this unilateral
decision is not without risk to the extent that the
perception of lower levels which will be invested in
knowledge is not taken into account. For this reason,
Noda and Bower [35] conceive that the investment
decision is defined through the role of the different
hierarchical levels: the base, the middle and the
direction (or the top). Hence the need for a transfer of
the right decision at each level together with a right of
control.
These same authors view that decision-making
processes such as succession or sequence of four subprocesses which two are intertwined and down in the
hierarchy (the "definition and impulse"), the other two
being transverse to the organization and corresponding
to the determination of the strategic context and
structural
context.
The "definition" is a cognitive process by which the
"operational base" through its closest position to the
market or field has the specific and local knowledge,
this project, pins or investment ideas. This practically
knowledge which involves holding some information
ignored by the rest of the hiérarchie- can surely be
detours to the entire structure if shared. These
investment projects back in the hierarchy through
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intermediate levels that transmit to the summit (the
pulse). Moreover, this second hierarchical level, these
future investments are examined, modeled and
supported to reach the top. This method implies a loss
of time due to the collection, processing and transfer of
investment projects to the rest of the hierarchy.
Finally, decentralization does not only depend
endogenous organizational resources but also the
characteristics of the quota environment. This brings us
to consider that the more the environment is uncertain,
the better the decentralization to the intermediate and
towards the base.
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS
In the last section of this article we try to check
our central assumptions in the oil and gas sector. To do
this, we sent fifty questionnaires and conducted thirty
interviews with HR managers and employees of several
of these companies. The data were processed by
Component Analysis Byte allowing summarize
information and give us the factorial axes maximum
information carriers.
RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
Place of Specific Knowledge in the companies of the
oil sector
To find out if these companies can considered
among depository of knowledge, we tried to first check
what place specific knowledge occupy in these
companies?
It appears from the data analysis that 80% of
managers consider the place of specific knowledge as
very important and 20% consider as important.
According to officials of the companies surveyed, this
knowledge is required upstream and downstream of the
production process and essential for all studies before
the sanction of a project. Four types of specific
knowledge required by these studies: Knowledge about
the study of the prospect which aims to assess the
commercial value of an operating target. Knowledge of
the preliminary studies that seek to provide an
economic assessment of a discovery and therefore
decisive in making a decision to abandon, sell interest
or exploitation of the deposit. Knowledge of the
conceptual studies that aim to define the final design.
This necessarily committed an exhaustive search of the
database, a detailed comparison of the different possible
alternatives and a reliable comparison of costs and
implemented. Finally knowledge about the draft study
whose objective is to enable investors to make a
decision and push the definition of the final concept
recommended by the conceptual design to a level of
detail consistent with the complexity Topic. In these oil
and gas companies, specific knowledge is not restricted
to executives and managers. They are also held by
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agents working level. For example, for drilling agents,
knowledge of drilling tools, techniques for measuring
pressure tests as well as control of security requirements
are needed. Other specific additional knowledge is
essential when drilling in an offshore zone. What about
the decentralization of knowledge and decision-making
power?
The decentralization of Knowledge and decision
making power
To the question "do you think that the specific
knowledge is diffused" question which measures the
degree of decentralization of knowledge, 100% of
surveyed officials have responded positively. According
to these officials, some knowledge is diffused in the
direction from bottom to top hierarchical and vice
versa. The dissemination of knowledge is also present
horizontally between different units of the same
hierarchical level. In this regard, a company manager
tells us that in the management of deposits, geologists
and geophysicists share and discuss the available
information. This information is in addition to those of
the reservoir engineer who will give an estimate of the
recoverable reservoir of potential production levels, the
number and type of wells. This information will then
complemented by well development plan which will be
specified in cooperation with the petroleum architect.
Moreover, the results of question 22, which
asked about the role of middle management in the
transmission of the basic information at the top, confirm
this information dissemination. In fact, 100% of
company’s state that to reach the top, some information
go through all levels concerned. Some officials added
that in some cases the information comes directly to the
top without going through the intermediate hierarchical
levels.
In the same sense, the results of question 23,
wondering if the number of tasks of an employee of the
bottom of the hierarchy changes following a specific
knowledge investment, argue that the acquisition of
specific knowledge enables this employee to increase
the number of tasks performed and consequently
improve its basket of ownership (right of usus). The
same concerns employees who belong to middle
management. 80% of managers consider that the
specific knowledge gained enables executives and
managers to expand their room for maneuver. This
decentralization of knowledge and decision-making
power allows under the terms of a responsible "to
divide the administrative burden." He added,
"especially when a company increases in size and
complexity, it becomes difficult and eventually
impossible to manage an entire efficiently from a
distant headquarters. Thus, it is increasingly necessary
to encourage the initiatives of executives and
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implementers who are in logistics center near the site of
action. «Another official added that "decentralization of
knowledge and decision-making power means that we
empower us to do and trust the actor who performs his
duties." According to the positive agency theory, such
an action is beneficial not only to employees but also to
the entire structure. For the holder of the specific
knowledge, better accountability rational allow him to
represent his knowledge as a property right, which thus
meets the definition of that term by Furuboth Pejovich
and S [25]. Recall that these two authors state that
"property rights are not relations between men and
things, but relations between codified men, and which
relate to the use of things." For the employee, if such
ownership is guaranteed and specified, it would be
better encouraged to use its potential to create more
value. So says an official of one of these companies
when he stresses that "decentralization of knowledge is
likely to give the best overall results, if we really
involves." To better understand the relationship
between investment training and organizational
investment, we apply a multiple component analysis
associated with a set of variables related to these two

components of intangible investment. These variables
and their respective Items are: the place of specific
knowledge (Q18: PCS), human capital is a strategic
resource (Q19: CH: Res imp), decentralization of
decision-making in the bottom of the hierarchy (Q20:
DPD_BH ), the sequence of decision rights by right of
control (Q20a: Enc_DD DC), the intervention of one
who has specific knowledge of the bottom of the
hierarchy at other levels (Q21: Inter CS / AN), specific
knowledge get to the top by the intermediate hierarchy
(Q22a: CS_sommet_HI), knowledge comes directly to
the top without going through the intermediate
hierarchy (Q22B: CS_sommet_nonHI), increasing the
number of tasks of an employee of the hierarchical
basis following an investment Training (Q23a: IF _Nbr
T_salarié down :), increasing the number of tasks of an
employee of the intermediate hierarchy following a
training investment (Q23B: IF_Nbr T_salarié_HI) and
finally the dissemination of knowledge Q36: DIIF/
con). In a first step, we present the correlation matrix
(see Table 1) that will allow us later to determine the
eigen values and deliver us factorial axes carry a
maximum of information (see Table-2).

Table-1: Correlation matrix

Through this matrix, we find a positive
correlation (0.79) between the site-specific knowledge
(Q18) and human capital as an important resource
(Q19). The correlation is positive (0.17) between the
place of specific knowledge and decentralization of
decision-making power in the bottom of the hierarchy
(Q20). It is also positive (0.03) between the place of
specific knowledge and the sequence of decision right
by a control law (Q20a). We also note a positive
correlation (0.54) between the place of specific
knowledge (Q18), and the role of middle management
in the transmission of information to the hierarchical
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top. This matrix also shows the existence of a positive
correlation (0.21) between the decentralization of
decision making in the bottom of the hierarchy (Q20)
and sequencing of this decision right by a control law
(Q20a).
In a second step, we present the final statistics
including the number of components extracted (see
Table 2). From these factor axes, we can deduce the
relationship between these variables and how are
conducted decentralization of knowledge and the
decision-making power.
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Table-2: Factorial axes carry a maximum of information

The application of a multiple component
analysis followed by optimum rotation according
VARIMAX algorithm, we can extract four factors
representative of approximately 70.81% of the total
information. The representation of these factors in the
correlation circles allows us to produce the following
results (see Fig-1) .In the first correlation circle, our
analysis is conducted around the first and second
factorial axis. Indeed, we note that the first component
explains 27, 87% of information is defined by eight
variables, namely the dissemination of knowledge
(Q36), the increase in the number of tasks in the basic
hierarchy (Q23a ), knowledge gets to the top without
passing through the hierarchy (Q22B) and the
intervention of the one who has the knowledge to other
levels (Q21) on one side; and the place of specific
knowledge (Q18), human capital as a strategic resource
(Q19) specific knowledge gets to the top by the
intermediate hierarchy (Q22a) and decentralization of
decision-making power in the bottom of the hierarchy
(Q20) of 'other side. This shows that in companies
where specific knowledge are an important and where
human capital is of great importance, the reorganization
of the company goes through a decentralization of
knowledge followed by decentralization of decisionmaking power in the lower the hierarchy. Both
organizational restructuring materialize in the reality of
these businesses by disseminating knowledge
sometimes through middle management or directly to
the top, improving the flexibility of employees from the
bottom of the hierarchy, and finally by a decentralized
decision-making power (bottom of the hierarchy). On
this same correlation circle, we note that the second
component, which represents 17.58% of the information
is defined through two variables; the sequence of
decision rights by right of control (Q20a) and increasing
the number of tasks of an employee belonging to the
middle management (Q22B). Therefore we deduce that
in companies where the place of specific knowledge is
important, there is firstly a decentralization of decision
making in the bottom of the hierarchy and also a series
of decision right by a control law in companies where
the investment training helped increase the flexibility of
the intermediate hierarchy. In other words, we note that
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the decentralization of decision-making power is
present in the lower echelons of the chain but the right
decision by a right of control is verified only in the
intermediate levels. We can then think that in these
structures, the allocation of authority theory proposed
by Aghion and Tirole [30] between formal authority
and the real authority finds its place. We also think that
the teachings of Fama and Jensen [36] that distinguish
the two decision-making functions and rights that they
cover in complex structures into place.
Indeed, as we have shown above, the first is a
decision management function (management decision
right) which is associated rights of initiative and the
rights of the implementation of decisions taken. The
second is the decision control function (control right
decision) gathering the right final decision and the right
of control. In the oil companies, it turns out that the
primary function for the basic level and the second
relates to intermediate levels. This idea is confirmed
through the second correlation circle associated with the
first and third principal components: on the first
factorial axis, we see that the oil companies in the place
where specific knowledge is important and where
human capital is a strategic resource there is a
reorganization of the company through a decentralized
decision-making in the bottom of the hierarchy. We
also observe that the role of middle management in the
dissemination of knowledge is verified. The third factor
axis which represents 15.25% of the information is
linked to two positively correlated variables: the
sequence of decision right by one hand control law and
the intervention of one who has specific knowledge in
secondly
other
levels.
Referring to the theories of organizational learning, we
can infer the possibility that in the base hierarchy, one
of the reasons for not linking the decision-making right
by a right of control is that the body of knowledge that
form the basis hierarchical or tacit. Their distribution is
tricky because of the many interpretations of this kind
of knowledge, generating in many cases, coordination
problems, costs and additional conflicts. Through our
interviews with managers of these companies, we
realized that in the intermediate hierarchy, instead of
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tacit knowledge is reduced gradually give way to
explicit knowledge readily releasable. This new
information held by middle management are more
codified by the members of this organizational level and
easily stored in organizational memory associated with
that level. This fact enables faster development of the
phenomenon of organizational learning which promotes
the chain of decision-making by a right of control.
Furthermore, another reason for the sequence of
decision right by a right of control is related to the
"bridges" that allow the transformation of individual
knowledge into collective knowledge. In the
intermediate levels, they are more robust and less
complex than those existing in the baseline levels. The
phenomenon of diffusion of tacit knowledge is
increasingly capitalized on this level. The 'shadows' on

the tacit knowledge are then reduced and structure
transforms his own nature to become more formal and
pragmatic. She tries to meet quantitative targets mainly
dominated by the hypothesis of pure rationality. In our
view, this intermediate level of knowledge gradually
cognitive approach gives way to a more economic
approach directly related to the efficiency of the
company. Note that such reasoning is not without risk.
As we have said, it is important to think that in this
intermediate hierarchical level, organizational learning
phenomenon that promotes the establishment of a
monitoring system is not a mechanical phenomenon
that escapes the interactions between contained the
different actors. We must think also as a dynamic
phenomenon.

Fig-1: Correlation circle associated with the first and the second factor

Fig-2: Correlation circle associated with the first and the third factor
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CONCLUSION
Our study confirms that the Oil companies in
which the place of the specific knowledge is important,
a reorganization of the company is through a
decentralization of knowledge and decision-making
power. This decentralization is followed by a
decentralized decision-making in the bottom of the
hierarchy, which improves the basket of property rights
at this level and to hold formal authority. In the
intermediate levels, decentralization of knowledge and
decision-making power is complemented by a right of
control. Therefore, at these levels, formal authority was
perfected by a real authority. This shows that in these
complex structures a separation between the
management decision making functions and control
functions.
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