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Abstract
Social Dominance Theory (SDT) postulates that dominant groups hold more social and political power over subordinates ones. Subordinate groups also concur in preserving hierarchies for maintaining stability into a specific social system. Main SDT studies focused on intergroup level while few researches deepened interpersonal level and have proved this theory within organizational working environments. The present research was aim at studying, within an hierarchical enhancing organization, whether both High-SDO supervisors and subordinates maintain the stability of organizational hierarchies in their work environments either, endorsing the harsh interpersonal power tactics and opposing to soft interpersonal power tactics (which can weaken hierarchies). The study also aims to recognize whether group’s hierarchies are maintained through an ideological consensus between supervisors and subordinates in using both interpersonal harsh and soft power tactics. Two hundred and eighty-five employees drawn from a middle-sized company completed a questionnaire. Results of moderation analyses highlighted that "role" variable (dichotomous; supervisors vs. subordinates) moderates the relationship between SDO and the preference in using harsh and soft interpersonal power tactics. Results showed that high-SDO subordinates endorse mostly harsh tactics compared to high-SDO supervisors and an high "person-organization fit" was shown through ideological asymmetry. Furthermore, high-SDO supervisors (vs. high-SDO subordinates) were depicted as primary regulatory agent in avoiding soft power tactics. Ideological consensus was also observed between supervisors and subordinates in supporting harsh tactics but was not found in opposing to soft tactics. Results will be discussed deepening the interweaving of SDT, person-organization fit and interpersonal power interaction model.


Introduction
Social Dominance Theory (SDT; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) represents a widely discussed and highest influential theoretical framework which attempts at describing why certain social groups are oppressed by other groups (Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006; Sidanius et al., 2004; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). SDT posits that the processes of discriminations and reproduction of group hierarchies can be understood at multiple level of intergroup dynamics (Pratto, Stewart & Zeineddine, 2013). Within SDT social hierarchies between groups are explained maintained through consensually shared social ideologies, attitudes, beliefs and stereotypes called legitimizing myths (Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006). Thus, dominant and subordinate groups agree in preserving hierarchies – and prompting inequalities – for maintaining stability in social systems across groups’ consensus than dissension (see, Thibault & Kelley, 1959). Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin (2006) outlined that “social dominance system serve dominants more than subordinates” (p. 280) thus the dominants groups – possessing more social and political power – generally show a greater endorsement of hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths leading subordinates toward a coordination for maintaining the spiral of oppression (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Lee, Pratto, & Johnson, 2011). Indeed, dominants groups hold feelings of superiority and dominate keeping disproportionate resources, relying on their position in the hierarchical social structure. Subordinate groups tend to agree with this social statement endorsing manifested out-group favoritism (asymmetrical in-group bias), self-debilitating behavior (e.g., higher levels of criminality, in-group directed violence, truancy, school attrition) and ideological asymmetry (psychological processes, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors that facilitate group dominance) in order to confirm their subordinates’ nature reflecting broadly shared ideologies or stereotypes across groups (behavioral asymmetry hypothesis; Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006). 
Sidanius and Pratto (2001) conceptualized the construct of social dominance orientation (SDO) capturing the extent of individuals’ desires for group-based dominance and inequality through supporting legitimizing myth in maintaining of their relative position in social hierarchies (Huddy, 2004; Lee, Pratto, & Johnson, 2011; Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006).
Besides practical and research implication in a wide range of social fields of intergroup relations (gender discrimination, institutional functioning, racism), the SDT need to be tested at multiple levels (Pratto, Stewart & Zeineddine, 2013). The majority of SDT’s studies has been focused on examining ideological consensus focusing on the intergroup relationships (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006), while few studies have switched the focus examining the interpersonal level of SDT’s assumption (Aiello, Pratto, & Pierro, 2013). Along this line, organizational contexts represent an ideal setting for studying the dominance processes (e.g., Guimond, 2006) operating both at intergroup level (e.g., group conflicts; Nicol, 2009; Son Hing et al., 2007) as well at interpersonal level (power choices; Soylu & Sheehy-Skeffington, 2015). O’Brien and Dietz (2011), in reviewing the SDT in organizational research, confirmed that relatively few studies have fully taken advantage of various potential aspects pertaining SDT as a powerful framework for study asymmetrical relationships.  
Trying to address these gaps, in our study we framed SDT for understanding interpersonal power’s dynamics operating in organizational settings (Bélanger, Pierro & Kruglanski, 2015), in particular expanding and dealing with the limits on what already showed by Aiello, Pratto and Pierro (2013). 



Person-Organizational fit as proxy for understanding the spiral of asymmetrical relationships in organizations 
Many studies posit that organizations are contexts where people facing conflict and compete for resources, as well as sites where operate social dynamics related to production, reproduction and contestation of social inequality (e.g., Reskin & Ross, 1992; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Tilly, 1999; Weber, 1968).
In particular, within the SDT the “person-environment” fit has been paralleled with “person-organization fit” (P-O fit; e.g., Furnham, 2001). P-O fit posit that a congruency among employees and organizations in expression and promotion of same basic values, attitudes, orientations and behavioral predisposition (Holland, 1996) leads to an organizational best functioning, which is guaranteed by a sort of synergetic accordance between supervisors and subordinates (e.i., Bélanger, Pierro & Kruglanski, 2015). Indeed, SDT depicts social institutions in terms of hierarchy-enhancing (HE) and hierarchy-attenuating (HA) legitimizing myths (Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006). In HE contexts people promote and sustain group hierarchies by allocating disproportionately available resources, power and more positive social value (or less negative social value) to dominants groups instead of subordinates’ ones (HE legitimizing myths). Conversely, in HA contexts members try to deal with group hierarchies by allowing power and resources preferentially toward subordinate groups (HA legitimizing myths; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). Indeed, studies demonstrated that in HE institutions and HA institutions operate people who are higher in SDO and lowest in SDO respectively (e.g., Pratto et al., 1997; Sidanius et al., 2003; Umphress et al., 2007). For this reason, high-SDO workers fit more with HE organizations that concur in maintaining group based hierarchy matching the characteristics of the institutions in which they work (Haley & Sidanius, 2005). Five mechanisms allowing the congruency between person and organizations as provided by P-O fit conceptualized within SDT (Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006): a) self-selection: people choosing jobs that are congruent with their SDO levels; b) institutional selection: organization select personnel whose SDO levels match HE or HA function of the institution; c) institutional socialization: organization transform individual’s values and ideologies to induce matching with organizational values and ideologies itself; d) differential reward: the individuals are much rewarded if they show congruency with HE or HA function perpetrated by organization; and e) differential attrition of individuals out of incongruent social institutions.
On the whole, HE organizations mirror the social dominance processes operating at societal level and depicted within SDT and its refined idea of P-O fit – evidencing how in HE organization is observed a congruency between people and organizations in sharing ideologies, values and orientations for maintaining hierarchies through HE legitimizing myths. In these contexts, dominants groups manage to keep power and resources in their hands over subordinates’ ones, thus acting as drive for maintaining group hierarchies and inequalities (e.i., Soylu & Sheehy-Skeffington, 2015) through ideological and behavioral consensus (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001).
Besides these implications, as reported by O’Brien and Dietz (2011) SDT has been rarely used as theoretical framework in studying organizational contexts (e.g., Aiello, Pratto & Pierro, 2013; Nicol, 2009; Son Hing et al., 2007), although SDT can be applied to any social structures because of the asymmetrical and hierarchical nature of human relationships in dyads, groups and groups within societies. 

Interpersonal Power Strategies 
A powerful framework to understand the use of power strategies in social and organizational setting is the interpersonal power interaction model (IPIM; Raven, 1992; 1993; 2008; Raven, Schwarzwald & Koslowsky, 1998). 
The IPIM proposes a taxonomy derived from the original analysis of social power conducted by French and Raven (1959) and contains 11 power tactics that supervisors use to influence their subordinates namely: “expert”, “informational”, and “referent power”; “legitimacy of dependence”, “reciprocity”, “position” and “equity”; “personal vs. interpersonal coercion” and “reward”. Further studies have argued that IPIM’s power tactics can be grouped into two more general categories: harsh and soft power tactics (Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998; Van Knippenberg at al., 1999). In particular, the harsh-soft dimension refers on the amount of freedom allowed by one target in choosing whether or not to comply with requests prompted by an influencing agent. In using harsh tactics the compliance is “provoked” acknowledging to the target poor freedom in choosing whether or not to comply. Harsh tactics are indeed unfriendly, controlling and coercive and include personal and impersonal coercion and reward, legitimacy of position, equity and reciprocity, thus pursuing the advance of consensus through dispensation of rewards and punishment. Soft tactics allow the target more freedom of choice in choosing whether comply with the requests of the influencing agent. These tactics are not related with enforceable rules, and include expert, referent, informational power, and legitimacy of dependence (Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998).
Therefore the IPIM considers power choice from two specific actor's points of view within organizational contexts: the influencing agent and the target. The influencing agents (or supervisors) use specific power tactics and the targets (or subordinates) decide to comply or not (Raven, 1992; Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Ochana-Levin, 2004). Indeed, in work setting, supervisors – controlling a large amount of the available resources – are framed as  “powerholders” in choosing which power strategies can be used in organization; subordinates decide to comply (or acquiesce) with these power’s form founding their choice on situational and motivational aspects (Bélanger, Pierro, & Kruglanski, 2015; Pierro, Cicero & Raven, 2008). 
As previously mentioned, SDT argues that subordinates agree with supervisors in maintaining group-based hierarchies for the stability of social system and thus organization smooth functioning (Bélanger, Pierro & kruglanski, 2015; Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Supervisors and subordinates can be coordinated in using harsh tactics (which potentially enhance hierarchies allocating much power in supervisors’ hand) and in opposing to soft tactics (which potentially reduce hierarchies allocating much freedom of choice to subordinates) reflecting principles of SDT, and thus promoting power-based relationships characterized by maintenance of roles and behavior asymmetry (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001), especially in HE organizations where one can expect higher levels of SDO (P-O fit assumptions; Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006). Indeed, in a recent study, Aiello, Pratto, and Pierro (2013) found supervisor and subordinates coordinated in legitimizing the use of harsh power tactics. In particular, much higher were the levels of SDO shared by supervisors and subordinates, much higher were the accordance in using harsh power tactics. However, the study conducted by Aiello, Pratto and Pierro (2013) was afflicted by a strong limitation as the authors themselves claimed. In proving the ideological consensus among subordinates and supervisor in using harsh power tactics, the authors analyzed the results of two different sample belonged at two different organizations each one with specific social rules and organizational culture (Schein, 1990). This aspect was an important limitation that may have afflicted their findings because they did not directly assessed coordination between supervisors and subordinates in endorsing harsh tactics within the same organizational site. To address this limitation, in our study supervisor and subordinates belonged at the same organization sharing also same contextual, social, ideological and cultural aspects (Schein, 1990). Furthermore, our study represent a relevant advance compared to the result obtained by Aiello, Pratto, & Pierro, (2013) for others two main reasons because: (i) framing SDT we analyzed the endorsement and the distribution of interpersonal power among supervisors and subordinates; (ii) in our study we also accounting the consensus in opposing to soft power tactics as drives for maintaining role hierarchies.

Objective and Hypothesis
Following the above introduced theoretical implications, we explore whether "role" variable (being supervisor vs. subordinates) moderates the association between SDO and harsh and soft interpersonal power tactics in an HE organization. 
In particular, we hypothesized that: 
H1 (a) role variable moderate the positive association between SDO and harsh power tactics. We expected that high-SDO supervisor (vs. high-SDO subordinates) are higher in pursuing harsh tactics acting as primary influencing agents in perpetrating HE legitimizing myths relying on organization’s hierarchical structure; (b) more subordinates were higher on SDO more they agreed (or comply) with supervisors in endorsing harsh tactics prompting ideological consensus in maintaining hierarchies in order to guarantee stability in the social system. 
H2 (a) role variable moderate the negative association between SDO and soft power tactics. We expected that high-SDO supervisor (vs. high-SDO subordinates) were lowest in soft tactics because they act as primary influencing agents opposing to soft tactics that potentially reduce role hierarchies into an HE organization; (b) more subordinates were higher on SDO more they agreed (or comply) with supervisors in opposing the endorsement of soft tactics, prompting ideological consensus in maintaining hierarchies for guarantee stability into this specific social system.

Method
Participants and procedure
Participants were two-hundred and eighty-five employees (133 men and 152 women), recruited on voluntary basis, drawn from an Italian financial network of pharmaceutical companies (HE organization). Their mean age was of 45 (SD = 9.20). Educational status: 41 had middle license, 108 had a high school degree and 136 were graduates. We considered 80 participants covering a supervisory role, and 205 participants covering a subordinate role. 
The study was conducted in conformity with Italian Association of Psychology (AIP) established research’s ethical standards (agreed on March 27, 2015).
Before completing an anonymously pencil and paper questionnaire, participants were informed that the questionnaire was anonymous and that the data treated in an aggregate manner. The participants also read a statement with study’s information and signed an informed consent on a separate sheet.

Measures
SDO: SDO was measured using the Italian adaptation (Aiello, Chirumbolo, Leone, & Pratto, 2005) of the original Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto et al., 1994). The scale is a self-report instrument composed by 13 items with a response format on a 7-point likert scale (from 1strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree). Sample items include “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups” and “To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups”. 

Power Tactics: for assessing both supervisors’ usage of power tactics and subordinates’ compliance we used the Italian version (Pierro et al., 2004) of the Worker’s Format of the Interpersonal Power Inventory (IPI; Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998). The questionnaire encompasses two forms, one for supervisors and one for subordinates. Each form presents 33 statements corresponding to 11 power tactics described in IPIM (three item per power tactic). As previous studies confirmed the 11 power bases can be grouped into two underlying dimensions (Pierro et al., 2004; Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998; Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Ochana-Levin, 2004). Thus, we calculated both for supervisors and subordinates a score for harsh (dimensions of impersonal and personal reward and coercion, legitimacy of position, equity, and reciprocity) and soft (including dimensions of: information, expertise, reference, and legitimacy of dependence) power tactics.
In particular, the IPI format read by supervisors was the follow: “Often supervisors ask subordinates to do their job somewhat differently. Sometimes subordinate resist doing so or do not follow the supervisor’s directions exactly. Other times, they will do exactly as their supervisor requests. We are interested in examining what behaviours supervisors use for gaining compliance.” Supervisors had to indicate how often he or she applies the particular power tactic described in the statement responding on a 7-point likert scale ranging from 1=“definitely not a reason” to 7=“definitely a reason” (e.g., harsh tactics, “I reminded the worker that I would show my approval if he/she complies”, soft tactic, “I reminded the worker that I need assistance and cooperation from those working with me”).
Instead, the IPI format read by subordinates was the follow: “Often supervisors ask subordinates to do their job somewhat differently. Sometimes subordinate resist doing so or do not follow the supervisor’s directions exactly. Other times, they will do exactly as their supervisor requests. We are interested in those situations which lead subordinates to follow the requests of their supervisor”. Subordinates were asked to indicate the extent to which each descriptive statement represents a personal reason to comply with supervisor’s request responding on the 7-point likert scale ranging from 1=“definitely not a reason” to 7=“definitely a reason” (harsh tactic, “As a subordinate, I had an obligation to do as my supervisor said”, soft tactic, “I saw my supervisor as someone I could identify with”).

Statistical Analyses
To perform statistical analyses, we used IBM SPSS software for Mac OSX. Correlations among variables were tested using Pearson’s R index. Furthermore, to examine how the role variable (supervisors vs. subordinates, dummy coded) moderates the association between SDO and harsh tactics (H1-a) and the association between SDO and soft tactics (H2-a) we performed two simple moderation model using Hayes’s (2012) PROCESS macro (the significance level for testing hypothesis was stated at α = .05). PROCESS macro adopts the Aiken and West (1991) procedure to test the moderation effect which involves use of multiple linear regressions. In particular, dependent variable (Harsh or Soft Tactics) was regressed to moderating variable (role), to independent variable (SDO), and to interaction between independent and moderating variable (SDO x role). We also introduced in regressions controlling variable (covariates) for sex, age, educational level and the opposite power strategies used as dependent variable. Significance of interaction variable indicates that moderation effect occurs. Moreover, we used Modgraph (Jose, 2013) for graphical presentation of the slopes and moderation effect. To further explore the interactions effects and to confirm the hypothesis of ideological consensus between supervisors and subordinates in approving harsh tactics or in opposing to soft tactics (respectively, H1-b, and H2-b) we used PROCESS for verifying the conditional effect (simple slope analysis; Aiken & West, 1991; Hayes, 2012) of independent variable (SDO) on dependent variable (soft tactics or harsh tactics) at each of the two levels of dichotomous moderator variable (supervisors vs subordinates). 

Results
Preliminarily analyses
In Table 1 are summarized descriptive statistics, correlations and Cronbachs’alpha (in brackets) of study’s variables. 
	Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations among study's variables

	Variable
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	

	1.SDO
	2.46
	.90
	(.86)
	
	
	

	2.Harsh tactics
	2.56
	1.16
	.41**
	(.74)
	
	

	3.Soft tactics
	3.44
	1.06
	.15*
	.51**
	(.78)
	

	**p<.01 *p<.05
	
	
	
	
	
	




Harsh tactics
Results of hierarchical moderated multiple regression analyses are reported in Table 2. 
Particularly, in step 2, one can observe that the effect of SDO on harsh tactics was significant (B=.43, p<.001; ΔR²=.10, p<.001) controlling respectively for age, gender, educational level and soft tactics. In step 3 was added in the model (ΔR²=.01. p<.05) the role variable (dichotomous, supervisor vs. subordinates) which was positively related to harsh tactics (B=.34, p<.05). 
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Table 2. Results of hierarchical moderated regression for harsh and soft power tactics
	
	

	 
	Harsh
	 
	Soft

	
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 4
	
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 4

	Predictors
	B
	B
	B
	B
	 
	B
	B
	B
	B

	Age
	.02**
	.01
	.02*
	.01*
	
	-.01*
	-.01*
	-.02*
	-.01

	Gender
	.02
	.06
	.05
	.02
	
	-.11
	-.12
	-.11
	-.05

	Educational level
	.01
	-.11
	-.07
	-.11
	
	.04
	.06
	-.03
	.10

	Harsh tactics
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	.48**
	.51**
	.51**
	.52**

	Soft tactics
	.56**
	.51**
	.51**
	.53**
	
	-
	-
	-
	-

	SDO
	
	.43**
	.51**
	.34*
	
	
	-.07
	-.14
	.14

	Role
	
	
	-.34*
	-.40*
	
	
	
	-.26
	.35*

	SDO x Role
	
	
	
	.35*
	
	
	
	
	-.56**

	R²
	.29**
	.39**
	.40**
	.41**
	
	.28**
	.28**
	.29**
	.32**

	ΔR² 
	 
	.10**
	.01*
	.01*
	 
	 
	.00
	.01
	.03**

	Notes: ** p<.001 *p<.05; Role coding (subordinates=0, supervisors=1)




For testing hypothesis H1-a, in step 4, was added interaction between SDO and role (ΔR²=.01, p<.5) which was positively associated to harsh tactics (B=.35, p<.05), showing that role variable moderates the association between SDO and harsh tactics. In figure 1 is shown the interaction effect among variables where one can observe that high-SDO supervisors (vs. high-SDO subordinates) were not higher on harsh tactics (thus not confirming H1-a).


Figure 1. Interaction between SDO (predictor) and role (moderator) on harsh tactics (dependent variable)

In order to further investigate the moderation effect of role variable we perform a simple slope analysis that shows that the slopes for supervisors (B=.68, p<.001) and subordinates (B=.34, p<.01) were statistically significant also confirming – as expected in H1-b – a coordination expressed by a positive association between SDO and harsh tactics for both respective roles.


Soft Tactics
Table 2 shows that SDO was not statistically related to soft tactics (B=-.07, p>.05) controlling respectively for age, gender, educational level and harsh tactics. In step 3 was added the role variable (dichotomous, supervisor vs. subordinates) that was not statistically associated to soft tactics (B=-.26; p>.05). However, after we added interaction between SDO and role in the model (ΔR²=.03, p<.001), the negative association between role and soft tactics (B=-.35, p<.05) become significant. Moreover, in step 4, we found that SDO x role was negatively related to soft tactics (-.56, p<.001) confirming that role variable moderates the association between SDO and soft tactics. As one can see in Figure 2 high-SDO supervisors (vs. high-SDO subordinates) were lower on soft tactics as indeed expected in H2-a. Also, we performed simple slope analysis to further investigate this interaction effect. While we found that for supervisors the negative association between SDO and soft tactics was statistically significant (B=-.42, p<.001), the same association was not significant for subordinates (B=.14, p>.05) (thus not confirming H2-b).

Figure 2. Interaction between SDO (predictor) and role (moderator) on soft tactics (dependent variable)
 
Discussion
General Discussion
Consistent wit SDT’s dominant groups aimed at controlling specific resources in a particular social system (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001) and hold power. Organizations mirror these social dominance processes related to sources and reproduction of social inequality (Reskin & Ross, 1992; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Tilly, 1998; Weber, 1968) evidencing how supervisor groups operate to keep power and resources in their hands over subordinates’ ones (e.i., Soylu & Sheehy-Skeffington, 2015), acting also as drive for maintaining group hierarchies (Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006). Indeed, SDT also explain whether group hierarchies are promoted and maintained – especially in HE settings – through an ideological consensus shared by dominant and subordinate groups (Pratto & Sidanius, 2001). Studies on P-E fit (e.g., Furnham, 2001; Holland, 1996) within SDT, demonstrated that in HE organization tend to operate high-SDO people in order to maintain hierarchies matching the values and the ideologies of the institutions in which they work (Haley & Sidanius, 2005; see also Pratto et al., 1997; Sidanius et al., 2003; Umphress et al., 2007). Consensus among supervisors and subordinates guarantee stability toward the specific social system and may be prompted by agreeing in using specific interpersonal power strategies (harsh and soft power tactics; Raven, 1992; 1993; 2008; Raven, Schwarzwald & Koslowsky, 1998) as a function of employees SDO’s level. 
In the present study we examined whether the role variable (being supervisor or subordinate) moderate the association between SDO and harsh tactics/soft tactics in an HE organization, depicting supervisors (vs. subordinates) as primary controlling agent – holding resources in a specific context – in endorse harsh power tactics and oppose to soft power tactics as a function of their SDO’s level. Additionally, we deepened the role of ideological consensus among supervisors and subordinates in endorsing harsh tactics and in their opposing to soft tactics, in order to maintain organizational social system stability. 
The results of hierarchical moderated regressions showed that role variable moderates the positive association between SDO and harsh tactics. However, H1-a was not confirmed evidencing that high-SDO supervisors (vs. high-SDO subordinates) were not higher on harsh power tactics. Nevertheless we highlight that this study is one of the first attempt in studying SDT at interpersonal level within work setting in evidencing how the SDT’s assumptions may account the characteristics of different form of asymmetrical distribution of power (Pratto, Stewart, & Zeineddine, 2013). Moreover, this unexpected but noteworthy result moves toward the P-O fit assumptions (Furnham, 2001, Holland, 1996) coherently with SDT (Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006). Indeed, in Fig. 1 one can observe that subordinates (vs. supervisors) were slightly higher in endorsing harsh power tactics (unfriendly, controlling and coercive; Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998; Van Knippenberg at al., 1999) mirroring values and ideologies of the HE organization in which they work. In other words, subordinates may have showed a very high P-O fit through endorsing hierarchical legitimizing myths (Haley & Sidanius, 2005; see also Pratto et al., 1997; Sidanius et al., 2003; Umphress et al., 2007) shared in these kind of organization – over and above supervisors – showing also a strong "self-debilitation" and ideological asymmetry as psychological processes, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors caleidoscope of group dominance (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). In particular, as SDT’s assumption of P-O fit states, HE organizations people fit more in complying with HE legitimizing myths. These particular organizations can transform individual’s ideologies to prompt matching with organizational values and ideologies. Thus, specific HE organizations could spin subordinates to show an higher P-O fit through highly complying with harsh interpersonal power tactics. 
Strengthening our findings, simple slope analysis confirmed (H1-b) that more supervisors and subordinates were higher on SDO more they endorse harsh tactics, thus confirming an ideological consensus between roles – through supervisors use and subordinates’ complying for harsh tactics – accordingly to the primary goal of maintaining the strength of inequalities' social system (e.g., Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006; see also Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). 
In our study we mirror the results obtained by Aiello, Pratto and Pierro (2013), but dealing also with a limitation encompassed in their research. The authors indeed assessed ideological consensus in endorsing harsh tactics comparing supervisors and subordinates located in separate organizations, while our results concern the same organizational and ideological setting shared by supervisors and subordinates, allowing the crucial and requested hypotheses testing within the same site.  
Results also showed that role variable moderate the association between SDO and soft tactics confirming our hypothesis (H2-a). Particularly, in Figure 2 one can see that high-SDO supervisors (vs. high-SDO subordinates) were lower in endorsing soft power tactics. These specifics power tactics allow subordinates much freedom in choosing if comply (or not) with dominants groups (Raven, Schwarzwald, & Koslowsky, 1998; Van Knippenberg at al., 1999) potentially reducing group-hierarchies. Coherently with SDT, high-SDO supervisors – acting as primary influencing agents and holding much resources (Reskin & Ross, 1992; Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001) – marginalize the use of soft power tactics in order to maintain stable hierarchies in an HE organization which mostly endorses HE legitimizing myths (P-O fit, Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006). Deepening these results, simple slope analyses showed that while for supervisors the negative association between SDO and soft tactics was statistically significant, the same association was not significant for subordinates. This would mean that subordinates failed to coordinate with their supervisors in avoiding preference toward soft tactics because subordinates could not effectively comply in avoid soft power tactics that, as expected, were not explicitly allowed by their supervisors. Therefore, we could question about how’s subordinates can coordinate with soft power tactics if these tactics are not favored and thus do not used by their supervisors.. 

Study limitations, strengths and prospects for future research
The present study accounts for some limitations that raise us prospects for future research. The cross-sectional nature of our study limits conclusions about causal relationships among variables, suggesting a deepening of results through longitudinal design. In particular, our study measures SDO and interpersonal power strategies at the same time and thus does not account how power strategies could be retained and maintained between role in function of employees SDO’s level. Moreover, further studies can deepen the cross-examining of SDT, P-O fit and IPIM in also HA contexts, questioning soft power strategies as much endorsed by supervisors and subordinates within HA organizations. Is there an ideological consensus in using/complying with harsh/soft tactics? Another interesting aspect concerns the ideological consensus role in maintaining asymmetrical relationships among supervisors and subordinates in organizational contexts deepening the different degree of their coordination in using power strategies and therefore contributing to an expected organizational smooth functioning. 

On the whole, we posit that the present study could constitute a relevant advancing in studying SDT at the interpersonal level considering the studied association between SDO and the interpersonal power strategies. Our study is one of the first attempts in studying SDT in organizations, also further assessing its underling implication concerning P-O fit. Indeed, despite his potential, the SDT has been less used as theoretical framework in these specifics contexts (e.g., Nicol, 2009; Son Hing et al., 2007). Thus even though we corroborated some previous results (see Aiello, Pratto and Pierro (2013) our study dealt with the analyzing the endorsement role and the distribution of interpersonal power among supervisors and subordinates also accounting not only the expected coordination between supervisors and subordinates toward harsh power tactics, but also the consensus in opposing to soft power tactics. 
 
Conclusion
In the present study we confirmed SDT as a powerful framework for understanding asymmetrical relationships and interpersonal power within HE organizations deepening SDT supporting evidences on P-O fit (Furnham, 2001; Holland, 1996) showing how people and organization display congruency between ideologies, values and behaviors (Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006). Thus, people with high SDO’s level found their best fitting within HE organizations, and HE organizations tend to retain and preserve employees which enact their respective hierarchical organizational ideology and values (e.g., Pratto et al., 1997; Sidanius et al., 2003; Umphress et al., 2007). In particular, we found that high-SDO subordinates (vs. high-SDO supervisors) slightly much endorse harsh interpersonal power tactics, this way our finding empowers what foresee on P-O fit framed within SDT. Subordinates showed an high P-O fit within the HE organization in which they work showing congruence with organizational shared value, ideologies and orientations concurring in the conservation of role hierarchies keeping stability within organizational social system. Moreover, we found that high-SDO supervisors (vs high-SDO subordinates) avoid soft power tactics uses. This latter result depict HE organizations as social system where supervisors control the use of soft interpersonal power strategies avoiding endorsement that can potentially reduce hierarchies and inequalities (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). In other words, it seems that subordinates show an high P-O fit when they comply with harsh power tactics mirroring HE legitimizing myths in HE organizations.
Furthermore we observed a coordination between supervisors and subordinates in endorsing harsh tactics (Aiello, Pratto, & Pierro, 2013) but not for soft tactics. If we assumed that supervisors “lead” organizational functioning, we can conceive that these latter use harsh power strategies at interpersonal level while subordinates can only comply with them (IPIM, Raven, 1992; Raven, Schwarzwald & Koslowsky, 1998; Schwarzwald, Koslowsky, & Ochana-Levin, 2004) in order to concur in the stability of hierarchical system within organization (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006). 
Thus, if soft power strategies are not pushed by supervisors, subordinates cannot comply with these, because simply these are “sanctioned” and "out of fit" in HE organizations, nevertheless the coordination on harsh tactics is prompted since they act as HE legitimizing myths in maintaining hierarchies within HE organizations.
Subsequent studies are needed in order to replicate and deepening these findings spreading the use of SDT for understanding how role hierarchies are maintained and how these specific conditions could determine changes in organizational functions and distribution of interpersonal power across jobs’ role.
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