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Abstract
The aim of this investigation was to explore the effect of authentic leadership on three different types of organizational trust namely trust in manager, trust in organization and trust in co-worker among employees of BUA Cement Plc, Edo Plant, Nigeria. Using a descriptive survey design, data was collected from 223 employees drawn from this organization using a structured questionnaire. Multiple forms of organizational trust (trust in manager, trust in organization, and trust in co-workers) were strongly predicted by employees' perception of authentic leadership, according to the results of multiple regression analysis. Furthermore, trust in manager was positive and significantly related to relational transparency and balanced processing, while trust in organization was positive and significantly related to internalized moral perspective and balanced processing. Finally, trust in co-worker was positive and significantly related to relational transparency, self-awareness and balanced processing. Given the importance of authentic leadership in enhancing organizational trust, it was recommended that managers or supervisors in BUA Cement Plc, be trained to develop the attributes of authentic leadership.
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INTRODUCTION
Employees' reliance in the dependability, honesty, and equity of their organization and its management can be described as organizational trust (OT) (Aruoren, Odiri, & Igemohia, 2021). It involves believing that the organization will act in the employees' best interests and maintain ethical standards. High levels of trust are associated with increased employee engagement, reduced turnover, and better organizational performance (Salanova, Acosta-Antognoni, Llorens, & Le Blanc, 2021). Enhancing these aspects involves fostering transparent communication, demonstrating consistent behavior, and aligning organizational goals with employees' values.
Authentic leadership (AL) emphasizes genuineness, transparency, and ethical behavior, promoting an environment where employees feel valued and understood (Chen & Sriphon, 2022). It involves leaders being true to themselves and their values, which fosters trust within organizations. Key elements of AL include self-awareness (SA), relational transparency (RT), balanced processing (BP), and internalized moral perspective (IM), all of which contribute to building strong, trust-based relationships with employees (Gardner, Cummings, Dunham & Pierce, 2020). AL has significant implications for organizational trust. According to Karlsson (2024), self-aware leaders who openly share their values and decision-making processes enhance trust by reducing uncertainty and fostering transparency. Organizational trust is increased through relational transparency, in which leaders freely exchange knowledge and communicate. In addition, leaders who balance processing by considering multiple perspectives in decision-making are perceived as fair and trustworthy, whereas leaders who uphold a high moral standard and act morally foster a climate of trust in the company (Gupta & Kumar, 2023).
Understanding the precise pathways via which AL affects organizational trust is still lacking, despite a wealth of studies on leadership behaviors (Aruoren, 2020). AL, characterized by self-awareness, transparency, and ethical behavior, has been shown to positively influence employee outcomes (Liden, Meuser, Hu & Chang, 2020). However, empirical studies exploring how these qualities translate into increased organizational trust are limited, especially in manufacturing firms in Nigeria. Existing research often fails to address how the dimensions of AL influences the different types of organizational trust. This research gap highlights the necessity for a deeper investigation into how authentic leadership practices can be strategically implemented to enhance trust within various organizational settings in BUA Cement Plc, a cement producing and marketing firm in Nigeria.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Conceptual Review
Authentic Leadership
AL is introduced as a more constructive approach to organizational leadership that can restore employees’ trust at various leadership levels and encourage a culture that promotes favorable attitudes and actions at work (Aruoren & Tarurhor, 2023). Despite the fact that there are many distinct definitions of AL, they are all distinguished from other leadership philosophies by their shared core characteristics, which include behavioral integrity, respect for self-evaluation, and authenticity (Lemoine, Hartnell, & Leroy, 2019). AL is a leadership behavior that is centered on employee’s growth and the common good and is marked by self-awareness, balanced judgment, and clear communication (Zeb, Abdullah, Hussain, & Safi, 2020). The ability of AL to inspire and build trust with followers is one of its distinguishing characteristics. Accordingly, a meta-analysis conducted by Legood, Van der Werff, Lee, and Hartog (2020) found that AL produced a greater level of cognitive trust (34.92%) than other leadership philosophies.
Although AL has been defined in a variety of ways and examined in a number of studies, the definition that is most frequently used is the one put forth by Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing & Peterson (2008): 
“A pattern of leader behavior that draws upon and promotes both positive psychological capacities and a positive ethical climate to foster greater self-awareness, an internalized moral perspective, balanced processing of information, and relational transparency on the part of leaders working with followers, fostering positive self-development” (p. 94). 
SA refers to the understanding of one’s own values, strengths, weaknesses, and emotions. It involves recognizing how these factors influence one’s behavior and decision-making. Leaders who are self-aware can better understand their impact on others, which enhances their ability to connect with team members and respond to their needs effectively. This dimension is crucial for personal growth and for fostering an environment where feedback is welcomed and utilized for improvement. RT involves openly sharing thoughts, feelings, and motivations with others. It means being honest about one’s intentions and actions. By practicing RT, leaders build trust with their followers. When team members see that a leader is genuine and open, they are more likely to feel comfortable expressing their own ideas and concerns, leading to stronger.
Furthermore, BP refers to the ability of leaders to objectively analyze information from multiple perspectives before making decisions. This includes soliciting input from others and considering opposing viewpoints. Leaders who engage in BP are more likely to make informed decisions that reflect the best interests of the team or organization. This approach not only enhances decision quality but also encourages a culture of inclusivity where diverse opinions are valued. Finally, IM involves self-regulation guided by internal moral standards rather than external pressures or societal expectations. It reflects a leader's commitment to ethical principles. Leaders with a strong IM make decisions that align with their core values, fostering an ethical organizational culture. This consistency between beliefs and actions reinforces trust among followers, as they can rely on their leaders to act with integrity.

Organizational Trust
How to increase organizational trust (OT) at work is an important problem that all businesses are currently experiencing. More people are realizing how crucial workplace trust is to increasing corporate performance (Judeh, 2016). Because it promotes organizational stability and member satisfaction, lessens negative disputes, and improves effective problem-solving techniques, OT is a potent factor in forming an organization's personality (Olander, Vanhala, & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2016). OT can be in the form of trust in manager (TM), trust in organization (TO), and trust in co-worker (TC). 
Trust in Manager/Supervisor
Because employees are dependent on and sensitive to their managers or supervisors, trust is especially important in these hierarchical, complementary partnerships, which are the most common type of connection in organizations (Poon, Rahid, & Othman, 2006). Description of trust in manager or supervisor can be emotion-based or cognition-based trust. The emotion-based definitions described trust as the trustor’s willingness to be vulnerable in a situation where they are performing an action which is important to them (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). In these circumstances, the manager, supervisor, or employee enters a state of interdependence, meaning that the trustor assumes the risk of putting their trust in the trustee without having any control over their behavior (Gao, Janssen, & Shi, 2011). Mutually favorable expectations of benevolence in line with open communication were part of the emotion-based definitions of trust (Tomkins, 2001). The cognition-based definitions of trust were related to belief in the competence of the trustee (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).
Regarding manager-subordinate relationships, the subordinate's (the one who trusts) good perceptions of the manager's (the one who is trusted) competence, loyalty, and selfless actions are referred to as TM (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Aruoren & Erhuen, 2023)). The underlying assumption is that managers are considered as experienced and skilled in exhibiting their talents, skills, capabilities, and intellectual understanding necessary to perform a particular job (Nooteboom, 2002). Additionally, people are seen trustworthy when their behaviors and words are consistent across time and in many contexts, and when their future behavior can be predicted. 
Ability, benevolence, and integrity are the three qualities of the trustee (i.e. manager) that are essential to the growth of trust, according to Mayer et al, (1995). A person's ability or competence is defined as the skills and abilities that allow him to have influence in a certain field (Mayer et al., 1995). According to Akhlaq and Kiran (2022), benevolence is the extent to which the trustor, or subordinate, understands that the trustee, or manager, wants to do what is best for him or her in their relationship. Employees are more inclined to trust and rely on the manager if they believe they care about their interests and welfare. A trustworthy relationship between leaders and followers is built on integrity (Mohi Ud Din & Zhang, 2023). Leaders that are moral, trustworthy, honest, and objective gain followership (Engelbrecht, Heine, & Mahembe, 2017). The rationale is that managers who exhibit these qualities are less likely to engage in opportunistic conduct, and staff members are less likely to pay attention to what their managers are doing.

Trust in Organization
Emotional, cognitive, and function predictability are three ways to characterize TO.  According to the emotion-based definitions, a trustor is willing to show vulnerability when an organization takes an action that holds significance for them (Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007; Tan & Lim, 2009). Consequently, trustees' favorable opinions on organizational support and confidentiality were incorporated in these definitions (Gilbert & Tang, 1998). The reciprocal expectation of competence and dependability to advance shared interests, even in circumstances where the trustee may act in self-interest, is described by the cognition-based definitions (Karikumpu, Häggman-Laitila, Romppanen, Kangasniemi, & Terkamo-Moisio, 2024). Integrity was defined as having faith in the organization's capacity to operate predictably (Demircan & Ceylan, 2003) and ethicality (Adrees, 2023) of an organization’s functions. 
According to Gilbert and Tang (1998), TO describes an employee's sense of support and confidence in their company as well as their perception that they are looking out for their best interests. According to Bromiley and Cummings (1996), when employees have confidence in their organization, they will put in more time and effort to make sure that the goals are accomplished. Stander, De Beer, & Stander (2015) note that TO is a highly sought-after organizational state - for instance, it has been associated with outcomes like work engagement (Gillis, 2003), knowledge sharing amongst team members (Ferres, Connell, & Travaglione, 2005) and employee performance (Paliszkiewicz & Koohang, 2013; Odiri, V.I., Aruoren, & Obieroma, 2023). Therefore, regardless of their preferred leadership style, leaders must endeavor to build trustworthy relationships with their followers.

 Trust in co-worker
Coworkers are people an employee can interact with while working for a company who are relatively equal in terms of power or authority. In this study, trust was examined in relation to a subset of coworkers with whom the respondent has the most interactions. Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) define TC as a person's willingness to be vulnerable to the behavior of their counterparts, whose actions and behavior are outside of their control. By encouraging information sharing within groups and balancing individual incentive with teamwork, colleague trust improves problem-solving skills (Cho & Park, 2011).
One of the main causes of the growing emphasis on coworker trust is the extensive changes in work settings brought about by the introduction of work team in the early 1990s (Cho & Park, 2011). Since more and more work is being done in teams, the value of coworkers has been highlighted by the recent organizational trend of implementing a flatter organizational structure. For the following three reasons, trust among coworkers is essential for any organization. First, employees are forced to rely on one another for trust and cooperation due to the interdependence of work tasks and the presence of work teams. This reduces the possibility of rivalry and improves coordination and collaboration in the pursuit of corporate objectives (Groysberg & Abrahams, 2006). Second, because it is typical for activities to be mutually dependent, rewarding, and to include team-oriented, mutually dependent penalty systems. According to this method, workers are more likely to work hard on their own when they believe their coworkers will give it their all since they know their efforts will be properly recognized and compensated. Finally, interpersonal trust contributes to the formation of a social exchange relationship (Blau, 1964). When colleagues trust one other, they are more likely to support one another because they think their peers will do the same in the future. Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework for the study, indicating the relationships among the variables.
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Empirical Review
Recent research has focused on the connection between AL - which is characterized by internalized moral perspective (IM), balanced processing (BP), relational transparency (RT), and self-awareness (SA)—and organizational trust. It has been demonstrated that these elements of AL affect trust in different ways. A study by Zheng, Dong, and Zhang (2024) found that SA, BP, and IM positively relate to trust in employers. Interestingly, the same study noted that relational transparency can have a backfiring effect, negatively impacting trust. Baquero (2023) assessed the effects of AL on 476 Dubai Hotel employees' work engagement and trust in the leader using a model based on social contagion theory. Findings obtained using bootstrapping technique revealed that RT, IM, and BP had positive impact on trust in leaders. In the nursing sector, Alilyyani (2022) research indicated that all four components of AL are positively correlated with trust in managers. However, these components did not show significant relationship with job performance. Jeong, Lee, and Kim (2017) examined the effect of authentic leadership (SA, RT, BP, and IM) on two types of trust (TM and TO) in the hotel industry. The findings showed that RT has no effect on TM but the other three AL dimensions had an impact. 
Kleynhans, Heyns, Stander, and de Beer (2022) examined the relationship between TM and authentic leadership (SA, RT, BP, and IM) among 314 workers at a well-known South African steel manufacturing company. TM was found to be significantly predicted by AL. Qiu, Alizadeh, Dooley, & Zhang (2019) studied whether authentic leadership influences employee's TM in the Chinese hospitality environment. Participants were 305 frontline personnel of five-star hotels in China. Employee TM was positive and significantly correlated with AL, as measured by SA, RT, BP, and IM. Guenter, Gardner, Davis McCauley, Randolph-Seng & Prabhu (2017) examined mechanisms whereby shared authentic leadership (SAL) influences team trust. The four SAL dimensions—SA, RT, BP, and IM—were discovered to have a good correlation with team trust. These results imply that aspects of authentic leadership typically promote trust inside the organization. Therefore, the following hypotheses were proposed:
H01: There is no relationship between TM and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM). 
H02: There is no relationship between TO and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM). 
H03: There is no relationship between TC and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM).
Theoretical Review
Social Exchange Theory served as the theoretical foundation for this investigation. Blau (1964) described this theory as involving a person’s voluntary behaviour in return to others’ positive behaviour. The relational perspective of social exchange focuses on the leader-employee relationship, where employees are convinced about and willing to engage in a reciprocity process with their leaders (Masimane, Ndambuki, & Mulinge, 2022). This kind of reciprocity works in the environment of trust between followers and leaders. The philosophy that guides how people behave and interact with one another at work contends that mutual interdependence is a necessary component of all interactions (Blau, 2017). According to the theory, a person who provides rewarding services owes it to the recipient to reciprocate. According to Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005), the authors of the Social Exchange Theory, relationships should be built on mutual commitment, loyalty, and trust. Social Exchange Theory’s central premise and fundamental feature of human interaction is the exchange of social and material resources (Ahmad, Nawaz, Ishaq, Khan, & Ashraf, 2023). The nature of social exchanges affects areas such as equity theory of motivation and leadership, by showing how organizations value their employee’s contribution and how they care for their well-being (Meira & Hancer, 2021). This finding is consistent with Tyagi and Puri's (2017) theory that reciprocal connections between leaders and employees promote social exchange, which is based on trust in leaders. It has been proposed that relational transparency helps leaders and followers have social exchange relationships in which they promote candid communication and helpful criticism (Peus, Wesche, Streicher, Braun, & Frey, 2012). Therefore, relational transparency—one of the elements of authentic leadership—is produced by constructive social interchange. As a result, it is recognized that leaders build relationships with their staff by being trustworthy and giving them social benefits.
METHODS
Participants
A cross-sectional descriptive research design was used for the investigation. The study's goal was to determine the association between AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM) and the three forms of organizational trust (TM, TO, and TC), served as the basis for the descriptive research design. Respondents were a convenience sample of 223 employees of BUA Cement Plc, which is a publicly listed firm headquartered in Lagos, Nigeria. The firm produces and markets cement products in the country. The firm has two manufacturing plants located in Sokoto and Edo States. However, participants were only drawn from the Edo Plant located in Obu (Okpella), Edo State, South-South, Nigeria.  

Measurement of Variables
Consenting participants were requested to complete a biographical questionnaire as well as instruments for measuring TM, TO, TC, and AL. The Authentic Leadership Inventory (Neider & Schriesheim, 2011) measured the employees’ perception of the leadership characteristics of their direct manager. The inventory consists of four dimensions, namely SA (three items), IM (four items), BP (four items) and RT (three items), which are measured by 14 items. Example items include: ‘My manager clearly states what he/she means’ and ‘My manager is guided in his/her actions by internal moral standards’. The items were scored using a five-point Likert-type scale, with 1 denoting "strongly disagree" and 5 denoting "strongly agree." On the other hand, 22 items adopted from Yılmaz and Vatansever Toylan (2021) measured organizational trust. In this scale, 10 items measures TM, seven items measured TO, while five items measured TC. Respondents rated their perception of organizational trust using the response scale:                                                                                                                 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
Model Specification
The following models guided the study:
TM = α0 + α1SA + α2BP + α3RT + α4IM + π1                                                   1
TO = β0 + β1SA + β2BP + β3RT + β4IM + π2                                                    2
TC = Ω0 + Ω1SA + Ω2BP + Ω3RT + Ω4IM + π3                                               3
Where, TM = Trust in manager; TO = Trust in organization; TC = Trust in co-worker; SA = Self-awareness; RT = Relational transparency; BP = Balanced processing; IM = Internalized moral perspective; α1 …. α4,  β1 … β4,  Ω1 … Ω4, = Regression coefficients; α0, β0, Ω0  = Constant terms; π1… π3 = Error terms     
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Two hundred and forty (240) copies of questionnaire were administered to respondents. However, 223 copies of questionnaires were completed and retrieved. This result in a 92.92% response rate, exceeding the 50% threshold deemed sufficient for analysis and reporting (Babbie, 2008).
Demographic Characteristics of Participants
Table 1 presents the demographic features of the respondents. As indicated below, the gender distribution of the respondents was 124 male (55.61%) and 99 female (44.39%). The age of respondents in years was 18-27 (15.70%), 28-37 (52.91%), 38-47 (21.52%) and above 47 (9.87%). Nature of employment (contractual relationship) indicated that 151 (67.71%) were permanent employees, while 72 (32.29%) were outsourced. In terms of length of service (experience) in years, below 4 years (16.59%), 5-9 (64.13%), and above 10 years (19.28%). Respondents’ level of education showed: OND/NCE 32.29%, Bachelor’s degree/HND 57.40%, and Postgraduate Degree 10.31%.
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Correlation Matrix
In Table 2, the mean, standard deviation (SD), and correlation coefficients were reported. The mean for the study variables (TM, TC, TO, RT, IM, SA, and BP) were 4.73, 4.24, 4.08, 3.25, 3.77, 3.84, and 3.49 respectively. These values were above the mid-point of 2.50 on a 5-point Likert scale. Furthermore, the standard deviation (SD) for the variables (TM, TC, TO, RT, IM, SA, and BP) were 0.73, 0.92, 0.84, 0.97, 0.81, 0.95, and 0.79 respectively. These results reveal an adequate spread of participants’ responses to the questionnaire items. The correlation coefficients indicate that TM was positive and significantly related to RT (r = +0.486, p < 0.05), and BP (r = +0.500, p < 0.05). Although, the correlation coefficients between TM and the variables IM and SA, were positive, they were not significant at p < 0.05. In addition, TC was positive and significantly correlated with RT (r = +0.243, p < 0.05), SA (r = +0.147, p < 0.05), and BP ((r = +0.157, p < 0.05). The correlation between TC and IM was however negative but insignificant. Furthermore, TO was negative and significantly correlated with RT (r = -0.248, p < 0.05), while it was positive and significantly correlated with IM (r = +0.622, p < 0.05), and BP ((r = +0.397, p < 0.05). These results indicate the direction of the proposed hypotheses.

Table 2: Correlation Matrix
[image: ]Source: Researcher Compilation, 2024; *p < 0.05
Measurement Model Assessment
Several tests can be used to evaluate a measurement model in terms of individual item reliability, convergent validity, internal consistency, and discriminant validity. These were achieved via exploratory factor analysis (EFA), Cronbach alpha (α), composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE).  Prior to conducting EFA, the Chi-square test showed statistical significance (p = 0.000 < 0.05) at a value of 655.305 with 21 degrees of freedom and a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of 0.877, which was higher than 0.7 (Lloret, Ferreres, Hernandez, & Tomas, 2017). These results indicated sample adequacy, which is necessary for the application of EFA (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). EFA extracted seven factors (TM, TO, TC, SA, IM, BP, and RT) whose eigenvalues were greater than one (Table 3 and Figure 2), and these yielded 83.39 percent of variance accounted for by the rotated solution. The factor loadings varied from 0.67 to 0.99 (Table 3), all of which are higher than the baseline value of 0.60 (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016). 
To measure internal consistency reliability, both Cronbach alpha (α) and composite reliability (CR) were computed (Chin, 2010). α coefficients for TM, TO, TC, SA, IM, BP, and RT were 0.78, 0.83, 0.88, 0.75, 0.90, 0.84, and 0.79 respectively, while CR for these variables were 0.96, 0.91, 0.84, 0.83, 0.81, 0.89, and 0.91 respectively (Table 3). These findings exceeded 0.70, demonstrating the measuring model's reliability and internal consistency. According to the literature, average variance extracted (AVE) was used in this study to evaluate convergent validity. AVE for TM, TO, TC, SA, IM, BP, and RT were 0.68, 0.59, 0.51, 0.62, 0.52, 0.68, and 0.77 respectively. As shown in Table 3, all the constructs had AVE values above the threshold of 0.5 (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2016). Furthermore, Fornell and Larcker (1981) technique was used in the study to establish discriminant validity. The square roots of the AVEs are displayed along the diagonal in Table 4, while the correlations between the research variables are shown on the off-diagonals. The square roots of the AVE of the constructs are bigger than the correlations of the other constructs, which agrees with the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Table 4). This supports the measurement model's discriminant validity.
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Table 3: Measurement Model
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Figure 2: Scree Plot
Table 4: Discriminant Validity
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Source: Researcher Compilation, 2024.
Hypotheses Testing
Multiple regression analysis was used in testing the study hypotheses. H01 stated that “There is no relationship between TM and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM)”. The result obtained regressing TM on the dimensions of AL indicated that AL significantly predicted TM (R-squared = 0.3380, F = 27.83, p = 0.0000 < 0.05). H01 is therefore rejected. Thus, there is a significant relationship between TM and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM). This shows that AL accounted for 33.80 percent of the variance in TM, while 66.20 percent was attributed to other variables. Furthermore, Table 5 shows a positive and significant relationship between TM and RT (β = 0.379, t-value = 3.53, p = 0.001 < 0.05); BP (β = 0.190, t-value = 3.03, p = 0.003 < 0.05). Thus, a unit increase in RT will result to 37.90 percent increase in TM, while a unit increase in BP will result to 19.0 percent increase in TM. 
Table 5: Regressing TM on Dimensions of AL (RT, IM, SA, BP)
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 Source: Researcher’s compilation, 2024;                                                                                            
H02 stated that “There is no relationship between TO and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM)”. The result obtained regressing TO on the dimensions of AL indicated that AL significantly predicted TO (R-squared = 0.4027, F = 36.737, p = 0.0000 < 0.05). H02 is therefore rejected. Thus, there is a significant relationship between TO and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM). This shows that AL accounted for 40.27 percent of the variance in TO, while 59.73 percent was attributed to other variables. Furthermore, Table 6 shows a positive and significant relationship between TO and IM (β = 0.823, t-value = 8.73, p = 0.000 < 0.05); BP (β = 0.127, t-value = 1.47, p = 0.012 < 0.05). However, a negative and significant relationship was established between TO and RT (β = -0.144, t-value = -1.99, p = 0.034 < 0.05). Thus, a unit increase in IM will result to 82.30 percent increase in TO; while a unit increase in BP will result to 12.70 percent increase in TO. Moreover, a unit increase in RT will result to 14.40 percent decrease in TO.



Table 6: Regressing TO on Dimensions of AL (RT, IM, SA, BP)
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 Source: Researcher’s compilation, 2024; 
H03 stated that “There is no relationship between TC and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM)”. The result obtained regressing TC on the dimensions of AL indicated that AL significantly predicted TC (R-squared = 37.80, F = 6.396, p = 0.0001 < 0.05). H03 is therefore rejected. Thus, there is a significant relationship between TC and AL (SA, RT, BP, and IM). This shows that AL accounted for 37.80 percent of the variance in TC, while 62.20 percent was attributed to other variables. Furthermore, Table 7 shows a positive and significant relationship between TC and RT (β = 0.479, t-value = 3.53, p = 0.001 < 0.05); SA (β = 0.157, t-value = 1.13, p = 0.035 < 0.05); BP (β = 0.133, t-value = 1.05, p = 0.022 < 0.05). However, a negative and significant relationship was established between TC and IM (β = -0.459, t-value = -3.29, p = 0.001 < 0.05). Thus, a unit increase in RT will result in 47.90 percent increase in TC; a unit increase in SA will result in 15.7 percent increase in TC, while unit increase in BP will result in 13.30 percent increase in TC. Moreover, a unit increase in IM will result to 45.90 percent decrease in TC.
Table 7: Regressing TC on Dimensions of AL (RT, IM, SA, BP)
[image: ]
 Source: Researcher’s compilation, 2024; 

Discussion of Findings
Despite continued research on AL, empirical research regarding the association between AL and OT with reference to the manufacturing sector in Nigeria is limited. This study was designed to examine the effect of AL dimensions on multiple forms of OT (TM, TO, and TC) among employees of BUA Cement Plc, Edo Plant in Nigeria. 
H01 predicted that there was no relationship between follower’s perception of AL and TM. The result obtained from multiple regression revealed that AL significantly predicted TM. Furthermore, TM was positive and significantly related to RT and BP. The social-exchange theory provides an explanation for the positive correlation between AL and manager's trust. When workers believe their managers are authentic, they are more inclined to reciprocate willingly, which fosters trust and dependency and encourages them to give their all at work. These findings align with earlier studies conducted in this area (Baquero, 2023; Guenter et al, 2017).
H02 predicted that there was no relationship between follower’s perception of AL and TO. The result obtained from multiple regression revealed that AL significantly predicted TO. Furthermore, TO was positive and significantly related to IM and BP. Furthermore, H03 predicted that there was no relationship between follower’s perception of AL and TC. The result obtained from multiple regression revealed that AL significantly predicted TC. Moreover, TC was positive and significantly related to RT, SA and BP. This finding can be explained by the idea that when coworkers trust one another, they are more willing to accept criticism and use it constructively. This is because trust fosters feelings of empowerment and confidence among coworkers. This result is in line with the Kleynhans et al. (2022) investigation.
CONCLUSION
This study aims to explore the role of AL (SA, RT, IM, and BP) on OT (TM, TO, and TC) among employees of BUA Cement Plc. The study result revealed that the dimensions of AL significantly predicted each of the dimensions of OT. Accordingly, it was concluded that AL would determine the level of trust employees have on managers or supervisors, the organization, as well as co-workers. Employee trust in managers, one another, and the organization itself is essential to its efficacy, success, and efficiency, and it is primarily influenced by authentic leadership behavior.
RECOMMENDATIONS
In light of the study's findings, the following suggestions are made:
1. The management of BUA Cement Plc should organize training in the field of human relations to improve relations between superiors and subordinates to build trust and good relationship among employees and managers/supervisors.
2. Managers must carefully guide all employees and establish a sense of trust in them in order to foster a positive work environment.
3. Managers or supervisors should deemphasize internalized moral perspective of authentic leadership to build trust among co-workers. On the other hand, they should deemphasize relational transparency to build trust in organization.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework
Source: Researcher’s Conceptualization, 2024
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Table 1: Demographics  

Category  Subcategory  Frequency  Percentage (%)  

Gender  Male  124  55.61  

Female  99  44.39  

  Age  18  –   27 years  35  15.70  

28  –   37 years  118  52.91  

38  –   47 years  48  21.52  

Above 47 years  22  9.87  

Contractual  Relationship  Permanent  151  67.71  

Outsourced  72  32.29  

  Experience (years)  Below 4 years  37  16.59  

5  –   9 years  143  64.13  

Above 10 years  43  19.28  

Education Level  OND/NCE  72  32.29  

Bachelor Degree/HND  128  57.40  

Postgraduate Degree  23  10.31  

Source: Researcher’s compilation, 2024  
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Variables    Mean    SD       TM            TC             TO            RT           IM            SA             BP  

TM   TC    TO   RT   IM   SA   BP    4.73    0.73   1.000     4.24    0.92   0.186 *        1.000     4.08    0.84   0.411 *        0.128       1.000     3.25    0.97   0.486 *        0.243 *     - 0.248 *      1.000     3.77    0.81   0.0 30          - 0.011          0.622 *      0.528 *       1.000     3.84    0.95     0.10 2         0.147 *        0.0 18       0. 566 *       0 .687 *       1.000     3.49    0.79     0.500 *       0.153 *      0.397 *      0.493 *       0.576 *       0.718 *       1.000  
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Variables     TM            TC            TO             RT             IM                 SA                BP  

TM   TC    TO   RT   IM   SA   BP    (0.825)      0.186       (0.714)      0.411        0.128        (0.768)      0.486        0.243        - 0.248        (0.877)      0.030          - 0.011              0.622           0.528         (0.721)      0.102           0.147        0.018           0. 566            0 .687          (0.787)      0.500        0.153        0.397           0.493           0.576           0.718           (0.825)  
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TM       Coef.       Std. Err.        t                p   > /t/            [95%   Conf.      Interval]  

RT   IM   SA   BP   _cons     0 .379       0.107         3.53           0 .001                  0.167            0.590      0.059       0.069         0.86           0.389                - 0.076            0.195      0.090       0.068         1.32           0.190                - 0. 045            0.225      0.190       0.063         3.03           0.003                0.067            0.314      1.361       0.153         8.90           0.000                1.060            1.663  
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TO      Coef.     Std. Err.           t                p   > /t/              [95%   Conf.     Interval]  

RT   IM   SA   BP   _cons     - 0.144     0.073          - 1.99          0.034                 - 0.287             - 0.001        0.823       0.094             8.73            0.000                   0.638               1.009      - 0.041        0.093           - 0.43             0.666                   - 0.226                0.144       0.127     0.086             1.47             0.012                  - 0.043                0.296       0.174       0.210             0.83             0.407                  - 0.239                0.587  
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TC      Coef.     Std. Err.         t                p   > /t/            [95%   Conf.    Interval]  
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