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Abstract 

This study examines the link between Confucian sincerity theory and 

deviancy among young people. The Confucians believed that sincerity of mind, in 

both general behavior and in ritual, reduces deviancy. When sincerity is limited or 

lost, they thought, family responsibilities lose meaning, social bonds weaken, rituals 

are not respected, and young people become deviant. Variables representing sincerity, 

“Child cheats or tells lies” and “Lied to parents about something important,” were 

used from the NLSY79 Child and Young Adult dataset and tested by negative 

behavioral outcome variables. The data was attained from responses in the NLSY79 in 

the years 1988, with a sample of 3,721, and 1998, with a sample of 3,754. Sincerity 

was linked to a lower likelihood for antisocial behavior, breaking things deliberately, 

bullying or being cruel/mean to others, and negative behaviors that require a parent at 

school, even after controlling for gender, ethnicity, and date of birth. Higher levels of 

sincerity were linked to a lower probability for deviant behavior among young people.  
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Introduction 

This is an examination of the link between Confucian sincerity (誠) theory 

and reduced deviancy among young people. The theory of Confucius, Mencus, and 

Xunzi, who were operating from the sixth to the third centuries BCE, is examined. 

Their work is relevant to criminal justice issues as they were advisors to feudal 

governors concerning the control and punishment of the citizenry. Correspondingly, 

explanations for misconduct are thoroughly covered within their philosophical texts. 

Merriam-Webster defines “sincerity” as, “Honesty of mind; freedom from 

fraud or deception” (Merriam-Webster, 2021). Sincerity has been associated with 

increased levels of trust (Caza et al., 2015; Knight, Mather, & Mathieson, 2015) and 

prosocial behavior (Amegashie, 2007; Rotenberg, 2010), which leads to questions 

about its ability to reduce negative behavioral outcomes among young people. 
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Sincerity’s connection to criminality and delinquency has been little studied. Much of 

the literature that exists involves sincerity and its relationship with restorative 

justice(Bennett, 2006; Sherman et al., 2005) and sentencing decisions (Butler, 2013; 

Pico et al., 2020). This study investigates the link between Confucian sincerity among 

young people (engaging parents and society truthfully) and reduced deviancy.  
 

1. Confucian Sincerity 
 

Confucius regularly expounded on the importance of sincerity of mind. He 

was certain that sincerity had a substantial impact on behavior and the usefulness of 

ritual. People must, Confucius ([1893] 1971) claimed, “Hold faithfulness and sincerity 

as first principles” (1.8, 141). Mencius believed the same, writing, “There is no 

greater delight than to be conscious of sincerity on self-examination” (Legge, 1895: 

VII, pt. 1, c. IV, 2).If sincerity is not developed, deviancy is the result; the Confucian 

Book of Changes explains, “He is sincere even in his ordinary words and earnest in 

his everyday conduct. Guarding against depravity, he preserves his sincerity” 

(appendix IV., sect. 1, c. II, v. 3). 

Much of what governs individual behavior, according to the Confucians, are 

social norms, obligations, and rituals.
2
 Though, if a sincere feeling of regard for these 

social norms, obligations, and rituals, is weak or lost, a fleeting and superficial interest 

in these social forces will grow, and people will behave in ways that deviate from 

social expectations.
3
 Confucius (2008) explains the importance of sincerity regarding 

filial piety, “As far as present-day filial piety is concerned, this means being able to 

provide sustenance; but even dogs and horses are able to receive sustenance. If 

reverence is not shown, how does one tell the difference?” (2.7, 6). Most parents can 

feed their children, and most children can blindly comply with their parents or with 

society, but if individuals do not sincerely trust in the worth of filial piety and the 
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accompanying ritual, they will disengage themselves from these family and social 

obligations and become vulnerable to deviancy.
4
Confucius (2008) continues in the 

same direction, focusing on ritual, “When one talks repeatedly of ritual, does one 

really mean jades and silk? When one talks repeatedly of music, does one really mean 

bells and drums?” (17.11, 71).Merely covering in the appropriate garments and 

casually exhibiting the gesticulations of ritual does not equate to true ritual or to 

conduct of any substance.  

If people do not sincerely believe in the importance of social norms, 

obligations, and ritual, they may be sullied and take on negative attributes. The 

Doctrine of the Mean iterates this importance, “Sincerity is the end and the beginning 

of all things; without sincerity, there is nothing.” (c. XXV, v. 2).  
 

2. Increasing Sincerity  

How is sincerity increased? It is the superior person who is sincere. Sincerity 

is not found in people who haven’t generated virtuous characteristics; Confucius 

clarifies, “Is it not just an entire sincerity which marks the superior man?” (Legge, 

1893: The Doctrine of the Mean, c. XIII. 4., 395). The superior person is cultivated 

through education and ritual. A curiosity that generates knowledge, Confucius 

thought, leads to a sincere mind, which in turn leads to regulation, “Wishing to be 

sincere in their thoughts, they first extended to the utmost their knowledge…Their 

knowledge being complete, their thoughts were sincere…Their persons being 

cultivated, their families were regulated (Legge, 1893: The Great Learning, c. 1, 4-5., 

357-358).” Ultimately, sincerity originates from knowledge acquisition in the form of 

academic and moral teaching, both within the household and within educational 

institutions, and in ritualized behaviors within the household and within society.  
 

3. Education 

As previously related, it is of paramount importance, the Confucians argue, 

that children are properly educated to cultivate sincerity of mind. Those who receive 

the appropriate moral and behavioral instruction will go on to attain sincerity of mind, 

and, consequently, will engage in virtuous conduct. According to the Confucians, the 

genesis of sincerity—an important contributing factor in life-course trajectories—is 

the moral leadership, ritual training, and education given within the household. 

                                                           
4
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The Confucians advocated for the parents to partake in the education of the 

children. The Confucian text The Great Learning clarifies this idea, “It is not possible 

for one to teach others, while he cannot teach his own family” (Confucius, [1893] 

1971: The Great Learning, IX, 1., 370). Though, for the parents to adequately instruct 

others they too must be in possession of sincerity, Confucius explains, “The possessor 

of sincerity develops not himself only; with it, he also develops others” (Doctrine of 

the Mean, c. XXV, v. 3), the Doctrine of the Mean adds, “It is only he who is 

possessed of the completest sincerity that can exist under Heaven, who can transform” 

(c. XXIII). 

Xunzi(1999) explains how parents are to instruct children employing “the 

Way” as the avenue for information transmission, “In his relations with his son…he 

guides him using the Way, but does not use physical compulsion” (27.19, 

861).Mencius (2004)describes the necessity for parental advice and instruction, 

writing, “When a man comes of age his father gives him advice” (III. B. 2., 65).If the 

household is not operating correctly, children will lose the capacity to reach their 

potential educationally and in ritual, thus, increasing insincerity and deviance. 
 

4. Ritual  

Rituals are crucial in Confucian philosophy, principally in the development of 

self-control. Rituals generate self-control along with a sincere appreciation for the 

prescribed roles and obligations assigned by society.  

Rituals transmit norms, expectations, and moral lessons to children and others 

within society. They act as a conduit through which this information is communicated 

within the household and the community. When these norms, obligations, and moral 

lessons are understood and practiced, people become sincere and virtuous.  

When people enter a ritualized system of behavior they participate in small 

exercises in personal control. When conducted in a devoted manner for a protracted 

period, thought the Confucians, this measured behavior becomes entrenched within 

the participants, regulating the mind and advancing sincerity. The mind is immersed 

in a succession of mental exercises in self-discipline that reinforce its capacity for 

general control and sincerity, ultimately reducing deviancy.  

The Confucians assert that ritual can manifest a sincere belief in familial roles, 

obligations, and moral behavior. This sincere belief is required for the longevity of 

family and social cohesion, and for the fulfillment of extended moral conduct. Xunzi 

(2003) explains, “Only if a man abides by laws and at the same time comprehends 
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their wider significance and applicability can he become truly liberal and 

compassionate [emphasis added]” (31).  
 

5. Current Study 

The main question is the following: Is there a link between Confucian 

sincerity and reduced deviancy? 

To respond to the current research gaps, this study investigated whether two 

NLSY79 variables: 1) Child cheats or tells lies, and 2) Lied to parents about 

something important, were linked to four NLSY79 behavioral outcome variables: 1) 

antisocial behavior 2) child breaks own or another’s things deliberately 3) child 

bullies or is cruel/mean to others, and 4) child’s behavior required parent at school, 

while controlling for gender, ethnicity, and year of birth.  
 

5.1 Hypotheses:   

According to Confucian sincerity theory, sincerity is vital for behavior 

regulation, thus, the hypotheses are as follows: 

 

Hypothesis 1:“Child cheats or tells lies” scores in the 1988 and 1998 

waves extend from 1 to 3; higher replies specify increased sincerity (1 

= often tells lies; 2 = sometimes tells lies; 3 = never tells lies). 

Sincerity in the 3 range (never tells lies) is most illustrative of 

Confucian sincerity theory. Thus, responses in the 3 range will be 

linked to the lowest likelihood for antisocial behavior, breaking things 

deliberately, bullying or cruel/mean behavior, and negative behavior 

bringing a parent to school. 

Hypothesis 2:“Lied to parents about something important” scores in 

the 1988 and 1998 waves extend from 0 to 3; lower replies specify 

increased sincerity (0 = never lied; 1 = lied once; 2 = lied twice; 3 = 

lied more than twice). Sincerity in the 0 range (never lied) is most 

illustrative of Confucian sincerity theory. Thus, responses in the0 

range will be linked to the lowest likelihood for antisocial behavior, 

breaking things deliberately, bullying or cruel/mean behavior, and 

negative behavior bringing a parent to school. 
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6. Methodology 

The data used for this study was gathered from the National Longitudinal 

Survey of Youth 79 Child and Young Adult cohort, in the years 1988and 1998. The 

NLSY79 is an initiative of the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics that follows a sample of 

9,964 people born between 1957-64. This sample was representative concerning 

ethnicity (59 percent non-Black/non-Hispanic, 25 percent Black non-Hispanic, and 16 

percent Hispanic), gender (50 percent male, 50 percent female), and geographic 

location (data collection occurred in both urban and rural areas throughout the United 

States), all indicative of increased equity across the demographic strata. The 

participants, with a starting age range of 14-22, are being surveyed longitudinally, 

commencing in 1979 to the present time.  

As recommended by Cramer and Bock (1966), a one-way MANCOVA was 

applied to the means to help defend against expanding the type 1 error rate in any 

subsequent ANOVA’s and post-hoc assessments. The MANCOVA’s in the current 

study: 

A one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the influence of 

child cheats or tells lies (1988) on two dependent variables: 1) 

antisocial behavior and 2)child breaks own/another’s things 

deliberately.  

A second one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of child cheats or tells lies (1988) on two dependent 

variables: 1) child bullies or is cruel/mean and 2) child’s behavior 

required parent at school. 

A third one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of child cheats or tells lies (1998) on two dependent 

variables: 1) antisocial behavior and 2)child breaks own/another’s 

things deliberately. 

A fourth one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of child cheats or tells lies (1998) on two dependent 

variables: 1) child bullies or is cruel/mean and 2) child’s behavior 

required parent at school. 

A fifth one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of lied to parents about something important (1988) on two 

dependent variables: 1) antisocial behavior and 2)child breaks 

own/another’s things deliberately. 
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A sixth one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of lied to parents about something important (1988) on two 

dependent variables: 1) child bullies or is cruel/mean and 2) child’s 

behavior required parent at school. 

A seventh one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of lied to parents about something important (1998) on two 

dependent variables: 1) antisocial behavior and 2)child breaks 

own/another’s things deliberately. 

An eighth one-way MANCOVA was applied to examine the 

influence of lied to parents about something important (1998) on two 

dependent variables: 1) child bullies or is cruel/mean and 2) child’s 

behavior required parent at school. 

 

All sets of MANCOVA’s controlled for ethnicity, gender, and year of birth. 
 

6.1Independent variables 

The NLSY79 variables and questions corresponding to Confucian sincerity: 
 

The 1988 and 1998 “child cheats or tells lies” questions were 

presented to the participants thusly: “Behavior problems index: child 

cheats or tells lies. 1 = often true, 2 = sometimes true, 3 = not true.” 

The 1988 and 1998 “lied to parents about something important” 

questions were presented to the participants thusly: “Child self-

administered: lied to parents about something important. 0 = never, 1 

= once, 2 = twice, 3 more than twice.” 
 

6.2Dependent variables 

The NLSY79 variables and questions used to measure behavioral outcomes: 

 

The “antisocial behavior” question was presented to the 

participants thusly: “Behavior problems index: antisocial raw score.” 

Scores range from 0-6, higher scores indicate increased antisocial 

behavior.  

The “child breaks own or another’s things deliberately” question 

was presented to the participants thusly: “Behavior problems index: 

child breaks own/others things deliberately. 1 = often true, 2 = 

sometimes true, 3 = not true.” 
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The “child bullies or is cruel/mean to others” question was 

presented to the participants thusly:“Behavior problems index: child 

bullies or is cruel/mean to others. 1 = often true, 2 = sometimes true, 

3 = not true.” 

The “child’s behavior required parent at school” question was 

presented to the participants thusly: “School and family background: 

child’s behavior required parent at school. 1 = yes, 0 = no.” 
 

7. Results 

7.1Child cheats or tells lies1988 on antisocial behavior and breaks own or 

another’s things deliberately 

A statistically significant multivariate test was attained from child cheats or tells lies 

(1988), Pillai’s Trace = .49, F(4, 7430) = 604.45, p< .001, η
2

p = .25.Univariate testing 

found significant differences among the 3 levels of cheats or tells lies for antisocial 

behavior and breaking things deliberately.  

 

Table No 1:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for child 

cheats or tells lies (1988). 

 

Dependent Variable 
Child cheats or 

tells lies 1988 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Antisocial raw score 

1 3.690
a
 .081 3.530 3.849 

2 2.482
a
 .027 2.430 2.534 

3 .650
a
 .027 .596 .703 

Child breaks own or 

another's things 

deliberately 

1 2.357
a
 .029 2.300 2.415 

2 2.779
a
 .010 2.761 2.798 

3 2.925
a
 .010 2.906 2.944 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.30, Gender = 1.50, 

Date of birth = 1980.31. 

 

7.1.1 Antisocial Behavior 1988: F (2, 3715) = 1473.11, p < .001, η
2

p = .44. Post hoc 

comparisons employing Fisher’s LSD test specified significant differences between all 

three groups of cheats/lies, wherein level 1 (M = 3.69)had a significantly higher 

likelihood for antisocial behavior compared to levels 2 (M = 2.48) and 3 (M = .65). 

Level 2 had a significantly higher likelihood for antisocial behavior compared to level 

3.  

Figure 1. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1988) on antisocial behavior. 
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*Antisocial behavior scores extend from 0 to 6; higher figuresspecify more antisocial 

behavior. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lowerfigures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 1, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lyingare linked to a 

lower probability for antisocial behavior. 

 

7.1.2 Breaks Own or Another’s Things Deliberately 1988: F (2, 3715) = 188.87, p 

< .001, η
2
p = .09. Post hoc comparisons employing Fisher’s LSD test specified 

significant differences between all three groups of cheats/lies, wherein level 1 (M = 

2.36)had a significantly higher likelihood for breaking things compared to levels 2 (M 

= 2.78) and 3 (M = 2.93). Level 2 had a significantly higher likelihood for breaking 

things compared to level 3.  

Figure 2. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1988) on breaking things deliberately. 
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*Breaking own or another’s thing deliberately scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures 

designate more breaking of things. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 2, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying are linked to 

a lower probability for breaking own/another’s things deliberately. 

 

7.2Child cheats or tells lies 1998 on antisocial behavior and breaks own/another’s 

things deliberately 

A statistically significant multivariate test was attained from child cheats or tells lies 

(1998), Pillai’s Trace = .526, F(4, 7496) = 668.44, p< .001, η
2

p = .26.Univariate 

testing found significant differences among the 3 levels of cheats or tells lieson 

antisocial behavior and breaks own or another’s things deliberately. 

 

Table No 2:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for child 

cheats or tells lies (1998). 

Dependent Variable 
Child cheats or 

tells lies 1998 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Antisocial raw score 

1 3.560
a
 .093 3.376 3.743 

2 2.477
a
 .029 2.421 2.532 

3 .512
a
 .023 .467 .556 

Child breaks own or 

another's things 

1 2.363
a
 .030 2.303 2.423 

2 2.803
a
 .009 2.785 2.822 
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deliberately 3 2.947
a
 .007 2.933 2.962 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.31, Gender = 1.49, 

Date of birth = 1988.37. 

 

7.2.1 Antisocial Behavior 1998: F (2, 3748) = 1722.93, p < .001, η
2

p = .48. Level 1 

(M = 3.56)had a significantly higher likelihood for antisocial behavior compared to 

levels 2 (M = 2.48) and 3 (M = .51). Level 2 had a significantly higher likelihood for 

antisocial behavior compared to level 3.  

Figure 3. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1998) on antisocial behavior. 

 

 
 

*Antisocial behavior scores span from 0 to 6; higher figures designate more antisocial 

behavior. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 3, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying are linked to 

a lower probability for antisocial behavior.  

 

7.2.2 Breaks Own or Another’s Things Deliberately 1998: F (2, 3748) = 217.45, p 

< .001, η
2
p = .10. Level 1 (M = 2.36)had a significantly higher likelihood for breaking 

things compared to levels 2 (M = 2.80) and 3 (M = 2.95). Level 2 had a significantly 

higher likelihood for breaking things compared to level 3.  

Figure 4. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1998) on breaking things deliberately. 
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*Breaking own or another’s thing deliberately scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures 

designate more breaking of things. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 4, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying are linked to 

a lower probability for breaking own or another’s things deliberately. 

 

7.3Child cheats or tells lies1988 on bullying or cruel/mean behavior and child’s 

behavior required a parent at school 

A statistically significant multivariate test was found from child cheats or tells lies 

(1988), Pillai’s Trace = .258, F(4, 1728) = 63.98, p< .001, η
2
p = .013.Univariate 

testing found significant differences among the 3 levels of cheats or tells lies on 

bullying/cruel behavior and child’s behavior required a parent at school.  

 

Table No 3:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for child 

cheats or tells lies (1988). 

Dependent Variable 
Child cheats or 

tells lies 1988 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Child bullies or is 

cruel/mean to others 

1 1.808
a
 .065 1.680 1.935 

2 2.503
a
 .026 2.453 2.553 

3 2.861
a
 .027 2.808 2.914 

Child's behavior 1 .610
a
 .054 .505 .716 
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required a parent at 

school 

2 .415
a
 .021 .373 .457 

3 .196
a
 .022 .152 .240 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.26, Gender = 1.49, 

Date of birth = 1976.43. 

 

7.3.1 Bullying/cruel behavior 1988: F (2, 864) = 128.03, p < .001, η
2
p = .23. Level 1 

(M = 1.81)had a significantly higher likelihood for bullying/cruel behavior compared 

to levels 2 (M = 2.50) and 3 (M = 2.86). Level 2 had a significantly higher likelihood 

for bullying/cruel behavior compared to level 3.  

Figure 5. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1988) on bullying/cruel behavior. 

 

 
 

*Bullying/cruel behavior scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

bullying/cruel behavior. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 5, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying is linked to a 

lower probability for bullying/cruel behavior. 
 

7.3.2 Child’s behavior required a parent at school 1988: F (2, 864) = 39.38, p < 

.001, η
2
p = .08. Level 1 (M = .61)had a significantly higher likelihood for requiring a 

parent at school compared to levels 2 (M = .42) and 3 (M = .20). Level 2 had a 

significantly higher likelihood for requiring a parent at school compared to level 3.  
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Figure 6. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1988) on behavior requiring a parent at 

school. 

 
 

*Behavior requiring a parent at school scores span from 0 to 1; higher figures specify 

more behavior requiring parent involvement at school. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 6, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying are linked to 

a lower probability for behavior requiring a parent at school. 

 

7.4Child cheats or tells lies 1998 on bullying or cruel/mean behavior and child’s 

behavior required a parent at school 

A statistically significant multivariate test was attained from child cheats or tells lies 

(1998), Pillai’s Trace = .143, F(4, 7016) = 135.53, p< .001, η
2

p = .07.Univariate 

testing found significant differences among the 3 levels of cheats or tells lies on 

bullying/cruel behavior and child’s behavior required parent at school.  

 

Table No 4:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for child 

cheats or tells lies (1998). 

Dependent Variable 
Child cheats or 

tells lies 1998 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Child bullies or is 

cruel/mean to others 

1 2.273
a
 .040 2.194 2.352 

2 2.625
a
 .012 2.602 2.649 
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3 2.893
a
 .010 2.874 2.912 

Child’s behavior 

required a parent at 

school 

1 .555
a
 .037 .482 .628 

2 .329
a
 .011 .307 .350 

3 .171
a
 .009 .154 .189 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.30, Gender = 1.49, 

Date of birth = 1987.94. 

 
 

7.4.1 Bullying/cruel behavior 1998: F (2, 3508) = 231.00, p < .001, η
2

p = .12. Level 

1 (M = 2.27)had a significantly higher likelihood for bullying/cruel behavior 

compared to levels 2 (M = 2.63) and 3 (M = 2.89). Level 2 had a significantly higher 

likelihood for bullying/cruel behavior compared to level 3.  

Figure 7. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1998) on bullying/cruel behavior. 

 

 
 

*Bullying/cruel behavior scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures indicate more 

bullying/cruel behavior. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 7, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying are linked to 

a lower probability for bullying/cruel behavior. 
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7.4.2 Child’s behavior required a parent at school 1998: F (2, 3508) = 96.99, p < 

.001, η
2
p = .05. Level 1 (M = .56)had a significantly higher likelihood for requiring a 

parent at school compared to levels 2 (M = .33) and 3 (M = .17). Level 2 had a 

significantly higher likelihood for requiring a parent at school compared to level 3.  

Figure 8. The effect of cheating or telling lies (1998) on behavior requiring a parent at 

school. 

 

 
 
 

*Behavior requiring a parent at school scores span from 0 to 1; higher figures specify 

more behavior requiring parent involvement at school. 

**Child cheats or tells lies scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

cheating/lying. 

As shown in figure 8, the trend is that lower levels of cheating/lying is linked to a 

lower probability for behavior requiring a parent at school. 

 

7.5Lied to parents about something important1988 on antisocial behavior and 

breaks own or another’s things deliberately 

A statistically significant multivariate test was found from lied to parents about 

something important (1988), Pillai’s Trace = .041, F(6, 1456) = 5.13, p< .001, η
2
p = 

.02.Univariate testing found significant differences among the 4 levels of lied to 

parents about something important 1988 for antisocial behavior and breaks things 

deliberately.  
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Table No 5:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for lied to 

parents about something important (1988). 

 

Dependent 

Variable 

Lied to parents about 

something important 1988 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Antisocial raw 

score 

0 1.729
a
 .091 1.549 1.908 

1 2.024
a
 .133 1.763 2.285 

2 2.549
a
 .227 2.104 2.994 

3 2.577
a
 .155 2.272 2.881 

Child breaks 

own or 

another's things 

deliberately 

0 2.887
a
 .022 2.844 2.931 

1 2.821
a
 .032 2.758 2.885 

2 2.769
a
 .055 2.660 2.877 

3 2.705
a
 .038 2.631 2.779 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.29, Gender = 1.51, 

Date of birth = 1976.30. 

 

7.5.1 Antisocial Behavior 1988: F (3, 728) = 9.37, p < .001, η
2
p = .04. Post hoc 

comparisons employing Fisher’s LSD test specified significant differences between 

two main groups of lying to parents about something important, wherein levels3 (M = 

2.58)and 2 (M = 2.55) had a significantly higher likelihood for antisocial behavior 

compared to levels 1 (M = 2.02) and 0 (M = 1.73). 

Figure 9. The effect of lying to parents about something important (1988) on 

antisocial behavior. 
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*Antisocial behavior scores span from 0 to 6; higher figures specify more antisocial 

behavior. 

**Lied to parents about something important scores extend from 0 to 3; higher figures 

specify more lying to parents. 

As shown in figure 9, the trend is that lower levels of lying to parents about 

something important is linked to a lower probability for antisocial behavior. 

 

7.5.2 Breaks Own or Another’s Things Deliberately 1988: F (3, 728) = 6.26, p < 

.001, η
2
p = .03. Level3 (M = 2.71)had a significantly higher likelihood for breaking 

things compared to levels 1 (M = 2.82) and 0 (M = 2.89). Level 2 (M = 2.77) had a 

significantly higher likelihood for breaking things compared to level 0.  

Figure 10. The effect of lying to parents about something important (1988) on 

breaking things deliberately. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Pakistan Journal of Criminology  19 

 
 

 
 

*Breaking own or another’s thing deliberately scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures 

indicate more breaking of things. 

**Lied to parents about something important scores extend from 0 to 3; higher figures 

specify more lying to parents. 

As shown in figure 10, the trend is that lower levels of lying to parents is linked a 

lower probability for breaking own or another’s things deliberately. 

 

7.6Lied to parents about something important1998 on antisocial behavior and 

breaks own or another’s things deliberately 

A statistically significant multivariate test was found from lied to parents about 

something important (1998), Pillai’s Trace = .041, F(6, 2970) = 10.29, p< .001, η
2

p = 

.02.Univariate testing found significant differences among the 4 levels of lied to 

parents about something important 1998 for antisocial behavior and breaking things 

deliberately.  

 

Table No 6:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for lied to 

parents about something important (1998). 

 

Dependent Variable 
Lied to parents about 

something important 1998 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Antisocial raw score 
0 1.268

a
 .058 1.154 1.382 

1 1.543
a
 .078 1.389 1.696 
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2 2.158
a
 .140 1.883 2.434 

3 2.039
a
 .107 1.830 2.249 

Child breaks own or 

another's things 

deliberately 

0 2.900
a
 .013 2.875 2.926 

1 2.880
a
 .018 2.846 2.915 

2 2.822
a
 .032 2.760 2.884 

3 2.821
a
 .024 2.774 2.868 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.27, Gender = 1.50, Date of 

birth = 1985.72. 

 

7.6.1 Antisocial Behavior 1998: F (3, 1485) = 20.89, p < .001, η
2

p = .04. Levels 3 (M 

= 2.04)and 2 (M = 2.16) had a significantly higher likelihood for antisocial behavior 

compared to levels 1 (M = 1.54) and 0 (M = 1.27). 

Figure 11. The effect of lying to parents about something important (1998) on 

antisocial behavior. 

 

 
 

 

*Antisocial behavior scores extend from 0 to 6; higher figures specify more antisocial 

behavior. 

**Lied to parents about something important scores extend from 0 to 3; higher figures 

specify more lying to parents. 

As shown in figure 11, the trend is that lower levels of lying to parents about 

something important is linked to a lower probability for antisocial behavior. 
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7.6.2 Breaks Own or Another’s Things Deliberately 1998: F (3, 1485) = 3.85, p = 

.009, η
2
p = .01. Level 3 (M = 2.82)had a significantly higher likelihood for breaking 

things compared to levels 1 (M = 2.88) and 0 (M = 2.90). Level 2 (M = 2.82) had a 

significantly higher likelihood for breaking things compared to level0.  

Figure 12. The effect of lying to parents about something important (1998) on 

breaking things deliberately. 

 

 
 

*Breaking own or another’s thing deliberately scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures 

specify more breaking of things. 

**Lied to parents about something important scores extend from 0 to 3; higher figures 

specify more lying to parents. 

As shown in figure 12, the trend is that lower levels of lying to parents is linked to 

a lower probability for breaking own/another’s things deliberately. 

 

7.7Lied to parents about something important1988 on bullying or cruel/mean 

behavior and child’s behavior required a parent at school. 

A statistically significant multivariate test was not obtained from lied to parents about 

something important (1988), Pillai’s Trace = .017, F(6, 1494) = 2.07, p= .053, η
2
p = 

.01. 
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7.8Lied to parents about something important1998 on bullying or cruel/mean 

behavior and child’s behavior required a parent at school 

A statistically significant multivariate test was obtained from lied to parents about 

something important (1998), Pillai’s Trace = .018, F(6, 3074) = 4.60, p< .001, η
2
p = 

.01.Univariate testing found significant differences among the 4 levels of lied to 

parents about something important 1998 for bullying or cruel/mean behavior and 

behavior requiring a parent at school.  

 

Table No 7:Adjusted mean, std. error, and 95% confidence interval for lied to 

parents about something important (1998). 

 

Dependent Variable 
Lied to parents about 

something important 1998 
Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Child bullies or is 

cruel/mean to others 

0 2.773
a
 .017 2.739 2.807 

1 2.745
a
 .024 2.698 2.791 

2 2.649
a
 .043 2.565 2.732 

3 2.627
a
 .032 2.564 2.691 

Child’s behavior 

required a parent at 

school 

0 .276
a
 .016 .245 .308 

1 .322
a
 .022 .279 .365 

2 .385
a
 .040 .307 .462 

3 .376
a
 .030 .317 .434 

a. Covariates in the model are assessed at the following values: Ethnicity = 2.26, Gender = 1.50, Date 

of birth = 1985.73. 

 

7.8.1 Bullying or Cruel/Mean Behavior 1998: F (3, 1537) = 6.69, p < .001, η
2

p = 

.01. Levels 3 (M = 2.63)and 2 (M = 2.65) had a significantly higher likelihood for 

bullying/cruel behavior compared to levels 1 (M = 2.75) and 0 (M = 2.77). 

Figure 13. The effect of lying to parents about something important (1998) on 

bullying/cruel behavior. 
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*Bullying or cruel/mean behavior scores span from 1 to 3; lower figures specify more 

bullying or cruel/mean behavior. 

**Lied to parents about something important scores extend from 0 to 3; higher figures 

specify more lying to parents. 

As shown in figure 13, the trend is that lower levels of lying to parents about 

something important are linked to a lower probability for bullying/cruel behavior. 

 

7.8.2 Behavior Requiring a Parent at School 1998: F (3, 1537) = 4.28, p = .005, η
2

p 

= .01. Levels 3 (M = .38)and 2 (M = .39) had a significantly higher likelihood for 

behavior requiring a parent at school compared to level 0 (M = .28). 

Figure 14. The effect of lying to parents about something important (1998) on 

behavior requiring a parent at school. 
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*Behavior requiring a parent at schoolscores span from 0 to 1; higherfiguresspecify 

more behavior that requires a parent at school. 

**Lied to parents about something important scores extend from 0 to 3; higherfigures 

specify more lying to parents. 

As shown in figure 14, the trend is that lower levels of lying to parentsare linked 

to a lower probability for behaviors that require a parent at school. 

 

8. Conclusions, Limitations, and Discussion 

Confucian philosophy details how sincerity of mind decreases the likelihood 

for deviance. This position appears to be largely supported by the NLSY79 variables 

and data used in this investigation. The results indicate that high-levels of honesty, 

demonstrative of Confucian sincerity,
5
are linked with a lower probability for 

antisocial behavior, breaking things deliberately, bullying/cruelty, and behavior 

requiring a parent at school. 

The NLSY79 dataset from the United States was chosen because the sample was 

large and nationally representative. It contained numerous variables of interest, 

providing a thorough examination of the issue at hand. Another advantage is that the 

data is a product of information provided by young people. Youth represents a stage in 

life when thoughts and behaviors are being molded, influencing life-course outcomes 

                                                           
5
Merriam-Webster defines “Sincerity” as, “Honesty of mind; freedom from fraud or 

deception” (Merriam-Webster, 2021). 
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(Burlaka et al., 2020; Moss et al., 2020).The NLSY79 dataset is regularly employed in 

descriptive studies, and in numerous areas of specialization.
6
 

 

8.1 Limitations      

The multilayered nature of the sincerity-deviancy relationship must be 

recognized. The development of sincerity occurs in a highly variable environment, 

containing an assortment of factors that may influence antisocial behavior, breaking 

things, bullying/cruelty, and parent involvement at the school. Sincerity may be 

statistically associated with positive behavioral outcomes in ways that are not 

understood in this study. They may be related because each one is a response to the 

same primary factors, such as socioeconomic conditions, parent education, etc.  

 

8.2 Further study 

Future studies might investigate different forms of both education and ritual to 

determine which type of education and ritual is most likely to increase sincerity. For 

instance, parent-child reading routines (Teale, 1981; Vacca & Langmuir, 

2011),parent-child bedtime routines (Camara-Costa et al., 2021;Kracht, 2021), parent-

child playtime routines (Bocknek et al., 2017; Chen & Fleer, 2016), and family dinner 

routines (Evens & Rodger, 2008; Fiese, Foley, & Spagnola, 2006) have all been 

associated with encouraging cognitive/behavioral outcomes for children, and may 

deliver similar results for sincerity.  

Future studies might examine whether there are any age or gender differences 

concerning sincerity and reduced deviancy. Also, an inspection of how sincerity 

influences alternative deviant behaviors would be valuable, as would testing other, 

divergent, datasets.  

It’s non-casual investigatory nature and the plausible effects of confounding 

variables limits the extent to which Confucian sincerity might be said to influence 

behavioral outcomes. Though limited, the significant findings, along with the 

associated theoretical support, offers evidence that Confucian sincerity is linked to 

reduced deviancy.  

 

  

                                                           
6
 See the NLS Annotated Bibliography for an extensive list of studies utilizing NLSY79 data: 

https://nlsinfo.org/bibliography-start 
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