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and 16%, respectively); 6% had other reli-
gious affiliations, such as Islamic, Chris-
tian, Parsi and Jain. Overall, 82% of young
men and 90% of young women considered
themselves religious or very religious.

Data on the educational and occupa-
tional status of the students’ parents, fam-
ily income and type of residence (Table 2,
page 142) indicate that a majority of stu-
dents came from families of low socioeco-
nomic status. Only about 20% had fathers
with more than a higher secondary edu-
cation; the occupational status of fathers
was correspondingly low. Mothers’ edu-
cational status was lower than fathers’, and
most students (69% of males and 73% of fe-
males) reported that their mothers were
housewives. About two-thirds of partici-
pants said that their annual family income
was 5,000 rupees (US $120) or less, and
three-fifths resided in slums or chawls.*

Virtually all of the students (95%) clas-
sified their families as religious or very re-
ligious. Female students were more like-

ed from the analysis. Of the remaining 948
students, 65% were males and 35% females.
On average, the young men were 18.8 years
old, and the young women were 18.5 years
old. Slightly more than half of the young
men were 11th-standard students, while
slightly more than half of young women
were in their final undergraduate year
(Table 1). Male students were more or less
equally distributed across the academic
programs, while female students were pre-
dominantly in the arts.

Similar proportions of young men and
young women worked for an income
(15% and 12%, respectively), and among
those who reported their personal income,
males had an only marginally higher in-
come than females. The main sources of
income for students were parents (pock-
et money) and earnings from jobs; a few
students received scholarships.

The vast majority of students were
Hindu (72% of males and 76% of females),
and a sizable minority were Buddhist (20%

ly than males to perceive their family en-
vironment as comfortable (71% vs. 59%)
and as not strict (46% vs. 40%); this could
reflect that in Indian families, boys not
only enjoy more freedom but also expect
more freedom, whereas girls are socialized
to expect less freedom and therefore are
more accepting of restrictions.

Roughly three-fifths of both male and
female respondents had a moderate level
of knowledge of issues related to sexual
behavior (Table 3, page 143). Young
women were better informed than young
men about menstruation and pregnancy,
while male students were better informed
than female participants about male con-
traception (not shown). Overall, students
were poorly informed about STDs, but
their basic awareness regarding HIV and
AIDS was high.

Table 1. Percentage distribution of college students, by selected individual-level characteristics; and percentage distribution, by each char-
acteristic, according to sexual behavior; Mumbai, 1997

Characteristic % dist. of students Any sexual experience Sexual intercourse (males) Total

Males Females Males Females Yes No No response

(N=613) (N=335) Yes No No response Yes No No response

Age-group
≤15 3.1 5.1 21.0 73.7**** 5.3 11.8 88.2*** 0.0 10.5 84.2**** 5.3 100.0
16–18 49.4 38.5 35.3 60.4 4.3 6.3 92.2 1.5 19.5 80.0 0.5 100.0
19–21 29.9 49.0 56.3 38.2 5.5 15.2 81.7 3.1 26.8 71.6 1.6 100.0
≥22 17.6 7.5 67.6 25.9 6.5 28.0 68.0 4.0 46.3 52.8 0.9 100.0

Year in school
11th standard 56.4 43.9 36.1 59.2**** 4.7 6.8 91.8*** 1.4 20.5 78.0**** 1.5 100.0
Third year of college 43.6 56.1 60.7 33.7 5.6 17.0 79.8 3.2 33.3 65.9 0.8 100.0

Academic program
Arts 33.1 41.2 53.2 43.3*** 3.5 11.6 84.8** 3.6 31.0 68.0*** 1.0 100.0
Science 35.2 27.2 39.3 56.5 4.2 19.8 78.0 2.2 19.0 80.1 0.9 100.0
Commerce 31.6 31.6 48.4 43.8 7.8 7.5 91.5 1.0 28.9 69.6 1.5 100.0

Work for income
Yes 14.5 12.2 67.4 24.7**** 7.9 17.1 78.1 4.8 49.3 50.6**** 0.1 100.0
No 84.5 87.5 42.9 52.5 4.6 11.9 86.0 2.1 22.4 76.3 1.3 100.0
No response 1.0 0.3 † † † † † † † † † na

Personal income (rupees)
≤100 30.3 39.7 29.6 67.7**** 2.7 6.8 91.7 1.5 11.3 87.6**** 1.1 100.0
101–250 18.4 18.2 53.1 46.0 0.9 13.1 83.6 3.3 24.8 74.3 0.9 100.0
251–500 18.9 21.2 54.3 37.9 7.8 18.3 81.7 0.0 31.9 68.1 0.0 100.0
≥500 15.0 8.1 71.7 20.6 7.7 18.5 77.8 3.7 51.1 47.8 1.1 100.0
No response 17.3 12.8 † † † † † † † † † na

Religious affiliation
Hindu 72.3 76.1 45.4 49.9 4.7 12.2 85.5 2.3 24.1 75.2 0.7 100.0
Buddhist 20.2 16.1 51.6 43.5 4.9 11.1 85.2 3.7 29.8 66.9 3.3 100.0
Other 6.2 6.0 44.7 47.4 7.9 25.0 75.0 0.0 31.6 68.4 0.0 100.0
No response 1.3 1.8 † † † † † † † † † na

Religiosity
Not religious 17.5 7.5 51.4 41.1 7.5 12.0 80.0 8.0 30.8 67.3 1.9 100.0
Religious 61.7 69.0 47.9 48.4 3.7 10.4 87.9 1.7 26.5 73.3 0.2 100.0
Very religious 19.9 21.2 40.2 52.5 7.3 18.3 78.9 2.8 22.1 74.6 3.3 100.0
No response 1.0 2.4 † † † † † † † † † na

Total 100.0 100.0 na na na na na na na na na na

**p≤.05. ***p≤.01. ****p≤001. †Excluded from the analysis. Note: na=not applicable

*Chawls, which are somewhat better then slums, usual-

ly are one-room tenements with shared bathing and toi-

let facilities.


