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Abstract: Better theories and practices are constructed through a deep understanding of the subjects
involved. In Portugal, young adults aged 18 to 30 are a group sometimes left out because the
Portuguese official statistical data does not treat this as an age category by itself, dividing it either into
young people or the general idea of adults. Through a social constructivist quantitative approach, this
article seeks to construct a profile of young adulthood in Portugal, both in socio-demographic terms
and in terms of their relationship with media. An online survey was conducted on a representative
sample of young Portuguese adults (18–30 years), guaranteeing a margin of error of ±2.53% at the
95% confidence level. Results reveal that 83.5% of young adults identify themselves as heterosexual,
and 83.5% do not have children. The average age of respondents with children is 26 years old. Most
young adults (63.5%) live with their parents or other adult relatives, and the vast majority (82.2%)
of these parents or relatives with whom they live are employed and have primary or secondary
education. Mobile phones (92.8%), laptop computers (84.1%), and TV with a box (78.5%) are the
primary media to which the young people in the sample have access. The mobile phone stands out in
particular, as 90.2% of those inquired revealed that they use it every day. Social media are identified
as the most frequently consumed type of media content (81.1% every day). These findings strengthen
the idea of the centrality of the mobile phone in daily lives, especially among young adults, as well as
social media platforms. This research helps to understand that the young adult profile in Portugal
presents themselves as heterosexual, has no children, lives with parents or other adult relatives, and
uses a mobile phone daily, despite having other media available for its use.
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1. Introduction

Young adulthood is a developmental stage between adolescence and adulthood, char-
acterised by a period of transition and exploration. While the exact age range may vary
depending on the context and study, young adulthood typically encompasses individuals
between 18 and 29 or the early 30s [1]. In the Portuguese context, there is a lack of studied
socio-demographic profiles for young adults as a generation of their own. In fact, the
idea of young generations in Portugal tends to vary regarding the specific characteristics
of that context, in academic and even non-academic settings. At least until now, Por-
tuguese national statistical organisations do not focus on young adults as an age group of
their own, therefore a quantitative representative study is necessary to contribute to such
characterization, even if it is not intended to generalise and homogenise a generation [2].

Bearing this in mind, this article seeks to constitute a profile of young adulthood in
Portugal, both in socio-demographic terms and in terms of their relationship with the
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media. It provides quantitative-focused contributions, presenting statistical correlations
in order to trace the profile of a young adult (aged between 18 and 30) in Portugal. At
the same time, it presents research focused on how people utilise media, engage with and
participate in it, and particularly with the emergence of the so-called new media [3].

The study is based on an online questionnaire applied to a representative sample of
1500 Portuguese young adults (margin of error of ±2.53% and a 95% confidence level). It has
allowed access to data concerning how young Portuguese adults self-represent themselves
socio-demographically and in relation to the role of media technology in their daily lives.
Before presenting and discussing this quantitative picture, we first address, in the following
section, the relevant literature on youth studies, highlighting several adversities faced by
current young adults, either of a socio-economic nature (like the housing crisis) or health
nature (COVID-19 pandemic) and the corresponding influence on patterns of media usage.
We proceed then to present the statistical data and discuss their implications for youth and
media studies.

2. Literature Review

The practice of dividing societies into categories, such as generations, is quite common
for understanding how societies function and, in particular, how specific socio-demographic
clusters, such as a generation, operate. Specifically, in the broad field of youth studies,
the importance of social generations has been growing [2,4]. In fact, youth studies may
encompass research focused on children, adolescents and young adulthood, which are ex-
tremely different age groups. On the other end, each of those age groups can be understood
differently from study to study. At what exact age does adolescence start and end? At what
exact age does adulthood begin? And even when does the concept of young adulthood
lack meaning, when do young adults become “just” adults?

The term “generation” refers to individuals who share specific characteristics and
experiences due to being born and coming of age during a particular period. The previous
work [5] discusses the concept of generations from a sociological perspective, exploring
how generations develop distinct collective mentalities and perspectives shaped by their
historical context.

Nonetheless, even the term “generation” is somehow controversial among youth
researchers, due to a fear of lacking precision [6]. By assuming young adulthood as a
collective from freshly turned adults (people aged 18)—in common legal terms—to those
30 years old, generalisations are not intended. In fact, sub-cohorts of such an age group
are possible—between younger young adults and older young adults, like in the case
of [7]—while not necessarily following strictly the same age divisions.

The definition of young adults can vary across scientific disciplines and studies.
However, a commonly used age range for young adults is between 18 and 34 years old.
This age range captures individuals who have reached legal adulthood but have not yet
entered middle adulthood [8]. Ref. [9] introduces the concept of “emerging adulthood” and
provides a theoretical framework for understanding the developmental period spanning
late adolescence to the twenties. The author’s work on emerging adulthood discusses the
characteristics and challenges young people face in their late teens and twenties. While
not explicitly focusing on generations, it highlights the transitional nature of this life stage,
emphasising the exploration of identity, autonomy, and psychosocial development during
this period.

Young adults typically fall within the age range of 18 to 34, representing a significant
portion of the population. This age range is often used to capture a period of significant
personal, educational, and professional development and establish social identities and
roles. It encompasses individuals completing their education, entering the workforce, and
forming their families. However, it is essential to note that different studies or policy
frameworks may adopt slightly different age ranges or criteria when examining specific
aspects of young generations, such as education, employment, or youth participation.
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Portuguese official statistical data does not treat this as an age category by itself,
dividing it either into young people or into the general idea of adults. Indeed, Portugal’s
general population census takes place every ten years, with the last one being held in 2021.
As such, the Portuguese population is typically divided into the following age categories:
“0–14 years old”; “15–24 years old”; “25–64 years old” and “65 years old or more” [10].
Adulthood in general encompasses a tremendous array of differences, with some having a
generational nature.

In Portugal, the young generations’ definition and age range can vary depending on
the context and specific research or policy implementation purposes. However, young gen-
erations are typically understood to encompass individuals transitioning from adolescence
to adulthood. Therefore, the age range commonly associated with young generations in
Portugal is approximately 15 to 34. Young adults in Portugal typically fall within the age
range of 18 to 34, representing a significant portion of the population.

Youth in itself is a socially constructed and manipulated category, since there is no
unitary youth culture, as social differences and environments play an important role even if
the discussion concerns people of the exact same age [11]. Ref. [6] stated that the common
interest of youth researchers relies on understanding how social inequalities continue to be
reproduced across generations and generations, regardless of bigger or smaller efforts to
provide more opportunities to young people. Therefore, it is important to understand the
adversities faced nowadays by young adults in Portugal.

Adversities may be universal, like the COVID-19 pandemic, which aids the com-
prehension of general problems of life, including the ones faced by young adults. The
pandemic lockdowns forced people into some level of isolation, leading to more media
consumption—either about the pandemic or not—as such, life changes have even produced
more preoccupation with an array of rising mental health problems, from social anxiety to
depression [12–14]. Patterns of media consumption have been modified, increasing in order
to escape a doomed reality or to just socially connect with others via digital methods [15,16],
even if some researchers do not agree with the idea of digital sociability processes serving
as mere replacements for offline, face-to-face social interactions [17]. In the specific context
of Portugal, several studies have pointed out that the Portuguese increases in media con-
sumption followed the universal trends, particularly in mobile apps in general [18,19], even
though some may say that audiences tend to universally and inherently be cross-media [20].

Indeed, this universal scene of media growth has manifested itself cross-generationally,
which also encompasses young adulthood. In fact, younger generations are often the most
capable and natural users of digital media. Also, in general terms, young adults are
socialised in rapidly changing social structures [21]—like digital environments. Moreover,
digital spaces for social interaction, like social media platforms and apps tend to be the
most used digital spaces by young adults, even in the particular context of Portugal [22,23].

Usages of media and technology translate social contexts and even adversities. In
fact, the ways in which technology is used stem from and take root in specific cultural and
ideological terrains, (re)producing different kinds of social structures and hierarchies [24].
Whilst there are significant challenges to overcome, differences in technology skills and
uses, as well as self-confidence in digital skills, have been discussed as being highly gen-
dered [25]. Research has pointed out that interactions and the collective narrative processes
that arise from them on mobile app-based platforms (m-apps) reinforce social power re-
lations by perpetuating hegemonic masculinities and femininities that are anchored to
heteronormativity [26] and to a binary corporeality that is not avoided [23] and which may
limit or impose digital normative imaginaries [27].

Other sorts of adversities, such as socio-economic ones, are also of interest in the
context of this debate. Digital environments promote their increasingly individualised
use, especially in younger generations [28], who seek a sense of belonging to a social
group or community. In this regard, digital social media platforms have played significant
roles in social mobilisation and aggregation in movements such as the Arab Spring rev-
olutions [29–31], the Spanish Indignados [32] or, to situate them again in the Portuguese
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context, the so-called “Geração à Rasca” [32–35]. This Portuguese movement arose from
the identification of a common precarious situation among young adults which was mate-
rialised, reaching beyond the digital space of connection, sociability and initial mobilisa-
tion [34]. While young adults tend to be presented as news avoiders [36] and, consequently,
not information seekers, this is the generation behind digital activism movements, either
of a gender and sexual identity nature, or of socio-economic issues, or even, for example,
behind the protests to raise awareness of climate change [37,38].

Reminiscences of the Great Recession of 2008 are still important to understand young
adulthood today. It not only provoked movements like “Geração à Rasca” in Portugal, but
widespread changes in socio-economic landscapes. For example, ref. [39]’s study concluded
that the economic instability of USA’s young adults (in the case of this research, the age
cohort is 20–34 years old) increased the number of young adults living with their parents,
considering both the cases of young adults who never left their parent’s home and also the
young adults who briefly left the homes of their family members. Nonetheless, the idea that
legal adulthood no longer translates to living independently is a phenomenon that has been
studied previously—see, for example, studies [40,41]. However, one thing has changed
since the 1980s and the 1990s. Education levels increased and, with them, the promise of
better living conditions and economic prosperity. Today, the housing crisis materialises a
highly complex problem [42], which includes the lack of independence of young adults.
In the specific context of Portugal, market deregulation has already exacerbated the trend
towards increasing difficulties in finding housing, in part due to a lack of state policies,
creating a dysfunctional reality that excludes young adults from home-buying and worsens
the access to home renting [43].

The difficulty in reaching habitational autonomy may itself be a factor defining youth.
Ref. [11] pointed out that historically and socially, youth was a concept constructed some-
what in opposition to adulthood. If the youths were culturally characterised by facing
several social problems that they cannot get around, adulthood was characterised by re-
sponsibility. Such responsibilities spanned occupational situation, marital situation, having
kids or not, and even habitation situation (living arrangements). Therefore, the histori-
cal and social construction of youth and adulthood are concepts that may be questioned
according to a more up-to-date characterization of the young adult profile in Portugal,
which may challenge the autonomy and responsibility capabilities that were historically
understood as inherent to adults. Nonetheless, as rooted in social constructivism [44], it is
important to recognise the categories here used to understand young adulthood in Portugal
as social constructs of knowledge.

3. Materials and Methods

This article explores the characterization of young adults in Portugal, either in socio-
demographic terms as well as in terms of their relationship with media. The following
research questions emerge from such a theoretical standpoint: (RQ1) How can the profile
of a young adult be characterised in Portugal? (RQ2) What statistical correlations are there
among the sociodemographic characterisation features of young adults in Portugal? (RQ3)
How does this characterisation of young adults in Portugal extend to the use and frequency
of use of media devices and formats?

Departing from a perspective etymologically orientated by social constructivism [44],
we seek to look at the generational profile according to generations theory [5], in this case
focusing on young adulthood as an object of study in its own right. As such, this work,
like that of other authors [2], employs a social constructivist quantitative approach. That
followed approach is a quantitative-extensive methodological strategy using an online
questionnaire survey. This was executed in the scope of a research project that is the
first ever study in Portugal aiming to investigate how young adults engage with the
technicity and imaginaries of mobile applications, incorporating them into their daily lives,
embodying them in their everyday practices, and (re)negotiating from them their gender
and sexual identities.
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The online questionnaire was constructed and afterwards applied to a representative
sample of Portuguese young adults (N = 1500), with respondents aged from 18 to 30 years
old, regarding socio-demographic quotas, including gender and geographical population
distribution (therefore, including not only mainland Portugal, but also the islands of Azores
and Madeira’s archipelagos).

Results are based on a structured questionnaire composed mainly of closed-ended
questions and having an estimated approximate duration of 30 min. The online question-
naire was divided into the following main sections: sociodemographic characterisation,
media consumption, use of mobile apps, personal and mediated experiences and self-
representation, digital literacy, and intergenerationality. In the case of this article, the
sociodemographic questions shown in Table 1 were closed-ended questions with only
one-answer options. Tables 2–4 reveal statistical correlations regarding statistical analytical
procedures for the data derived from the questions shown in Table 1. Figures 1 and 2
represent aspects inquired in the questions of Table 1 (mean age of respondents, and per-
centages for education level/occupation situation of respondent’s parents/adult relatives
between young adults living under those arrangements, respectively). Media consumption
questions like the ones shown in Figure 3 were of multiple-choice answers. Questions
dealing with the frequency of consumption (resulting in Table 5 and Figure 4) required a
Likert scale of 1 to 5 (ranging from “Never” to “Everyday”).

The online questionnaire was conducted by an external contracted company between
8 and 17 October 2021. The sampling guarantees a margin of error of ±2.53% at the 95%
confidence level. The data were analysed using the IBM SPSS statistical analysis program
and by utilising descriptive and inferential (bivariate) statistical analysis, on occasion
calculating p-values using z-tests. The intersections of sociodemographic data as well as of
media consumption presented in this article are the ones which produced more statistically
significant results, in terms of the inferential (bivariate) statistical procedures of analysis.
Those allow appropriate comparisons between proportions (percentages), hence admitting
that such differences are, at a 95% confidence level, statistically significant, due to the
preferentially applied z-tests (in the cases of sample sizes being bigger than 30), to a z-level
of 1.96, and on the remaining applying t-tests (samples smaller than 30).

In terms of the age of the respondents, a histogram would be particularly symmetrical,
suggesting a normal distribution, which is in fact corroborated by a Shapiro–Wilk test of
normality with p-value = 0.95 regarding age distribution (since p > 0.05 suggests a normal
distribution). In the next section, the results are presented, starting with Table 1, which
reveals the distribution of the sample by sociodemographic factors.

Table 1. Sample distribution.

Count N Count%

Age
18–24 747 49.80%
25–30 753 50.20%

Gender identity
Man 696 46.40%

Woman 796 53.07%
Non-binary 14 0.93%

Rather not answer 1 0.07%
Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual 1253 83.5%
Graysexual 1 0.1%

Lesbian 29 1.9%
Gay 35 2.3%

Bisexual 128 8.5%
Pansexual 27 1.8%

Queer 11 0.7%
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Table 1. Cont.

Count N Count%

Asexual 12 0.8%
Demisexual 4 0.3%

Rather not answer 46 3.1%
Marital Status

Single 1145 76.33%
Married or in Non-marital partnership 349 23.27%

Divorced or Separated 6 0.40%
Widowed 0 0.00%

Other 0 0.00%
Do you have kids?

Yes 247 16.47%
No 1253 83.53%

Do you live with parents/family?
Yes 953 63.53%
No 547 36.47%

Education
Basic education 48 3.20%

High school 655 43.67%
Bachelor’s degree 516 34.40%
Master’s degree 260 17.33%

PhD 21 1.40%
Occupation

Student 425 28.33%
Self-employed 130 8.67%

Employee 759 50.60%
Liberal worker (Freelancer) 36 2.40%

Unemployed 150 10.00%
District of Residence

Aveiro 117 7.80%
Beja 12 0.80%

Braga 124 8.27%
Bragança 22 1.47%

Castelo Branco 32 2.13%
Coimbra 45 3.00%

Évora 13 0.87%
Faro 56 3.73%

Guarda 18 1.20%
Leiria 81 5.40%
Lisboa 430 28.67%

Portalegre 8 0.53%
Porto 312 20.80%

Santarém 40 2.67%
Setúbal 69 4.60%

Viana do Castelo 22 1.47%
Vila Real 16 1.07%

Viseu 38 2.53%
R.A. Açores 20 1.33%

R.A. Madeira 25 1.67%
Source: Authors.

4. Results

The results in Table 1 reveal that the representative sample of 1500 respondents has
a balanced distribution in terms of sub-cohort of age, with 747 (49.80%) aged between 18
and 24, while 753 (50.20%) are aged between 25 and 30. The distribution is also balanced
in terms of gender, with a slightly higher proportion of women (796, which represents
53.07%) although not significantly than men (696, which represents 46.40%). The remaining
respondents that add to less than 1% do identify their gender as being beyond that of a
man or a woman.
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Most respondents have a university degree (797, which represents 53.13%) and are
an employee (759, which represents 50.60%). In terms of the level of education and
the respondent’s occupation, it is important to highlight that 655 (43.67%) have only
completed high school, which is mandatory in Portugal, and that 425 respondents (28.33%)
are still students.

Moving to relationships with others and sexual identity, most respondents are legally
single (1145, which represents 76.33%), while 1253 (83.5%) do not have kids, which is
exactly the same number of young adults who identify themselves as heterosexual. Of the
array of sexual orientations, higher numbers of respondents identified as bisexual (128,
which represents 8.5%), gay (35, which represents 2.3%), lesbian (29, which represents
1.9%), and pansexual (27, which represents 1.8%). The remaining answering options for
sexual orientation represent less than 1% of the sample, although 46 respondents (3.1%)
preferred to not answer this question.

To understand if any of these socio-demographic characteristics has a correlation
to age, between the spectrum of being from 18 to 30, Figure 1 shows the mean ages of
respondents in relation to several sociodemographic factors.
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The results of Figure 1 seem to show that even among young adults, some sociode-
mographic characteristics have an age factor to them, especially when compared to the
mean age of 24.51 years old across the 1500 respondents. For example, the lowest mean age
is, not surprisingly, of students (21.48). In comparison to other occupation situations, self-
employed respondents are averagely close to 26 years old (25.67 mean age), likewise with
liberal workers (freelance respondents) (25.94 mean age) and employees (25.96 mean age).
Unemployed respondents stay close to the mean age (more precisely, 24.41). Regarding
marital status, legally single respondents are, on average, younger than the respondents
who are married or live in a non-marital partnership (respectively, with mean ages of 23.88
and 26.53). In fact, without rounding up mean ages, in regard to Figure 1, only respondents
who are married or living in a non-marital partnership as well as respondents who have
children (26.24 mean age), have mean ages greater than 26 years. For comparison, respon-
dents without children have a mean age of 24.17 years. Living arrangements also imply
significant differences in this manner, since respondents who live with their parents or other
adult relatives are averagely younger (23.73 mean age) than young adults of this sample
who do not live with their parents/family members (25.86 mean age). Gender differences
do not seem to be statistically relevant for this particular analysis, while marital status is
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revealed to be a factor for differences in mean ages. Table 2 reveals some more specific
correlations in light of the respondents’ marital status, in regard to other socio-demographic
factors beyond age.

Table 2. Frequency of respondents and their marital status according to several socio-demographic
factors.

Single
(A)

Married/Non-Marital Partnership
(B)

N % N %

Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual 940 82.10% 308 88.25% A

Non heterosexual 205 17.90% B 41 11.75%
Do you have kids?

Yes 85 7.42% 158 45.27% A
No 1060 92.58% B 191 54.73%

Live with
parents/family?

Yes 850 74.24% B 102 29.23%
No 295 25.76% 247 70.77% A

Education
Basic education 35 3.06% 13 3.72%

High school 490 42.79% 162 46.42%
Bachelor’s degree 418 36.51% B 98 28.08%
Master’s degree 188 16.42% 69 19.77%

PhD 14 1.22% 7 2.01%
Occupation

Student 404 35.28% B 21 6.02%
Self-employed 81 7.07% 47 13.47% A

Employee 512 44.72% 244 69.91% A
Liberal worker

(Freelancer) 29 2.53% 7 2.01%

Unemployed 119 10.39% 30 8.60%
Source: Authors.

As Table 2 reveals, there are statistically significant differences between frequencies
of single respondents and the ones who are married or in a non-marital partnership,
when correlated to sexual orientation, having kids or not, living with parents/family or
not, level of education and type of occupation, due to using z-tests to calculate statistical
significance (p-value > 1.96, for a confidence level of 95%), on the majority of cases (n ≥ 30).
If n < 30, t-tests were used. In terms of sexual orientation, heterosexual respondents are
the overall majority, however, they are statistically more prevalent in married/non-marital
partnerships (88.25%) than in those who are single (82.10%). Single respondents who are
non-heterosexual are statistically much more frequent than those in a non-heterosexual
married/non-marital partnership (17.90% in comparison to 11.75%).

Numbers do become polarised regarding whether respondents have kids or not.
Most respondents do not have kids. In fact, 1060 respondents who do not have kids are
single (92.58% of single young adults) which translates to a larger statistically significant
proportion in comparison to the 191 respondents who do not have kids and are married or
in a non-marital partnership (54.73% of married/non-marital partnership young adults).
Once we look at the young adults of the sample who have kids, most of them are married or
in a non-marital partnership, either in relative or in absolute frequencies. Therefore, young
adults who are married or in a non-marital partnership and have kids are statistically more
frequent (45.27%) than the single respondents with kids (7.42%).

In terms of living with parents or adult relative members, most young adults do live
under those arrangements. Nonetheless, they are typically single (74.24%), although the
percentage of young adults who are married or in a non-marital partnership and live with
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their parents/families is quite impactful sociologically (29.93%). In this sense, the frequency
of young adults who do not live with their parents/family is significantly superior in the
young adults in marriage/non-marital partnerships (70.77%) in comparison to the single
respondents (25.76%).

Regarding the correlation between marital status and education level, only in the case
of single respondents with a bachelor’s degree was a statistically significant superiority
identified (36.51%) over married or non-marital partnership respondents with a bachelor’s
degree (28.08%).

For the case of the correlation between marital status and occupation situation, in both
cases, being an employee is the most common situation, however, being a student is a very
common occupation status in single young adults (404 respondents, representing 35.28%
of single young adults), while it is only the second to last common occupation situation
in married or in a non-marital partnership respondents (21 respondents, representing
6.02%). As a matter of fact, that statistical difference regarding students is significantly
representative. Of the correlation between marital status and occupation status, there are
two other cases with statistically significant differences. Both are in favour of respondents
who are married or in a non-marital partnership in comparison to single young adults.
These are in the case of employees (69.91% of married/non-marital partnership respondents
in comparison to 44.72% of single young adults) and also in the case of self-employed
respondents (13.47% of married/non-marital partnership young adults in comparison to
7.07% of single respondents).

Table 3 focuses on the correlation between young adults of this representative sample
having kids or not and the socio-demographic factors with statistically significant differ-
ences, and also others that although not producing statistically significant differences may
be relevant to point out.

Table 3. Frequency of respondents who have kids and who do not according to several socio-
demographic factors.

Have Kids
(A)

Do Not Have Kids
(B)

N % N %

Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual 215 87.04% 1038 82.84%

Non heterosexual 32 12.96% 215 17.16%
Marital Status

Single 85 34.41% 1060 84.60% A
Married/Non-marital partnership 158 63.97% B 191 15.24%

Live with parents/family?
Yes 101 40.89% 852 68.00% A
No 146 59.11% B 401 32.00%

Education
Basic education 19 7.69% B 29 2.31%

High school 124 50.20% B 531 42.38%
Bachelor’s degree 65 26.32% 451 35.99% A
Master’s degree 33 13.36% 227 18.12%

PhD 6 2.43% 15 1.20%
Occupation

Student 16 6.48% 409 32.64% A
Self-employed 38 15.38% B 92 7.34%

Employee 154 62.35% B 605 48.28%
Liberal worker (Freelancer) 6 2.43% 30 2.39%

Unemployed 33 13.36% 117 9.34%
Source: Authors.

Having kids and other socio-demographic factors seem to correlate, according to
Table 3, however, in the case of sexual orientation, no statistically relevant differences
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are produced. For example, if the focus is turned to the correlation between having kids
and marital status, some significant differences need to be highlighted which reinforce
the correlation regarding those two factors demonstrated by Table 2. If Table 2 already
showed that most of the sample do not have kids, Table 3 reinforces that correlation, by
revealing that young adults who do not have kids and are single are statistically significantly
more frequent (84.60%) than the respondents who do have kids and are single (34.41%).
The opposite happens regarding marriage/non-marital partnerships, since young adults
who have kids and are legally married or in a non-marital partnership are statistically
significantly superior (63.97%) to the respondents who do not have kids and are married or
in a non-marital partnership (15.24%).

Although not having kids is the most common scenario regardless of living arrange-
ments, not having kids seems to be correlated with living with parents or other adult
relatives, since it is statistically significantly more frequent (68.00%) than the case of respon-
dents who do have kids and are still living with parents/family (40.89%). Nonetheless, it
is still important to highlight the fact that more than 4 out of every 10 respondents who
have kids still do live with their parents or other adult family members. Young adults who
have kids and do not live with their parents/family are still statistically significantly more
frequent (59.11%) than the respondents without kids and who do not live with parents or
other adult relatives (32.00%).

In terms of the correlation between having kids and the level of education, having
kids is statistically significantly superior in the case of the young adults who have the lower
levels of education, both basic education (7.69%) and high school (50.20%), in comparison
to the young adults who do not have kids and have the exact same levels of education
(2.31% and 42.38%, respectively). Results do point out a statistically relevant correlation
between respondents who do not have kids and have a bachelor’s degree (35.99%) over the
young adults who have kids and have that level of education (26.32%).

Regarding occupation situation, as pointed out previously, being an employee is the
most common, and in fact, like with the self-employed, is statistically significantly more
frequent for young adults who have kids (62.35% of employees, 15.38% of self-employed)
in comparison to respondents who do not have kids (48.28% being employees, 7.34% being
self-employed). On the other hand, Table 3 seems to reveal an unsurprising correlation
between not having kids and being a student (32.64%) that is statistically significantly more
frequent than the case of young adults who have kids and are students (6.48%). In fact, if in
respondents who do not have kids, the most common occupation situations are being an
employee (almost 5 out of every 10 young adults without kids) and being a student (more
than 3 out of every 10 respondents without kids), then in the case of the sampled young
adults with kids, the most frequent occupation scenario is being an employee (more than 6
out of every 10), while being a student is the second least frequent scenario (6.48%) among
respondents who have kids.

Table 4 explores the correlation between living with parents/other adult relatives
or living independently and socio-demographic factors that revealed statistically signifi-
cant differences.

Table 4. Frequency of respondents who live with parents/family and who do not according to several
socio-demographic factors.

Live with
Parents/Family

(A)

Do Not Live with
Parents/Family

(B)

N % N %

District of Residence
Braga 97 10.18% B 27 4.94%
Faro 28 2.94% 28 5.12% A

Lisboa 262 27.49% 168 30.71%
Porto 221 23.19% B 91 16.64%
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Table 4. Cont.

Live with
Parents/Family

(A)

Do Not Live with
Parents/Family

(B)

N % N %

Marital Status
Single 850 89.19% B 295 53.93%

Married/Non-marital partnership 102 10.70% 247 45.16% A
Do you have kids?

Yes 101 10.60% 146 26.69% A
No 852 89.40% B 401 73.31%

Education
Basic education 31 3.25% 17 3.11%

High school 445 46.69% B 210 38.39%
Bachelor’s degree 339 35.57% 177 32.36%
Master’s degree 130 13.64% 130 23.77% A

PhD 8 0.84% 13 2.38% A
Occupation

Student 347 36.41% B 78 14.26%
Self-employed 67 7.03% 63 11.52% A

Employee 401 42.08% 358 65.45% A
Liberal worker (Freelancer) 23 2.41% 13 2.38%

Unemployed 115 12.07% B 35 6.40%
Source: Authors.

Contrary to Tables 2 and 3, Table 4 displays the correlation with the district of residence
of the respondents. As Table 1 reveals, the sample was constructed according to the popu-
lation distribution in the 18 districts of mainland Portugal, but also the two archipelagos
(Azores and Madeira). For Table 4, only four districts are highlighted, since three reveal a
correlation with living with parents/family or not, and the other one is the most populated
district (Lisbon, with a total of 430 young adults, which represents 28.67%). According to
this data, both the northern districts of Braga and Porto are statistically significantly more
frequent as districts of residence among respondents that live with parents/family (10.18%
for Braga; 23.19% for Porto), in opposition to the young adults who do not live under those
living arrangements (4.94% in Braga; 16.64% in Porto). The opposite correlation can be
found among the young adults living in Faro, since the percentage of those who do not
live with parents/family (5.12%) is statistically significantly higher than the percentage of
young adults who live with parents or adult relatives in Faro (2.94%).

Like previous tables in this article, the results point to a correlation between respon-
dents who live with their parents or other adult relatives and single young adults (89.19%)
as well as no kids respondents (89.40%). In both cases, there are statistically significant
superiorities facing, respectively, young adults who do not live with parents/family and are
single (53.93%) as well as respondents who do not live with parents/family and do not have
kids (73.31%). On the same note, respondents who do not live with their parents/family
and are married or in a non-marital partnership (45.16%) are statistically significantly
more frequent than respondents who do live with their parents/family and are married
or in a non-marital partnership (10.70%). Likewise, people who do not live with their par-
ents/family members and have kids (26.69%) are statistically significantly more frequent
than the young adults who do live with their parents/family and do have kids (10.60%).

Regarding education, having completed the high school level, across the sample,
seems to be an indicator of statistically significant differences between young adults who
live with their parents/family members and have high school level education (46.69%)
and the respondents who do not live with their parents/family members and have a high
school diploma (38.39%). Nonetheless, respondents with a high school diploma as their
highest level of completed education are the majority of either people who live with their
parents/family and of respondents who do not live under those living arrangements.
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Results also reveal a statistically significant correlation between young adults who do
not live with parents/family and have higher levels of education and young adults who
live with their parents/family and have those levels of education. In a more concrete
manner, there are 130 young adults with master’s degrees completed in both types of
living arrangements, although that signifies that between the young adults who do not
live with their parents and other adult relatives that percentage is significantly superior
(23.77%) compared to young adults who live with their parents/family and have completed
a master’s degree (13.64%). The statistical tests (in this case, t-test) also showed statistical
differences concerning living arrangements and young adults with PhDs, however, since
the number of cases is diminished, such a correlation should not be particularly highlighted
in this article.

According to the data, there are also correlations between living arrangements and
occupation situations. There are statistically significantly higher percentages of young
adults who live with parents/family and are students (36.41%) or are unemployed (12.07%)
in comparison to respondents who do not live under those living arrangements and
are students (14.26%) or unemployed (6.40%). On the other hand, there are statistically
significantly higher percentages of young adults who do not live with parents/family and
are employees (65.45%) or self-employed (11.52%) in comparison to young adults who
live with their parents/family members and are in one of those two occupation situations
(42.08% for the case of employees and 7.03% for self-employed).

Of the 953 young adults who affirmed that they do live with their parents or other
adult relatives, respondents were inquired regarding the education level and occupation
situation of those parents or adult relatives with whom they live. Respondents could name
up to four parents/family members who they live with. Therefore, Figure 2 surpasses 100%
for either socio-demographic factor (education level and occupation situation). Figure 2
depicts the percentages of the education level and occupation situation of those parents
and other adult relatives across the 953 young adults of the sample who live under those
living arrangements.

Youth 2023, 3, FOR PEER REVIEW 13 
 

 

 
Figure 2. Percentages of education level and occupation situation of the parents/family members of 
young adults who live with them. Source: Authors. 

Figure 2 contributes to the understanding of the environment of the 953 young adults 
(63.53%) who live with their parents or other adult relatives. Accordingly, most of such 
parents and family members are employees (82.16%), while the occupational situation that 
is least common is being a liberal worker (freelancer) (7.14%). Surprisingly, 32.00% of such 
parents/family members are students, which makes it the second most common occupa-
tion situation in this context. Regarding educational level, the majority of these young 
adults’ family members have a basic education level (55.93%) or have completed high 
school (62.54%). 

As we are interested in understanding the usages of media and digital/technological 
devices by Portuguese young adults and their respective frequencies, Figure 3 starts to 
rank which media devices the sample group have access to, with respondents being able 
to select several media. 

  

55.93%
62.54%

34.10%
14.38%

4.41%
32.00%
31.16%

82.16%
7.14%

22.14%
23.29%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Basic education
High school

Bachelor's degree
Master's degree

PhD
Student

Self-employed
Employee

Liberal worker (Freelancer)
Unemployed

Retired/pensioner

Figure 2. Percentages of education level and occupation situation of the parents/family members of
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Figure 2 contributes to the understanding of the environment of the 953 young adults
(63.53%) who live with their parents or other adult relatives. Accordingly, most of such
parents and family members are employees (82.16%), while the occupational situation
that is least common is being a liberal worker (freelancer) (7.14%). Surprisingly, 32.00% of
such parents/family members are students, which makes it the second most common
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occupation situation in this context. Regarding educational level, the majority of these
young adults’ family members have a basic education level (55.93%) or have completed
high school (62.54%).

As we are interested in understanding the usages of media and digital/technological
devices by Portuguese young adults and their respective frequencies, Figure 3 starts to
rank which media devices the sample group have access to, with respondents being able to
select several media.
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According to Figure 3, mobile phones (92.80%), laptop computers (84.13%), and a
television with a box (78.53%) are the primary media to which young adults affirm they
have access to. On the other hand, televisions using satellite or just with the four national
generalist channels were the two least selected media, both with less than 20% of affirmative
answers.

Figure 3 reveals that mobile phones stand out as a popular medium, followed by
laptop computers and television sets with a box (ADSL or Fibre technology). Therefore,
Table 5 reveals the frequency of consumption between those three devices, with a range of
five answers, according to a Likert scale ranging from “Everyday” to “Never”.

Table 5. Frequency of consumption of mobile phones, laptop computers, and TV with box
(ADSL/Fibre) according to a Likert scale from “Everyday” to “Never”.

Mobile
Phone

(A)

Laptop
Computer

(B)

TV with a Box
(ADSL/Fibre)

(C)

N % N % N %

Frequency of
consumption

Everyday 1353 90.20% BC 804 53.60% C 726 48.40%
Several times

a week 79 5.27% 351 23.40% A 370 24.67% A

Once a week 41 2.73% 159 10.60% A 146 9.73% A
Rarely 18 1.20% 109 7.27% A 155 10.33% AB
Never 9 0.60% 77 5.13% A 103 6.87% AB

Source: Authors.
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Table 5 details the frequency of consumption between the three media devices
the sampled young adults most affirmed having access to. However, the results of
Table 5 reinforce the idea that access does not necessarily translate to consumption,
and according to the data, with statistically significant differences. In fact, more than
nine out of every ten young adults assert that they utilise their mobile phones everyday
(1353 respondents, 90.20%), which is statistically significantly more frequent than the
everyday consumption of laptop computers (804 respondents, 53.60%) and TV sets with
a box (ADSL/Fibre) (726 respondents, 48.40%). Nonetheless, results show that using
laptop computers every day is statistically significantly more frequent than using TV
sets with a box every day.

Since only one out of every ten young adults does not use a mobile phone every
day, the following options for the frequency of consumption tend to reveal statistically
significant differences, from the less frequent uses of a TV with a box in comparison to
mobile phone uses and sometimes the usage of laptop computers. Those statistically
significant differences solidify the idea that laptop computers and especially TVs with
boxes are statistically significantly used in less frequent rhythms of consumption compared
to the everyday basis of mobile phone consumption in young adults.

To further detail the media consumption of the sampled young adults, respondents
were also questioned regarding their media content consumption. Figure 4 reveals the
frequency of consumption of 14 different types of media content.
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Figure 4. Percentages representing the frequency of consumption of 14 different types of media
content, according to a Likert scale from “Everyday” to “Never”. Source: Authors.

The results of Figure 4 reveal a particular emphasis on the more frequent consumption
of social media. In fact, more than 8 in every 10 young adults use social media platforms
every day. For example, the second media content most frequently consumed is series,
which are only seen by almost 4 out of every 10 respondents. Albeit, only regarding social
media platforms is “Everyday” the most frequent answer. In the case of series, playlists,
news, entertainment programmes, information websites, and streaming platforms, the
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most answered option was “Several times a week”, while “Everyday” was the second most
answered option. In the particular case of movies, although “Several times a week” was
the most answered option (38.2%), the second most answered option for frequency was
“once a week” (30.7%).

Soap operas seem to be more polarising in terms of frequency of consumption, since it
is the media content with the smallest percentage of “Once a week” answers. In fact, both
soap operas and printed newspapers are the only two media content to which “Never” was
the most answered option for frequency.

Feature stories/documentaries were the only media content that had “Once a week”
as the most answered option (32.3%) while “Rarely” was the most answered option for
podcasts (30%), political commentaries (37.5%), and debates (44.4%).

Printed newspapers are the least frequently consumed media by young adults, since
the majority of the sample either consumes it rarely (38.4%) or even never (38.5%).

5. Discussion

This study started by identifying a need for the socio-demographic characterisation
of young adults in Portugal, focusing on people aged between 18 and 30, although with
understanding such an age group as diversified and not homogeneous, particularly since
the Portuguese national census does not tend to present statistical quantitative contributions
regarding such an age group.

Table 1 presented the representative sample distribution of 1500 young adults, re-
vealing that the profile of young adults in Portugal is an employee (50.60%) and a person
who had completed a university degree (53.13%). Almost one in every three young adults
surveyed is still a student (28.33%). Hence, and answering RQ1: “How can the profile of a
young adult be characterised in Portugal?”, representative data allows affirming that such a
young adult profile in Portugal is typically legally single (76.33%), identifies as heterosexual
(83.5%), and does not have kids (83.5%). Young adults who live either in the district of
Lisbon or Porto represent almost one in every two respondents (28.67% + 20.80% = 49.47%).

Further results presented in the tables and figures intended to explore correlations be-
tween different socio-demographic factors, supporting the understanding of young adults
in Portugal. Both descriptive and inferential statistical procedures were applied to estab-
lish appropriate comparisons between socio-demographic factors, indicating statistically
significant differences through z-tests, and occasionally t-tests, with a significance level
of 0.05.

Such statistical analysis identifies numerous levels of correlations, thus creating vari-
ous layers of answers to RQ2: “What statistical correlations are there among the sociode-
mographic characterisation features of young adults in Portugal?”. Figure 1 shows that
the average age changes according to specific socio-demographic factors. If the average
age of general respondents is 24.51 years old, for example, the average age of students of
the sample is 21.48 years old, while the average ages of self-employed, liberal workers and
employee respondents are close to 26 years old. Those results are not surprising. Although
the movements towards access to higher education in Portugal reveal the existence of more
or less favourable factors, such as educational policies and education-favourable family
contexts, which influence aspirations in relation to obtaining a university diploma [45], in
recent decades, having a higher education degree has suffered a process of democratisation.
This explains why the average age of young students is above the age at which they finish
high school, putting upward pressure on the average ages of other living and working
conditions. Table 4 revealed that the frequency of student young adults living with their
parents/family is statistically significantly superior (36.41% of respondents who live under
those living arrangements) than the frequency of student young adults who do not live
with their parents or adult relatives (14.26%). Consequently, and since most students of
the sample are pursuing a university degree, our data suggests that enrolling on a univer-
sity degree does not translate to independent housing. In fact, it seems that independent
housing, particularly reinforced by the current context of the housing crisis [43] is not a
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trend for students, who tend to be financially dependent young adults. Therefore, in the
context of Portugal, it is not possible to connect legal adulthood (18 years old) to living
independently—likewise in the cases of studies [40] or [41].

There are several factors that suggest difficulties in achieving independence, as
responsibility capabilities were historically linked with adulthood [11]. Enriching the
correlations focused on by RQ2, Table 4 revealed statistically significantly higher frequen-
cies between young adults who live with their parents/family and are single (89.19%)
in comparison to respondents who do not live under those living arrangements and are
single (53.93%), or even statistically significantly higher frequencies of young adults who
live with their parents/family and do not have kids (89.40%) in comparison to the ones
who do not live under those living arrangements and do not have kids (73.31%). Hence,
both marital status and having kids can be seen as factors for independent housing, ce-
menting the idea that independent housing is an economically and financially difficult
scenario to achieve for young adults who are single and have no children. Nonetheless,
Figure 1 showed that marrying/having non-marital partnerships or having kids are socio-
demographic factors connected to the older young adults in the sample. In fact, Table 2
indicated that almost one in every three young adults who are married or in a non-marital
partnership still live with their parents/family. In the case of young adults who have kids,
more than two out of every five respondents with kids still live with their parents/family,
according to Table 3.

Regarding independent housing, Table 4 suggests that only young adults with a
master’s degree or a PhD were in a statistically significant higher proportion of not living
with their parents/family members (23.77% for master’s degree) in comparison to young
adults who live with their parents/family members and have completed such education
levels (13.64% for master’s degree). These results may suggest that only by achieving
such high levels of education may young adults find themselves in a situation of financial
stability that allows them to move from their family’s home. Therefore, partially justifying
the reinforcement of the housing problems at the core of political debate in Portugal, that
has even originated social movements, at least since late 2016 [43]. In fact, the results
situate the housing scenario of Portuguese young adults in the same perspective as other
international contexts, where there is an inability to purchase housing, placing these young
adults in a scenario where renting is the only possibility of independent housing, which
can be called “generation rent” [42]. This does not imply that renting is even an accessible
scenario, as the data seems to indicate. In fact, of the 953 young adults who live with their
parents or adult relatives, most of those adults are employees (82.16%), have a high school
diploma (62.54%) or only basic education (55.93%), as shown in Figure 2.

Regarding sampled young adults’ relationship with media devices—thus correspond-
ing to RQ3: “How does this characterisation of young adults in Portugal extend to the use
and frequency of use of media devices and formats?”—results reinforce the importance of
digital technologies for this age cohort, following the steps of other studies regarding the
circumstances in Portugal [2,22]. Without demonising media, usages of such technologies
may be critically understood even in regard to how such technologies reproduce several
types of social and cultural structures and hierarchies [24,27]. Figure 3 shows that mobile
phones (92.80%), laptop computers (84.13%), and television with a box (78.53%) are the
primary media to which young adults affirm having access to. On the other hand, televi-
sions using satellite or just with the four national generalist channels were the two least
chosen media, both with less than 20% of affirmative answers. If such results could suggest
a reinforcement of the idea of audiences as tending toward cross-media consumption [20],
the results of Table 5 reveal nuances in the frequency of consumption between the media
respondents more affirm to have access to. Everyday mobile phone usage (90.20%) sig-
nificantly surpasses the everyday usage of laptop computers (53.60%) and TV sets with a
box (48.40%). Such results reinforce the need for more studies focused on the particular
context of the consumption of mobile phones and mobile apps by young adults in Portugal,
although those levels of usage in Portugal seem to fit with universal trends even regarding
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different assumptions of youth groups [18,46], which identify COVID-19 pandemic lock-
downs as instigators of a bigger dependency on apps and mobile phones, particularly in
younger generations [19].

In fact, Figure 4 revealed a dominant everyday consumption of social media plat-
forms (81.1%), emphasising studies about the situation in Portugal [47], but also following
trends beyond Portugal [48], which aligns with the idea that lockdowns developed a need
for social interactions, even in digital forms. Such results may be understood with the
idea that young adults have a better capability and adaptability for socialising in rapidly
changing social structures [21]. Figure 4 also contributes to the characterisation of young
adults as news avoiders [36], since printed newspapers are the least frequently consumed
media—most of the sample either consumes it rarely (38.4%) or even never (38.5%). Fur-
thermore, other forms of media content directly connected to information consumption
are among the lowest consumed: debates (44.4% rarely consume it, 22.3% never consume
it), political commentaries (37.5% rarely consume it, 21.7% never consume it), and features
stories/documentaries (29.5% rarely consumes it, 5.2% never consume it). On the opposite
note, news was the fourth most frequently consumed media content according to Figure 4.
Such results may be explained by the phenomenon of consuming information through so-
cial media platform scrolls [49], perhaps answering the apparent disinterest in information
consumption, which in turn creates further challenges as digital echo chambers [50].

6. Conclusions

This research intended to contribute to a more detailed understanding of young
adulthood in Portugal, after finding such a need in academia as well as in Portuguese
official national statistical outputs. By applying a quantitative-extensive methodology,
rooted in social constructivism, focused on a representative online questionnaire, this study
found that the young adult (aged between 18 and 30) profile in Portugal identifies as
heterosexual, does not have kids, is legally single, and lives with their parents or other
adult family members.

Results reinforce the context of the housing crisis that particularly affects young adults.
Exemplifying the crisis is the fact that even among the young adults who live with their
parents/family, most of the respondents are employees, and have completed high school
or a bachelor’s degree. The districts of Porto and Braga were the ones where the data
shows that a statistical majority live with parents/family. According to the difficulties with
independent housing that the results suggest, in the context of Portugal, it is not possible to
equate legal adulthood (18 years old) with living independently.

In terms of media consumption and frequency of usage, results suggest that young
adults in Portugal have similar media consumption behaviours to other geographical
environments where mobile phones, laptop computers, and TV with a box are the primary
media to which young people have access. However, even between those three, mobile
phones have a higher importance, suggesting media convergence is more in usage than
availability. Everyday social media consumption is predominant to a point that seems
embedded in the daily, ordinary life of most people in Portugal between the ages of 18 and
30, unlike any other media content consumption levels.

Further studies are recommended, particularly focused on Portugal in order to enhance
details, perhaps of a qualitative nature, regarding the categorisation of young adults as a
generation of its own between 18 and 30 years old, and analysing behaviour patterns in
conjunction with socio-demographic factors.
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