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ABSTRACT 
 

Autistic traits and social support are important factors influencing social functioning and well-

being. The aim of this study was to examine the presence of autistic traits and analyze 

perceived social support across three domains—family, friends, and community—among 

individuals engaged in Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics – STEM and non-

STEM occupations. A total of 206 participants of varying age and gender were surveyed. 

Data were collected using standardized scales measuring autistic traits and social support, and 

statistical analyses included nonparametric tests and correlation analyses. Results indicated 

that individuals in STEM fields exhibited higher levels of autistic traits compared to those in 

non-STEM fields. Among participants outside STEM occupations, males demonstrated 

significantly higher autistic traits than females. A significant negative correlation was found 

between autistic traits and perceived social support, indicating that higher levels of autistic 

traits were associated with lower perceived support. Additionally, in the STEM subgroup, 

increased time spent on social media was linked to decreased perceived social support from 

family and friends, while overall perceived social support showed a slight increase with more 

social media use, suggesting complex interactions within digital social environments. These 

findings highlight the variability in social support experiences related to autistic traits and 

occupational contexts, emphasizing the need for tailored interventions and further research on 

the impact of digital media on social relationships. 

 

Keywords: autistic traits, social support, STEM occupations, social media, occupational 

groups. 
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SAŽETAK 

Autistične karakteristike i socijalna podrška predstavljaju važne faktore koji utiču na socijalno 

funkcionisanje i blagostanje. Cilj ovog istraživanja bio je da se ispita prisustvo autističnih 

karakteristika i analizira percipirana socijalna podrška u tri domena – porodica, prijatelji i 

zajednica – među osobama zaposlenim u oblastima nauke, tehnologije, inženjerstva i 

matematike (STEM) i onima izvan tih oblasti (ne-STEM). U istraživanju je učestvovalo 

ukupno 206 ispitanika različitog uzrasta i pola. Podaci su prikupljeni pomoću 

standardizovanih skala za merenje autističnih karakteristika i socijalne podrške, a statistička 

obrada uključivala je neparametarske testove i korelacione analize. Rezultati su pokazali da 

osobe koje rade u STEM oblastima ispoljavaju viši nivo autističnih karakteristika u poređenju 

sa osobama iz ne-STEM oblasti. Među ispitanicima koji nisu zaposleni u STEM oblastima, 

muškarci su pokazali značajno više autističnih karakteristika u odnosu na žene. Utvrđena je 

negativna korelacija između autističnih karakteristika i percipirane socijalne podrške, što 

ukazuje da viši nivo autističnih karakteristika prati niži nivo doživljene socijalne podrške. 

Pored toga, u STEM podgrupi je primećeno da je veće vreme provedeno na društvenim 

mrežama povezano sa nižim nivoom percipirane socijalne podrške od strane porodice i 

prijatelja, dok je ukupni doživljaj socijalne podrške rastao sa većom upotrebom društvenih 

mreža, što ukazuje na složene odnose unutar digitalnog socijalnog okruženja. Ovi nalazi ističu 

varijabilnost iskustava socijalne podrške u odnosu na autistične karakteristike i profesionalni 

kontekst, naglašavajući potrebu za prilagođenim intervencijama i daljim istraživanjima uticaja 

digitalnih medija na socijalne odnose. 

Ključne reči: autistične karakteristike, socijalna podrška, STEM zanimanja, društvene mreže, 

grupe zanimanja. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Autistic traits that can also be present in the typical population most commonly manifest as 

difficulties in socialization (Dymond et al., 2017), in the form of fewer social interactions 

(Jackson et al., 2018), and in establishing and maintaining social relationships with peers 

(White et al., 2016). These socialization difficulties consequently affect obtaining and 

retaining employment and achieving higher education due to challenges in adaptation 

(Cederlund et al., 2008; Shmulsky et al., 2019; Trevisan & Birmingham, 2016). 

Individuals with autistic traits most often choose occupations in the technical-technological 

and natural-mathematical fields (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics – 

STEM) (Austin, 2005; Baron-Cohen et al., 2001, 2007; Hoekstra et al., 2008; Pisula et al., 

2013; Roelfsema et al., 2012; Ruzich et al., 2015; Wakabayashi et al., 2006; Wei et al., 2013, 

2017). It is believed that they more frequently opt for STEM professions due to their 

developed analytical abilities (Baron-Cohen, 2009). There is a higher prevalence of males 

among individuals enrolling in STEM-related university programs, which has also been 

established as more common among populations with autistic traits (Ruzich et al., 2015; 

Turner et al., 2021). Furthermore, if individuals with autistic traits choose STEM occupations, 

research shows that they achieve higher academic success compared to those who have 

chosen other types of professions (Wei et al., 2014). Some authors suggest that deficits in 
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socialization domains are compensated over time by the time spent on computers (Cheryan et 

al., 2017), while others argue that they spend considerable time on computers due to a lack of 

social relationships and therefore choose occupations of this type (Nicholls et al., 2007). 

However, social support is highlighted as one of the most important protective factors for the 

prevention of all mental illnesses (Abdullah et al., 2014; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Harandi et al., 

2017; Reblin & Uchino, 2008; Ozbay et al., 2007; Uchino et al., 2018). Social support is a key 

factor for individuals’ mental health and well-being (Saltzman et al., 2020; Simon et al., 

2021). Nevertheless, how social support varies between individuals in STEM and non-STEM 

occupations has not been sufficiently researched. 

Social support can be defined as relying on close others in stressful situations that exceed an 

individual’s adaptive mechanisms and reflects the individual’s perception of their own social 

integration (Thoits, 1995). It encompasses the subjective experience of the quality of 

interpersonal relationships, as well as the subjective perception of the help an individual can 

receive or actually receives from people in their environment (Karačić, 2012). Social support, 

which can be provided in various domains such as family, friends, and community, is an 

important factor for an individual’s adaptation and functionality, and most instruments 

measuring its level include support from these sources (Heitzmann & Kaplan, 1988; Walsh, 

2006). As with individuals in the typical population, social support can have a significant 

impact on individuals with autistic traits, as it contributes to improved overall quality of life 

(Leader et al., 2021), as well as to the reduction of mental health problems (Renty & Roeyers, 

2007). Therefore, understanding these relationships is crucial for enhancing support for these 

individuals. 

So far, no specific interventions or programs have been developed to enhance social support 

among STEM professionals with autistic traits. Additionally, data on the influence of factors 

such as gender, age, and digital habits on the level of social support are lacking. Further 

research is needed to examine social support across different domains among individuals in 

STEM and non-STEM occupations. Understanding these variables may contribute to the 

development of targeted social support and improved quality of life. 

The aim of this study is to examine the presence of autistic traits and analyze social support in 

three domains (family, friends, community) among individuals engaged in STEM and non-

STEM occupations. 

 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

Sample of participants 

 

The sample included a total of 206 participants, of whom 92 (44.7%) belong to STEM 

occupations, and 114 (55.3%) to non-STEM occupations. Among the participants in the 

STEM group, 49 (53.3%) are male, while 43 (46.7%) are female. In the non-STEM group, 

there are 27 males (23.7%) and 87 females (76.3%). In the STEM group, 26 participants 

(28.3%) are aged 18–24 years, 42 (45.7%) are between 25 and 39 years old, 7 (7.6%) are in 

the 40–55 age group, and 17 (18.5%) are older than 55 years. Among those not in STEM 

occupations, 15 (13.2%) are in the 18–24 age group, 50 (43.9%) are between 25 and 39 years 

old, 26 (22.8%) are between 40 and 55 years old, and 23 (20.2%) are older than 55 years. In 
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the STEM group, 23 participants (25.0%) use a computer up to three hours daily, 23 (25.0%) 

between four and five hours, 21 (22.8%) between six and eight hours, and 25 (27.2%) more 

than eight hours. In the non-STEM group, 32 participants (28.1%) use a computer up to three 

hours daily, 30 (26.3%) between four and five hours, 34 (29.8%) between six and eight hours, 

and 18 (15.8%) more than eight hours. In the STEM group, 46 participants (50.0%) use social 

networks up to one hour daily, 35 (38.0%) between two and three hours, and 11 (12.0%) more 

than three hours. In the non-STEM group, 57 participants (50.0%) use social networks up to 

one hour daily, 41 (36.0%) between two and three hours, and 16 (14.0%) more than three 

hours. 

 

Method of conducting research 

 

The study was conducted as a quantitative study. The final version of the questionnaire 

distributed to participants, which consisted of collecting socio-demographic data as well as 

the specified instruments, was set up on the online platform Google Forms. The web link was 

sent to participants through social media groups whose members included them (Facebook, 

WhatsApp, Viber), with the researchers contacting their acquaintances and asking them to 

complete the questionnaire and to forward it to their acquaintances who belong to the targeted 

participant categories. 

 

Measuring instruments 

 

To determine the presence of autistic traits in the sample participants, the Autism-Spectrum 

Quotient (AQ, Baron-Cohen et al., 2001) scale was used, designed for application in 

individuals over 16 years old. The instrument is a self-report measure and is applied to 

individuals with average intellectual functioning. The instrument consists of 50 items, 

grouped into five domains: social skills, attention switching, attention to detail, 

communication, and imagination. For each item, participants provide responses indicating 

their level of agreement with the statements using a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly 

agree, 2 = somewhat agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = strongly disagree). Responses 

indicating the presence of autistic traits are scored with one point. The maximum score 

participants can achieve is 50, with a higher score indicating a greater presence of autistic 

traits. 

The authors of the instrument emphasize (Baron-Cohen et al., 2011, 2006) that any score 

above 32 points indicates the presence of autistic traits, while more recent research 

(Woodbury-Smith et al., 2005) suggests that any participant who scores above 26 points 

shows the presence of autistic traits. 

Previous research has found that the overall reliability of the instrument ranges from 

questionable to good (α = .67 – .81) (Hoekstra et al., 2008; Hurst et al., 2007; Lepage et al., 

2009). When reporting on the reliability of the instrument, the authors of the scale (Baron-

Cohen et al., 2001) assessed only the reliability of the individual subscales and found that the 

reliability of the social skills subscale was acceptable (α = .77), the attention switching 

subscale was questionable (α = .67), the attention to detail subscale also questionable (α = 
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.63), as well as the communication (α = .65) and imagination (α = .65) subscales. Other 

authors (Hoekstra et al., 2008; Hurst et al., 2007; Lepage et al., 2009), when examining the 

reliability of these subscales in their own studies, found that the reliability of the social skills 

subscale ranged from questionable to acceptable (α = .64 – .75), the attention switching 

subscale ranged from unacceptable to questionable (α = .42 – .62), the attention to detail 

subscale ranged from low to questionable (α = .58 – .63), the communication subscale ranged 

from unacceptable to acceptable (α = .49 – .70), while the imagination subscale ranged from 

unacceptable to low (α = .34 – .52). 

In our study, the reliability of the entire instrument, which consists of 50 items, was 

acceptable (α = .74), while the reliability of the individual subscales, as in previous research, 

ranged from unacceptable to questionable. For this reason, statistical analyses were conducted 

only on the total score of the instrument. Specifically, the ―Social Skills‖ subscale, which 

consists of 10 items, achieved a reliability coefficient of α = .68, while the ―Attention 

Switching‖ subscale, also with 10 items, showed somewhat lower reliability (α = .46). The 

―Attention to Detail‖ subscale had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of α = .61, while the 

―Communication‖ subscale yielded a coefficient of α = .59. The lowest level of internal 

consistency was recorded for the ―Imagination‖ subscale, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

of α = .38. 

To assess participants' perception of social support, the Social Support Index (SSI, Wilcox, 

1981) was used. This instrument consists of 17 items, grouped into three subscales, which 

refer to the presence of social support from family (example item: ―The things I do for 

members of my family and the things they do for me make me feel part of this very important 

group‖), the presence of social support from community members (example item: ―People 

around here know they can get help from the community when they are in trouble‖), and the 

presence of social support from friends (example item: ―I have friends who let me know they 

value who I am and what I can do‖). All responses are provided on a five-point Likert-type 

scale, where participants are asked to indicate their level of agreement with the given 

statements (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree). 

Some items are reverse scored. The maximum score on the instrument is obtained by 

summing the participants’ responses to all items, and it totals 85 points, with a higher score 

indicating a greater level of social support. Any score below 51 points indicates insufficient 

social support. The maximum scores for the subscales measuring social support from family 

and community are 30 points, with scores below 18 indicating insufficient family or 

community support. The maximum score on the subscale measuring social support from 

friends is 25 points, with scores below 15 indicating insufficient support from friends. The 

instrument was translated into Serbian using the double-blind translation method. 

The author of the scale (Wilcox, 1981) reported that the overall reliability of the instrument 

was high (α = .92), while other authors found it to range from acceptable to good (α = .72 – 

.83) (Distelberg et al., 2014; Heitzmann & Kaplan, 1988; McCubbin et al., 1996; Walsh, 

2006). When examining the reliability of the individual subscales, Distelberg and colleagues 

(Distelberg et al., 2014) found that the reliability of the subscale measuring family social 

support was acceptable (α = .76), as was the reliability of the subscale measuring community 
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support (α = .79), while the reliability of the subscale measuring support from friends was 

good (α = .81). 

The reliability of the instrument as a whole and its subscales in our study proved to be good 

and acceptable. The overall instrument, which includes 17 items, demonstrated high reliability 

with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of α = .88, indicating good internal consistency. The 

―Family Social Support‖ subscale, consisting of 6 items, showed good reliability (α = .85), 

while the ―Friend Social Support‖ subscale, also with 6 items, demonstrated acceptable 

internal consistency (α = .77). The ―Community Member Social Support‖ subscale, which 

contains 5 items, had an alpha coefficient of α = .79, also indicating an acceptable level of 

reliability. These results confirm that the instrument is adequate for assessing various aspects 

of social support within the examined sample. 

In addition to the instruments mentioned, socio-demographic data were also collected from 

the participants. These included participants’ gender, age, affiliation with a STEM profession, 

the amount of time spent daily on a computer or phone, as well as the amount of time spent 

daily on social media. 

 

Data processing methods 

 

Data processing was performed using the SPSS software for statistical data analysis (SPSS 

IBM 23 – Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). To determine the reliability of the 

instruments and their subscales, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used. The Shapiro-Wilk test 

was applied to assess deviations from normality in the distribution of numerical variables. 

Participants’ scores from both subsamples on the applied instruments and their subscales were 

presented using descriptive statistical measures. Differences in participants’ scores on the 

instruments and their subscales between dichotomous categorical variables (gender and 

STEM affiliation) were determined using the Mann-Whitney U test, while differences 

between polytomous categorical variables (age groups, average daily time spent on the 

computer, and average daily time spent on social media) were assessed using the Kruskal-

Wallis test. To determine the correlation between the applied instruments, Spearman’s rho 

correlation analysis was used. 

 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

To assess deviations of the empirical distribution of measures from normality in numerical 

variables, the Shapiro-Wilk test was used. As shown in Table 1, the empirical distribution of 

measures deviates from a normal distribution for all variables, which implies the use of non-

parametric statistical tests in further data analysis. Additionally, Table 1 presents the 

distribution of scores achieved by participants from the subsamples on the applied instruments 

and their subscales. 
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Table 1. Subsample scores on the used instruments 

Scales and subscales STEM profession Shapiro-

Wilk test 
 No (N = 114) Yes (N = 92) 

 Min Max M SD Min Max M SD W p 

AQ 5 41 15.52 6.25 7 30 16.10 5.15 .96 < .001 

SSI 22 85 66.25 11.53 32 85 65.33 11.37 .87 < .001 

Family social support 7 30 24.35 5.34 11 30 24.23 5.19 .97 < .001 

Friend social support 7 25 20.85 3.64 6 25 20.58 4.03 .97 < .001 

Community member 

social support 

6 30 21.05 4.90 8 30 20.52 5.05 .87 < .001 

 

Individuals in STEM occupations achieve higher average scores on the scale measuring 

autistic traits compared to participants not engaged in STEM professions. Our results are not 

surprising, considering that many previous studies have found that members of STEM 

occupational groups tend to score higher on instruments assessing autistic traits (Greenberg et 

al., 2018; Griffiths et al., 2022; Josey, 2022; Richards et al., 2020, 2022; Ruzich et al., 2015; 

Turner et al., 2021). 

Individuals not engaged in STEM occupations have higher average scores on the overall 

social support scale, as well as in each domain of social support, compared to those employed 

in STEM fields. This result indicates that non-STEM professionals perceive a higher level of 

social support compared to those working in STEM areas. Higher average scores across all 

domains of social support suggest that individuals outside STEM professions have stronger or 

more accessible support networks, which may be related to the nature of their professional 

and social environments (Vekkaila et al., 2018). It is possible that STEM occupations are 

more often associated with individual work, less focus on interpersonal relationships, or work 

in highly technical and competitive settings that do not encourage the development of broad 

social networks (Su & Rounds, 2015). These findings open avenues for further research into 

the role of professional environments in shaping perceptions of social support and its impact 

on individuals’ psychological well-being. 

Table 2 presents the results of the Mann-Whitney U test regarding differences between 

participants from different occupational groups in terms of the level of social support, as well 

as the individual domains of the scale. 
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Table 2. Dichotomous categorical variable (STEM occupation status) and level of social 

support, including individual scale domains 

Scale and subscales STEM profession N Mdn IQR 

SSI Yes 92 67.00 15 

 No 114 68.00 15 

Family social support  Yes 92 25.50 6 

 No 114 26.00 6 

Friend social support  Yes 92 22.00 5 

 No 114 22.00 5 

Community member social 

support  

Yes 92 21.00 8 

 No 114 21.00 7 

 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test indicate that there is no statistically significant 

difference between participants belonging to the specified occupational group and those who 

do not in terms of social support (U = 5010.50, p = .58). Similarly, there are no statistically 

significant differences in social support received from family (U = 5125.50, p = .78), friends 

(U = 5151.50, p = .83), or community members (U = 4961.50, p = .51). 

One possible reason for the lack of a statistically significant difference in the perception of 

social support between participants engaged in STEM occupations and those who are not may 

be the fact that the occupation itself does not necessarily influence the quality and intensity of 

support experienced by an individual (Brough & Pears, 2004). Social support often stems 

from stable and long-term relationships, such as family and close friends, which are not 

directly related to the professional environment (Turner & Turner, 2012). Additionally, 

increasing digital connectivity and the availability of online communities may enable a 

similar level of social interaction and support regardless of profession (Courtois & Verdegem, 

2016). It is also possible that individuals employed in STEM fields, despite stereotypes about 

lower social engagement, develop effective and functional social networks that meet their 

needs, albeit in different ways (Korte et al., 2019). Another factor that may influence the 

results obtained is the diversity within the professional groups themselves — both STEM and 

non-STEM fields include a wide range of occupations in our sample with varying degrees of 

interpersonal interaction, which may contribute to the equalization in the perception of social 

support. 

A potential cause of the low level of social support from family members is the prolonged 

period of acceptance by immediate family members (Kapp, 2018), as well as the lack of social 

support provided by extended family members to parents of children with autistic traits (Kuru 

& Piyal, 2018). Additionally, due to more pronounced deficits in social communication 

domains, these individuals are less accepted by their peers (Burnette et al., 2005; Kang et al., 

2020), as well as by community members (Richards, 2012). Similar findings were reported by 
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a group of authors in a more recent study (Lei et al., 2020), showing that mental health 

problems experienced by individuals with autistic traits are highly negatively correlated with 

the level of social support they receive from people in their environment, with family 

members and friends identified as the most important sources of social support (Renty & 

Roeyers, 2007). Such results are significant because many studies indicate that the presence of 

social support positively influences all domains of an individual's life (Kapp, 2018; Leader et 

al., 2021; Renty & Roeyers, 2007). 

Table 3 presents the results of the Mann-Whitney U test regarding differences between male 

and female participants from both subsamples in relation to the autistic traits coefficient. 

 

Table 3. Dichotomous categorical variable (participant gender) and autistic traits 

Scale STEM 

profession 
Gender N Mdn IQR 

AQ Yes Male 49 16.00 9 

Female 43 15.00 6 

No  Male 27 18.00 10 

Female 87 14.00 6 

 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test indicate that there is no statistically significant 

difference between male and female participants engaged in STEM occupations regarding the 

autistic traits coefficient (U = 1018.50, p = .78). However, participants from the non-STEM 

subsample show a statistically significant difference by gender (U = 783.00, p = .009), with 

male participants achieving higher scores on the applied instrument, indicating a greater 

presence of autistic traits (Mdn = 18.00) compared to female participants (Mdn = 14.00). This 

aligns with findings suggesting that males in the general population more frequently exhibit 

traits associated with the autistic spectrum, which may be the result of biological, 

neurological, or socialization factors (Ruzich et al., 2015; Turner et al., 2021). 

Table 4 presents the results of the Mann-Whitney U test regarding differences between male 

and female participants from both subsamples in terms of the level of social support, as well 

as the individual domains of the scale. 
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Table 4. Dichotomous categorical variable (participant gender) and level of social support, as 

well as individual domains of the scale 

Scale and subscales STEM 

profession 
Gender N Mdn IQR 

SSI 
Yes 

Male 49 66.00 17 

Female 43 68.00 14 

No 
Male 27 63.00 17 

Female 87 68.00 14 

Family social support  
Yes 

Male 49 26.00 9 

Female 43 25.00 6 

No 
Male 27 22.00 11 

Female 87 26.00 6 

Friend social support  
Yes 

Male 49 20.00 6 

Female 43 22.00 5 

No 
Male 27 20.00 5 

Female 87 22.00 5 

Community member social 

support  
Yes 

Male 49 20.00 7 

Female 43 21.00 7 

No 
Male 27 21.00 5 

Female 87 21.00 7 

 

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test indicate that there are no statistically significant 

differences between male and female participants engaged in STEM occupations regarding 

the presence of social support (U = 921.00, p = .30). Similarly, no statistically significant 

gender differences were found in social support received from family (U = 1029.00, p = .85), 

friends (U = 915.50, p = .28), or community members (U = 896.00, p = .22). The same 

situation is observed when examining the results of the subsample of participants not engaged 

in STEM occupations. Namely, there are no statistically significant gender differences in the 

overall social support received by participants (U = 983.00, p = .20), nor in social support 

from family (U = 979.00, p = .19), friends (U = 967.00, p = .16), or community members (U = 

1108.50, p = .66). 

Considering the aforementioned results, no gender differences were found in either subsample 

regarding the level of social support received by participants. Our findings contradict previous 

research, which showed that females perceive receiving more social support than males 

(Akturk, 2015; Guo et al., 2021). These results suggest that gender does not play a decisive 

role in the experience of social support within these professional groups. It is possible that 

men and women, regardless of occupation, are equally capable of building and maintaining 

support networks, and that in the contemporary social context, gender role differences in 

seeking and providing social support are increasingly diminishing (Matud et al., 2003). The 

absence of gender differences across all domains of social support indicates that access to 

sources of support—such as family, friends, and community—is equally available to both 

men and women, regardless of their profession. 

Descriptive measures relating to differences between various age groups in both subsamples 

regarding social support are presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Polytomous categorical variable (age groups) and social support 

Scale and 

subscales 

 STEM 

profession 
Age group N Mdn IQR 

SSI  

Yes 

18–24 26 61.50 18 

 25–39 42 67.50 16 

 40–55 7 74.00 11 

 >55 17 72.00 15 

 

No 

18–24 15 76.00 12 

 25–39 50 65.00 15 

 40–55 26 65.50 19 

 >55 23 68.00 14 

Family social 

support  

 

Yes 

18–24 26 23.00 11 

 25–39 42 25.00 6 

 40–55 7 27.00 1 

 >55 17 28.00 6 

 

No 

18–24 15 27.00 4 

 25–39 50 25.00 7 

 40–55 26 24.50 9 

 >55 23 27.00 7 

Friend social 

support  

 

Yes 

18–24 26 20.00 7 

 25–39 42 20.50 6 

 40–55 7 22.00 3 

 >55 17 23.00 5 

 

No 

18–24 15 24.00 4 

 25–39 50 21.00 5 

 40–55 26 20.00 5 

 >55 23 22.00 5 

Community 

member social 

support  

 

Yes 

18–24 26 20.50 8 

 25–39 42 21.00 8 

 40–55 7 24.00 9 

 >55 17 20.00 7 

 

No 

18–24 15 61.50 18 

 25–39 50 67.50 16 

 40–55 26 74.00 11 

 >55 23 72.00 15 

 

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test show that STEM participants of different age groups do 

not differ statistically significantly in terms of the overall social support they receive from 

community members (H = 2.38, df = 3, p = .49). However, STEM participants differ 

statistically significantly regarding the overall social support they receive (H = 9.96, df = 3, p 

= .02), with the highest overall social support reported by participants in the 40–55 age group 

(Mdn = 74.00), and the lowest by those in the youngest age group (Mdn = 61.50). 

Furthermore, STEM participants differ statistically significantly in social support received 

from family (H = 9.21, df = 3, p = .03), where the youngest age group receives the least 

family support (Mdn = 23.00), while the oldest age group receives the most family support 

(Mdn = 28.00). Finally, STEM participants also differ statistically significantly in social 

support received from friends (H = 10.37, df = 3, p = .01), with the youngest age group 
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receiving the least support from friends (Mdn = 20.00) and the oldest age group receiving the 

most (Mdn = 23.00). 

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test show that non-STEM participants of different age 

groups do not differ statistically significantly in terms of the overall social support they 

receive (H = 6.22, df = 3, p = .10), nor in the social support they receive from family (H = 

5.38, df = 3, p = .15), friends (H = 3.78, df = 3, p = .29), or community members (H = 5.24, df 

= 3, p = .16). 

Regarding age, no statistically significant differences were found between participants of 

different age groups who are not engaged in STEM occupations. However, it was observed 

that the youngest age group reported the lowest levels of overall social support, as well as 

support from family and friends, while the oldest participants reported the highest levels of 

support. Although statistically significant differences were identified among non-STEM 

participants of different ages, it is important to note that there was a large imbalance in the 

number of participants across age subgroups within this sample. Specifically, the majority of 

participants belonged to the youngest age group, while the 40–55 age group was represented 

by a negligible number of participants. In contrast, the STEM subgroup had a more balanced 

distribution of participants across age groups, and no statistically significant differences were 

found among them, suggesting that the observed results may potentially be an artifact. 

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test on the subgroup of participants employed in STEM 

occupations show that participants who spend different amounts of time on social media do 

not statistically significantly differ in terms of the social support they receive (H = 2.39, df = 

2, p = .30), nor in terms of social support from family (H = 1.92, df = 2, p = .38), friends (H = 

4.00, df = 2, p = .14), or community members (H = 0.41, df = 2, p = .82). When examining the 

subgroup of participants not employed in STEM occupations, the results of the Kruskal-

Wallis test indicate that participants who spend different amounts of time on social media 

statistically significantly differ in terms of overall social support they receive (H = 5.82, df = 

2, p = .05), with those who spend the most time on social media during the day having the 

highest overall social support (Mdn = 68.50). Additionally, participants not employed in 

STEM occupations statistically significantly differ in social support received from friends (H 

= 8.68, df = 2, p = .01), where those who spend the least time on social media during the day 

have the greatest social support from friends (Mdn = 22.00). No statistically significant 

differences were found in this subgroup regarding social support from family (H = 3.07, df = 

2, p = .22) or community members (H = 1.59, df = 2, p = .45). 

When examining the subgroup of participants employed in STEM occupations, no differences 

were found between participants regarding the average time they spend daily on computers or 

phones and social media. However, participants from the subgroup not employed in STEM 

occupations differ in relation to the average time they spend daily on social media. 

Participants who spend the most time on social media during the day have the highest level of 

perceived overall social support, while those who spend the least time on social media 

perceive that they have the greatest social support from friends. Some authors emphasize that 

spending a large amount of time daily on computers and social media simulates a feeling of 

high social support due to a greater number of online interactions (Best et al., 2014; Nabi et 

al., 2013; Longman et al., 2009). 



Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

321 

 

 

 

Table 6 presents the results of Spearman’s rho correlation analysis between the instruments 

used in the study. 

 

Table 6. Results of Spearman’s rho correlation analysis 

 1 

1. SSI  

5. AQ -.31* 

Note: * p < .001 

 

The results of Spearman’s rho correlation analysis indicate a statistically significant negative 

correlation between the Social Support Index and the Autism-Spectrum Quotient (rs = -.31, p 

< .001), where individuals with a higher degree of autistic traits receive less social support. 

The obtained result indicates a significant negative correlation between the level of autistic 

traits and perceived social support, meaning that individuals with more pronounced autistic 

traits tend to receive less social support. This association can be explained by difficulties in 

social interaction and communication characteristic of individuals with autistic traits 

(Dymond et al., 2017; Jackson et al., 2018; White et al., 2016), which may limit their ability 

to establish and maintain quality and supportive relationships. Individuals with higher 

Autism-Spectrum Quotient scores often face challenges in understanding and interpreting 

social cues, which can lead to social isolation or a reduced number of close social contacts 

(Schuwerk et al., 2019). Such factors may negatively affect the perception of available 

support within their social environment. This finding aligns with previous research 

emphasizing the importance of developing supportive networks and interventions aimed at 

improving social skills in individuals with autistic traits to enhance their psychosocial 

functioning and quality of life (Hedley et al., 2017). 

 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the results obtained in our study, it can be concluded that individuals working in 

STEM professions exhibit a higher degree of autistic traits compared to those in other 

occupations. Additionally, it was observed that males not employed in STEM fields show a 

greater level of autistic traits than females, highlighting the significance of gender differences 

within this population (U = 783.00, p = .009). Furthermore, it was established that individuals 

with more pronounced autistic traits generally receive less social support (rₛ = -.31, p < .001), 

emphasizing the importance of targeted social interventions for this group. 

Among participants from STEM fields, it was observed that as time spent on social media 

increases, the perceived level of social support decreases, especially in the domains of support 

from family (H = 9.21, df = 3, p = .03) and friends (H = 10.37, df = 3, p = .01). Overall social 

support also decreases with time spent on social media (H = 9.96, df = 3, p = .02). These 

findings may indicate possible negative effects of excessive digital activity on real social 

connections, particularly in the closest environment. On the other hand, a positive correlation 

was also noted between time spent on social media and total perceived social support (H = 

5.82, df = 2, p = .05), which may reflect the importance of online networks as sources of 

support in modern society. However, the decrease in support from friends with increased time 
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on social media (H = 8.68, df = 2, p = .01) points to the complexity of this dynamic and the 

need for further research. 

The main limitations of this study relate to the size and unevenness of the sample, particularly 

regarding socio-demographic variables such as gender, age groups, and affiliation with STEM 

professions. These limitations may affect the generalizability of the results and suggest the 

need for future research with larger and more representative samples. Additionally, it would 

be beneficial to include other factors that may influence social support, such as the quality of 

interpersonal relationships, mental health, and specific characteristics of digital usage. 

Further research could focus on the development and evaluation of interventions aimed at 

strengthening social support, especially for individuals with pronounced autistic traits and 

those working in STEM fields. Understanding how digital technologies and online social 

resources affect the perception and quality of support could contribute to the creation of 

tailored support and inclusion programs. 

In conclusion, our study highlights the importance of considering various factors that 

influence social support and autistic traits within the context of professional choice and digital 

habits. These findings can serve as a basis for future studies and applications in clinical 

practice and social policies aimed at improving the quality of life of affected populations. 

 

REFERENCES 

1. Abdullah, S., Sipon, S., Nazli, N. N. N. N., & Puwasa, N. H. (2015). The relationship 

between stress and social support among flood victims. Procedia-Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 192(1), 59-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.06.009  

2. Akturk, A.O. (2015). Analysis of cyberbullying sensitivity levels of high school students 

and their perceived social support levels. Interactive Technology and Smart Education, 

12(1), 44-61. https://doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-07-2014-0016 

3. Austin, E. J. (2005). Personality correlates of the broader autism phenotype as assessed by 

the Autism Spectrum Quotient (AQ). Personality and Individual Differences, 38(2), 451-

460. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.04.022 

4. Baron-Cohen, S. (2009). Autism: The empathizing – systemizing (E-S) theory. Annals of 

the New York Academy of Sciences, 1156(1), 68-80. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-

6632.2009.04467.x 

5. Baron-Cohen, S., Hoekstra, R. A., Knickmeyer, R., & Wheelwright, S. (2006). The 

autism-spectrum quotient (AQ) – adolescent version. Journal of Autism and 

Developmental Disorders, 36(3), 343-350. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0073-6 

6. Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., Burtenshaw, A., & Hobson, E. (2007). Mathematical 

talent is linked to autism. Human Nature, 18(2), 125-131. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-

007-9014-0 

7. Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., Skinner, R., Martin, J., & Clubley, E. (2001). The 

autism-spectrum quotient (AQ): Evidence from Asperger syndrome/high-functioning 

autism, males and females, scientists and mathematicians. Journal of Autism and 

Developmental Disorders, 31(1), 5-17. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1005653411471 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Ahmet%20Oguz%20Akturk
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1741-5659
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-07-2014-0016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x


Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

323 

 

 

 

8. Best, P., Manktelow, R., & Taylor, B. (2014). Online communication, social media and 

adolescent wellbeing: A systematic narrative review. Children and Youth Services Review, 

41(2), 27-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.03.001 

9. Brough, P., & Pears, J. (2004). Evaluating the influence of the type of social support on 

job satisfaction and work related psychological well-being. International Journal of 

Organisational Behaviour, 8(2), 472-485. http://hdl.handle.net/10072/5572 

10. Burnette, C. P., Mundy, P. C., Meyer, J. A., Sutton, S. K., Vaughan, A. E., & Charak, D. 

(2005). Weak central coherence and its relations to theory of mind and anxiety in 

autism. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 35(1), 63-73. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-004-1035-5 

11. Cederlund, M., Hagberg, B., Billstedt, E., Gillberg, C. I., Gillberg, C. (2008). Asperger 

syndrome and autism: a comparative longitudinal follow-up study more than 5 years after 

original diagnosis. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 38(1), 72-85. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/S10803-007-0364-6 

12. Cheryan, S., Ziegler, S. A., Montoya, A. K., & Jiang, L. (2017). Why are some STEM 

fields more gender balanced than others?. Psychological Bulletin, 143(1), 1-18. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000052 

13. Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis. 

Psychological Bulletin, 98(2), 310-329. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310 

14. Courtois, C., & Verdegem, P. (2016). With a little help from my friends: An analysis of 

the role of social support in digital inequalities. New Media & Society, 18(8), 1508–1527. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814562162 

15. Distelberg, B. J., Martin, A. S., & Borieux, M. (2014). A deeper look at the Social 

Support Index: A multi-dimensional assessment. The American Journal of Family 

Therapy, 42(3), 243-256. https://doi.org/10.1080/01926187.2013.837362 

16. Dymond, S. K., Meadan, H., & Pickens, J. L. (2017). Postsecondary education and 

students with autism spectrum disorders: Experiences of parents and university personnel. 

Journal of Developmental and Physical Disabilities, 29(5), 809-825. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10882-017-9558-9 

17. Greenberg, D. M., Warrier, V., Allison, C., & Baron-Cohen, S. (2018). Testing the 

Empathizing–Systemizing theory of sex differences and the Extreme Male Brain theory of 

autism in half a million people. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences, 115(48), 12152-12157.  

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.181103211 

18. Griffiths, A. J., Nash, A. M., Maupin, Z. D., Delgado, R., & Mathur, S. K. (2022). 

Creating Career Opportunities for Women with Autism in STEM. In Generation A (pp. 3-

21). Emerald Publishing Limited. 

19. Guo, K., Zhang, X., Bai, S., Minhat, H. S., Nazan, A. I. N. M., Feng, J., & Saliluddin, S. 

(2021). Assessing social support impact on depression, anxiety, and stress among 

undergraduate students in Shaanxi province during the COVID-19 pandemic of China. 

PLoS One, 16(7), e0253891. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253891 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.03.001
http://hdl.handle.net/10072/5572
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-004-1035-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814562162
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253891


Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

324 

 

 

 

20. Harandi, T. F., Taghinasab, M. M., & Nayeri, T. D. (2017). The correlation of social 

support with mental health: A meta-analysis. Electronic Physician, 9(9), 5212-5222. 

https://doi.org/10.19082/5212 

21. Hedley, D., Uljarević, M., Wilmot, M., Richdale, A., & Dissanayake, C. (2017). Brief 

report: social support, depression and suicidal ideation in adults with autism spectrum 

disorder. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 47(11), 3669-3677. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3274-2 

22. Heitzmann, C. A., & Kaplan, R. M. (1988). Assessment of methods for measuring social 

support. Health Psychology, 7(1), 75-109. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.7.1.75 

23. Hoekstra, R. A., Bartels, M., Cath, D. C., & Boomsma, D. I. (2008). Factor structure, 

reliability and criterion validity of the autism-spectrum quotient (AQ): A study in Dutch 

population and patient groups. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 38(8), 

1555-1566. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-008-0538-x 

24. Hurst, R., Nelson-Gray, R., Mitchell, J., & Kwapil, T. (2007). The relationship of 

Asperger’s characteristics and schizotypal personality traits in a non-clinical adult sample. 

Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 37(9), 1711-

1720.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0302-z 

25. Jackson, S. L. J., Hart, L., Brown, J. T., & Volkmar, F. R. (2018). Brief report: Self-

reported academic, social, and mental health experiences of post-secondary students with 

autism spectrum disorder. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 48(3), 643-

650. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x 

26. Josey, S. B. (2022). Autistic traits among engineers of the nuclear Industry: Prevalence 

and Propensities (Doctoral dissertation, Tarleton State University). 

27. Kang, E., Santore, L. A., Rankin, J. A., & Lerner, M. D. (2020). Self-reported social skills 

importance ratings, not social skills themselves, predict sociometric status among youth 

with autism spectrum disorder. Research in Autism Spectrum Disorders, 74(1), 10-18. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2020.101552 

28. Kapp, S. K. (2018). Social support, well-being, and quality of life among individuals on 

the autism spectrum. Pediatrics, 141(4), 362-368. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-

4300N 

29. Karačić, S. (2012). Socijalna podrška kod adolescenata s tjelesnim oštećenjem. Europski 

Časopis za Bioetiku, 3(5), 219-243. https://hrcak.srce.hr/87550 

30. Korte, R., Brunhaver, S., & Zehr, S. M. (2019). The socialization of STEM professionals 

into STEM careers: A study of newly hired engineers. Advances in Developing Human 

Resources, 21(1), 92-113.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422318814550 

31. Kuru, N. İ. L. G. Ü. N., & Piyal, B. (2018). Perceived social support and quality of life of 

parents of children with Autism. Nigerian Journal of Clinical Practice, 21(9), 1182-1189. 

32. Leader, G., Barrett, A., Ferrari, C., Casburn, M., Maher, L., Naughton, K., & Mannion, A. 

(2021). Quality of life, gastrointestinal symptoms, sleep problems, social support, and 

social functioning in adults with autism spectrum disorder. Research in Developmental 

Disabilities, 112(1), 1039-1045. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2021.103915 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0278-6133.7.1.75
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2020.101552
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-4300N
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-4300N
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2021.103915


Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

325 

 

 

 

33. Lei, J., Brosnan, M., Ashwin, C., & Russell, A. (2020). Evaluating the role of autistic 

traits, social anxiety, and social network changes during transition to the first year of 

university in typically developing students and students on the autism spectrum. Journal 

of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 50(8), 2832-2851. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-020-04391-w 

34. Lepage, J.-F., Lortie, M., Taschereau-Dumouchel, V., & Théoret, H. (2009). Validation of 

French-Canadian versions of the Empathy Quotient and Autism Spectrum Quotient. 

Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 41(4), 272-

276. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016248 

35. Longman, H., O'Connor, E., & Obst, P. (2009). The effect of social support derived from 

World of Warcraft on negative psychological symptoms. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 

12(5), 563-566. https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2009.0001 

36. Matud, M. P., Ibañez, I., Bethencourt, J. M., Marrero, R., & Carballeira, M. (2003). 

Structural gender differences in perceived social support. Personality and Individual 

Differences, 35(8), 1919-1929. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(03)00041-2 

37. McCubbin, H. I., Patterson, J. M., & Glynn, T. (1996). Social Support Index. In H. I. 

McCubbin, A. I. Thompson, & M. A. McCubbin (Eds.), Family assessment: Resiliency, 

coping and adaptation–Inventories for research and practice. Madison: University of 

Wisconsin System.  

38. Nabi, R. L., Prestin, A., & So, J. (2013). Facebook friends with (health) benefits? 

Exploring social network site use and perceptions of social support, stress, and well-being. 

Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 16(10), 721-727. 

https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0521 

39. Nicholls, G. M., Wolfe, H., Besterfield‐Sacre, M., Shuman, L. J., & Larpkiattaworn, S. 

(2007). A method for identifying variables for predicting STEM enrollment. Journal of 

Engineering Education, 96(1), 33-44. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2007.tb00913.x 

40. Ozbay, F., Johnson, D. C., Dimoulas, E., Morgan, C. A., Charney, D., & Southwick, S. 

(2007). Social support and resilience to stress: from neurobiology to clinical practice. 

Psychiatry, 4(5), 35-40. 

41. Pisula, E., Kawa, R., Szostakiewicz, Ł., Łucka, I., Kawa, M., & Rynkiewicz, A. (2013). 

Autistic traits in male and female students and individuals with high functioning autism 

spectrum disorders measured by the Polish version of the AutismSpectrum quotient. PLoS 

One, 8(9), e75236. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075236 

42. Reblin, M., & Uchino, B. N. (2008). Social and emotional support and its implication for 

health. Current Opinion in Psychiatry, 21(2), 201-

205.  https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0b013e3282f3ad89 

43. Renty, J., & Roeyers, H. (2007). Individual and marital adaptation in men with autism 

spectrum disorder and their spouses: The role of social support and coping strategies. 

Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 37(7), 1247-1255. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0268-x 

44. Richards, G., Baron-Cohen, S., Stokes, H., Warrier, V., Mellor, B., Winspear, E., & 

Galvin, J. (2020). Assortative Mating, Autistic Traits, Empathizing, and Systemizing. The 

https://doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2009.0001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(03)00041-2
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0521
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x


Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

326 

 

 

 

Preprint Server for Biology - BioRxiv, 1(1), 1-27.  

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.28.358895 

45. Richards, G., Baron-Cohen, S., Warrier, V., Mellor, B., Davies, J., Gee, L., & Galvin, J. 

(2022). Evidence of partner similarity for autistic traits, systemizing, and theory of mind 

via facial expressions. Scientific Reports, 12(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-

11592-z 

46. Richards, J. (2012). Examining the exclusion of employees with Asperger syndrome from 

the workplace. Personnel Review, 41(5), 630-646. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00483481211249148 

47. Roelfsema, M. T., Hoekstra, R. A., Allison, C., Wheelwright, S., Brayne, C., & Matthews, 

F. E. (2012). Are autism spectrum conditions more prevalent in an information-

technology region? A school-based study of three regions in the Netherlands. Journal of 

Autism and Developmental Disorders, 42(1), 734-739. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-

011-1302-1 

48. Ruzich, E., Allison, C., Chakrabarti, B., Smith, P., Musto, H., Ring, H., & Baron-Cohen, 

S. (2015). Sex and STEM occupation predict Autism-Spectrum Quotient (AQ) scores in 

half a million people. PLoS One, 10(10), 1-15. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141229 

49. Ruzich, E., Allison, C., Smith, P., Watson, P., Auyeung, B., Ring, H., & Baron-Cohen, S. 

(2015). Measuring autistic traits in the general population: a systematic review of the 

Autism-Spectrum Quotient (AQ) in a nonclinical population sample of 6,900 typical adult 

males and females. Molecular Autism, 6(1), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1186/2040-2392-6-2 

50. Saltzman, L. Y., Hansel, T. C., & Bordnick, P. S. (2020). Loneliness, isolation, and social 

support factors in post-COVID-19 mental health. Psychological Trauma: Theory, 

Research, Practice, and Policy, 12(1), 55-57. https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000703 

51. Schuwerk, T., Kaltefleiter, L. J., Au, J. Q., Hoesl, A., & Stachl, C. (2019). Enter the wild: 

Autistic traits and their relationship to mentalizing and social interaction in everyday life. 

Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 49, 4193–4208. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-019-04134-6 

52. Shmulsky, S., Gobbo, K., & Bower, M. W. (2019). STEM faculty experience teaching 

students with autism. Journal of STEM Teacher Education, 53(2), 4-11. 

https://doi.org/10.30707/JSTE53.2SHMULSKY 

53. Simon, J., Helter, T. M., White, R. G., Van der Boor, C., & Łaszewska, A. (2021). 

Impacts of the Covid-19 lockdown and relevant vulnerabilities on capability well-being, 

mental health and social support: an Austrian survey study. BMC Public Health, 21(1), 1-

12. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-10351-5 

54. Su, R., & Rounds, J. (2015). All STEM fields are not created equal: People and things 

interests explain gender disparities across STEM fields. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 

Article 189. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00189 

55. Thoits, P. A. (1995). Stress, coping, and social support processes: Where are we? What 

next? Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 35(1), 53-79. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2626957 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00483481211249148
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/tra0000703
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-019-04134-6
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00189


Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

327 

 

 

 

56. Trevisan, D., & Birmingham, E. (2016). Examining the relationship between autistic traits 

and college adjustment. Autism, 20(6), 719-729. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361315604530 

57. Turner, E., Aitken, E., & Richards, G. (2021). Autistic traits, STEM, and medicine: 

Autism Spectrum Quotient scores predict medical students’ career specialty 

preferences. SAGE Open, 11(4), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211050389 

58. Turner, J. B., & Turner, R. J. (2012). Social relations, social integration, and social 

support. In C. S. Aneshensel, J. C. Phelan, & A. Bierman (Eds.), Handbook of the 

sociology of mental health (pp. 341–356). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-

4276-5_17 

59. Uchino, B. N., Bowen, K., Kent de Grey, R., Mikel, J., & Fisher, E. B. (2018). Social 

Support and Physical Health: Models, Mechanisms, and Opportunities. In: Fisher E. et al. 

(eds) Principles and Concepts of Behavioral Medicine. Springer, New York, NY. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-006-9056-5 

60. Vekkaila, J., Virtanen, V., Taina, J., & Pyhältö, K. (2018). The function of social support 

in engaging and disengaging experiences among post PhD researchers in STEM 

disciplines. Studies in Higher Education, 43(8), 1439-1453. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2016.1259307 

61. Wakabayashi, A., Baron-Cohen, S., Wheelwright, S., & Tojo, Y. (2006). The autism-

spectrum quotient (AQ) in Japan: A cross cultural comparison. Journal of Autism and 

Developmental Disorders, 36(2), 263-270. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-005-0061-2 

62. Walsh, F. (2006). Strengthening family resilience (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Guilford 

Press. 

63. Wei, X., Christiano, E. R. A., Yu, J. W., Blackorby, J., Shattuck, P., & Newman, L. A. 

(2014). Postsecondary pathways and persistence for STEM and non-STEM majors: 

Among college students with an autism spectrum disorder. Journal of Autism and 

Developmental Disorders, 44(5), 1159-1167. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-013-1978-5 

64. Wei, X., Yu, J. W., Shattuck, P., & Blackorby, J. (2017). High school math and science 

preparation and postsecondary STEM participation for students with an autism spectrum 

disorder. Focus on Autism and Other Developmental Disabilities, 32(2) 83-92. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088357615588489 

65. Wei, X., Yu, J. W., Shattuck, P., McCracken, M., & Blackorby, J. (2013). Science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) participation among college students 

with an autism spectrum disorder. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 43(7), 

1539-1546. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-012-1700-z 

66. White, S. W., Elias, R., Salinas, C. E., Capriola, N., Conner, C. M., Asselin, S. B., & 

Getzel, E. E. (2016). Students with autism spectrum disorder in college: Results from a 

preliminary mixed methods needs analysis. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 

56(1), 29-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2016.05.010 

67. Wilcox, B. L. (1981). Social support, Life stress, and psychological adjustment. American 

Journal of Community Psychology, 9(1), 371-386. 

68. Woodbury-Smith, M. R., Robinson, J., Wheelwright, S., & Baron-Cohen, S. (2005). 

Screening adults for Asperger syndrome using the AQ: A preliminary study of its 

https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211050389
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4276-5_17
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4276-5_17
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2016.1259307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-005-0061-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-017-3315-x


Bojana Arsić 

Research in Education and Rehabilitation 2025; 8(2): 309-328                                  DOI: 10.51558/2744-1555.2025.8.2.309 

328 

 

 

 

diagnostic validity in clinical practice. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 

35(3), 331-335. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-005-3300-7 

 

 


