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S1. INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
	N
	Question
	Content

	1
	Quali motivazioni l’hanno spinta a partecipare a un programma di studio all’estero? Cosa le ha fatto scegliere il suo paese di destinazione? Cosa sperava di ricavare dall’esperienza?

Why did you decide to participate in a study abroad experience? What made you choose your Country of destination? What did you expect to achieve from this experience?
	Pre-departure expectations

	2
	Prima di partire per la sua esperienza all’estero, aveva già avuto modo di conoscere la cultura del Paese dove è stato? Era curioso verso culture di altri Paesi? Se sì, questo è stato un fattore che l’ha spinta a intraprendere il percorso all’estero? In quale misura rispetto ad altri fattori? 

Before leaving for this travel, did you have prior experience with the culture of your Country of destination? Were you curious about other cultures and countries? If so, do you think this was one of the reasons that made you choose to study abroad? How much so, compared to other factors?
	Pre-departure expectations

	3
	Quanto la sua esperienza di studio all’estero ha soddisfatto le sue aspettative?  

How satisfied were you with the study abroad experience?
	Coming back

	4
	Può raccontarmi di uno dei momenti migliori della sua esperienza di studio all’estero?  (Cosa è accaduto? Questo episodio l’ha cambiata? In che modo?)

Can you please tell me about the best moment of your abroad experience? (What happened? Has this changed you? How?)
	Experience – High point

	5
	Può raccontarmi un’esperienza impegnativa o difficile vissuta durante il suo periodo di studio all’estero? (Cosa è accaduto? Come l’ha superata? Questo episodio l’ha cambiata? In che modo?)

Can you please tell me about a challenging or difficult moment during your experiences abroad? (What happened? How did you overcome it? Has this changed you? How?)
	Experience – Low point

	6
	Ripensando al suo periodo di studio all’estero, sarebbe possibile identificare alcuni momenti chiave che si distinguono come punti di svolta – episodi che hanno segnato un importante cambiamento in lei o nella sua vita?

Thinking back to your period abroad, would it be possible to identify some key moments that act as turning points in your experience?
	Experience – Turning points

	7
	Qual è stata la sua esperienza di ritorno a casa?   

How was your experience coming back?
	Coming back

	8
	Nel complesso, pensa di essere maturato come persona a seguito della sua esperienza di studio all’estero? Se sì, in che modo?

Overall, do you feel that you grew up during this experience abroad? If yes, how so?
	Changes – Personal Growth

	9
	Pensa che la sua esperienza di studio all’estero abbia influenzato i suoi valori e le sue credenze?  

Do you think that this experience has influenced your values and beliefs (political, religious, personal, interpersonal)?
	Changes – Values

	10
	Pensa che la sua esperienza di studio all’estero abbia influenzato i suoi progetti o i suoi obiettivi per il futuro?

Do you think your experience abroad has somehow changed or influenced your goals and projects for the future?
	Changes – Future goals

	11
	In generale, come pensa che questa esperienza abbia influito sulla sua identità?

Overall, how do you think this experience has influenced your identity (personal and cultural)?
	Changes – Identity














S2. CODING MANUAL FOR AGENCY 
Original version by: Adler, J. M., Skalina, L. M., & McAdams, D. P. (2008). The narrative reconstruction of psychotherapy and psychological health. Psychotherapy Research, 18, 719-734. https://doi.org/10.1080/10503300802326020 
Previously used by: van Doeselaar, L., McLean, K. C., Meeus, W., Denissen, J. A., & Klimstra T. A. (2020). Adolescents’ identity formation: Linking the narrative and the dual-cycle approach. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49, 818-835. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01096-x

The presence of agentic elements in narratives expresses the autonomy of the protagonist. Individuals who recounted their experiences in highly agentic terms describe themselves as being able to influence the course of their life (Adler), have control of their actions (McAdams), and initiate changes on their own (Adler, Skalina, & McAdams). Agentic elements concern the degree to which people internalize their actions, reflect on them, and engage in them with a full sense of choice (Deci & Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory). This achievement may come through self-insight, gaining a sense of control, or a feeling of increased power (McAdams’ self-mastery). 
CODES 0 – 4, where 4 = highest agency
· 0 = Protagonist is completely powerless, at the mercy of circumstances; all action is motivated by external powers; or the narrative is not written in first person (rare).

· 1 = Protagonist is somewhat at the mercy of circumstances, with primary control of the plot at the hands of external powers.
Examples from narratives of the current study
(Q7) “Direi traumatico, in realtà, il ritorno da New York… uno perché appunto gli orari erano tutti un po’ sballati o comunque compromessi, due anche la fame tantissimo… è una cosa che ho notato parecchio, in realtà avevo fame a qualsiasi ora del giorno e della notte. E poi appunto per questa cosa dei vari rapporti che avevo stretto, è stato difficile non vedere più le persone che vedevo lì ogni giorno… anzi, avercele dall’altra parte dell’Italia molto spesso. Sì, queste qui sono state le cose più complicate del ritorno diciamo.” (I would say that it was actually traumatic, the return from New York… for one because, well, the timetables were all a bit messed up or otherwise fractured, then there was also so much hunger… it’s a thing that I noticed a lot, I was actually hungry at random times of the day and at night. And then precisely because of the relationships that I had established, it was difficult not to see the people that I used to see there every day… or rather, very often having them be on the other side of Italy.)

· 2 = Recorded where there is no code-able language pertaining to the theme of agency (quite rare) or when the narrative displays both agentic and non-agentic elements.
Examples from narratives of the current study
(Q3) “Si, anzi direi che le ha anche sorpassate, oltrepassate assolutamente. Mi son trovata davvero bene.” (Yes, I would rather say that it even exceeded them, it absolutely exceeded them. I found myself feeling very well there.)

· 3 = Protagonist is minimally at the mercy of circumstances, with the majority of the control of the plot in the hands of the protagonist.
Examples from narratives of the current study
(Q10) “Mh… dipende da quale punto di vista. Nel senso che, onestamente mi piacerebbe sicuramente in futuro fare ritorno lì, visitare altre zone dell’America o anche comunque altre zone del mondo proprio in generale… mi ha messo comunque molta più voglia di viaggiare, sicuramente.” (Mh… it depends on the point of view. In the sense that, honestly I would like to return there in the future, visit other areas of America or even other areas of the world in general… it gave me more desire to travel, for sure.)

· 4 = Protagonist is agentic, able to affect their own lives, initiate changes on their own, and achieve some degree of control over the course of their experiences; may or may not include a description of some struggle to achieve agentic status.
Examples from narratives of the current study
(Q1) “Allora, prima di tutto, diciamo che è un modo più coinvolgente per imparare la lingua e per prenderci più confidenza. E poi anche è stato un ottimo modo in realtà per socializzare e conoscere gente, dato che in realtà sono una persona molto introversa quindi mi viene difficile, però in quelle situazioni è diverso quindi riesco a socializzare e conoscere gente nuova… e poi ovviamente per la città.” (Now, first of all, let’s say that it’s a more interactive way to learn the language and to gain more confidence. And then it was actually also a great way to socialize and meet people, given that I’m actually a very introverted person so that’s difficult for me, but in these situations it’s different so I manage to socialize and meet new people… and then obviously for the city.)


Additions to the original coding manual
1. Each question of the interview will receive one agency score based on the coding reported above.
2. Scores of 0 and 1 are given when there is no or a very low level of agency, namely when the protagonist's behavior or emotions are completely dictated and negatively influenced by external factors.
3. If the narrative describes a change in the level of agency, the code corresponding to the level of agency reached at the end is assigned (e.g., from low to high).
4. If the protagonist asserts that he will behave agentically in the future, this indicates agency. However, code 3 is assigned to the intention to be agentic; conversely, if the protagonist reports an example of actual agentic behavior realized later, code 4 can be assigned.





S3. CODING MANUAL FOR SELF-EVENT CONNECTIONS 
Original coding manual by: Pasupathi, M., Mansour, E., & Brubaker, J. R. (2007). Developing a life story: Constructing relations between self and experience in autobiographical narratives. Human Development, 50, 85-110. https://doi.org/10.1159/000100939 
Adaptation by: Lilgendahl, J. P., & McLean, K. C. (2019). Narrative identity processes and patterns of adjustment across the transition to college: A developmentally contextualized approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 119(4), 960–977. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000277  
Previously used by: van Doeselaar, L., McLean, K. C., Meeus, W., Denissen, J. A., & Klimstra T. A. (2020). Adolescents’ identity formation: Linking the narrative and the dual-cycle approach. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49, 818-835. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01096-x

A self-event connection is defined as any point in the narrative when the participant links some aspect of the event to some enduring aspect of the self that transcends the specifics of the experience (i.e., temporary feeling states). The connection must be explicit and clearly recognizable by the coder. The coding of self-event connections will involve two steps:
Step 1: Identify each causal connection within the narrative (there may be zero or several). Each connection should refer to a specific aspect of the self. 
Step 2: Indicate for each self-event connection you identified which one of the following four types it is.
1) EXPLAIN/ILLUSTRATE: The event is explained by or illustrates some trait or quality possessed by the participant. That is, this experience happened the way it did because I (am this type of person, have this type of goal, have this type of skill). Or, this experience demonstrates or shows that I am this kind of person, possess this type of goal, etc. 
Examples from narratives of the current study
“Sono sempre stato abbastanza autonomo” (I have always been quite autonomous) “Mi piace viaggiare, esplorare nuove culture” (I like to travel, explore new cultures)
2) DISMISS: The participant gives an element about the self to make sure that the audience doesn’t develop a particular opinion about them. 
Example from narratives of the current study
The participant states “Non ho mai avuto problemi a parlare con le persone perchè sono molto socievole” (I have never had any problems talking with people because I am very friendly) and then refers to having a difficult time making friends during the experience abroad.
3) CAUSE: Reflect a change or an aspect of the self that was induced by the event. That is, the experience made me a certain type of person, provided me with a certain skill, and lead to a certain goal. The event causes the self-conception. 
Examples from narratives of the current study
“Questo tipo di esperienza mi ha aiutato a prendere una scelta sul mio futuro” (This kind of experience helped me make a choice on my future) 
“Adesso sono molto più aperta mentalmente” (Now I am much more open-minded)
4) REVEAL: Reflect a self-conception that is a revelation from the experience. That is, the experience didn’t induce a self-conception but showed individuals something that previously they had not realized. 
Examples from narratives of the current study
“Mi ha fatto prendere consapevolezza di certi lati del mio carattere” (It made me aware of certain sides of my personality)
NO CONNECTION: There is no connection to the self in the narrative. This is the case if:
- There is no mention of an aspect of the self, or it is too vague (e.g., “I learned more about myself” or “I became more myself”).
- There is no event.
- There is no connection between an event and an aspect of the self.
Additional notes
· For the current narratives, the reference event is the study abroad experience. Very often, the event itself is not made explicit by the participant precisely because of the nature of the questions and the specific focus of the interview. Thus, it is very rare that there is no self-event connection due to the absence of mention of the event. 
· Impersonal sentences (e.g., "If you travel, you discover yourself") can be coded as a self-event connection only if there is an explicit reference to the participant's self. For example, if the impersonal sentence is followed by a specification such as "This happened to me too..." or a concrete example referring to the person's experience ("For example, I discovered that...").
· Because the coding unit is the single section of the interview, it is possible for participants to repeat the same self-event connection (the same aspect of the self being explained/denied/caused/revealed by the experience abroad) in multiple sections. In the interest of conservatism, it is a good idea to always mark all self-event connections but note that the same connection had already been reported elsewhere.
· As a general rule, when a person repeats self-event connections that are synonymous with each other (e.g., "I have grown up" and "I have matured"), only one self-event connection will be counted. Conversely, if they are related items but not perfect synonyms (e.g., "I am more confident" and "I realized that I am doing well outside Italy as well") they will be counted as two separate self-events.


S4. YOUTH’S STUDY ABROAD EXPERIENCES
The study abroad experiences that participants had in adolescence were quite heterogeneous in terms of type, duration, and destination country. Regarding the type of experience, most youth completed at least one summer school (71.7%), followed by those who did an exchange program (16.2%), and those who had both (12.1%). Youth who completed one or more summer schools spent an average of 28 days abroad (SD=19, range 7-90 days), while those who participated in an exchange program spent an average of 319 days abroad (SD=92, range 90-365). Furthermore, the majority (66.7%) of participants did not complete an international mobility experience later during the university years, while the remaining (33.3%) did. 
Regarding the destination, summer school experiences mostly took place in European countries (84.6%) and only a few in other continents (15.4%). Conversely, most adolescents spent their exchange period in a non-European country (75%), while only a few (25%) stayed in Europe. More details on participants’ destination countries are reported in Table S4. As sensitivity check, differences in mean levels of the main study variables between study abroad experiences done in Europe and those done in a non-European country were examined. Regarding identity processes, no significant differences emerged for national identity commitment (F = 0.59, p = .445), in-depth exploration (F = 1.82, p = .180), and reconsideration of commitment (F = 0.02, p = .877), nor for European identity commitment (F = 0.81, p = .371), in-depth exploration (F = 0.91, p = .342), and reconsideration of commitment (F = 0.01, p = .835). Regarding ethnic prejudice, no difference emerged for its cognitive dimension (F = 2.04, p = .156), while youth who studied abroad in the European context (M = 43.12, SD = 27.52) reported significantly higher affective prejudice compared to those who had a non-European destination country (M = 34.82, SD = 16.49; F = 8.48, p = .004; Cohen’s d = .37). Last, regarding the quality of narrative interviews, no differences emerged in terms of agency (F = 0.21, p = .645) and self-event connections (F = 0.05, p = .821) between the two groups. In light of these findings, the destination country (European vs. non-European) of the study abroad experience was included as covariate in the sensitivity checks (see document S5 of the Supplemental Materials).


Table S4
Participants’ host countries by type of experience
	Summer school’s destinations
	%
	
	Exchange program destination
	%

	European continent
	
	
	European continent
	

	Croatia
	1.3
	
	France
	7.1

	Czech Republic
	1.3
	
	Germany
	3.6

	France
	6.3
	
	Ireland
	3.6

	Germany
	3.8
	
	Spain
	3.6

	Ireland
	10.0
	
	Sweden
	7.1

	Malta
	2.0
	
	Other continent
	

	Portugal
	1.3
	
	Australia
	3.6

	Spain
	3.8
	
	Canada
	10.7

	United Kingdom
	61.3
	
	Dominican Republic
	3.6

	Other continent
	
	
	Ethiopia
	3.6

	Dominican Republic
	1.3
	
	Japan
	3.6

	Ethiopia
	1.3
	
	Malesia
	7.1

	United States of America
	6.3
	
	New Zealand
	3.6

	
	
	
	Paraguay
	3.6

	
	
	
	Thailand
	3.6

	
	
	
	United States of America
	32.0





S5. SUPPLEMENTAL SENSITIVITY ANALYSES
As ancillary sensitivity analyses, we checked whether the direct and indirect associations between narratives, identity processes, and prejudice significantly changed when accounting for individual (i.e., sex) and experience-related features (i.e., time spent abroad during adolescence and destination country). To this end, time spent abroad (in days), sex (0 = Male, 1 = Female), and destination continent (0 = European, 1 = non-European) were included as predictors of all the other variables in each model. Results are reported in Table S5.
Regarding the first model (National identity), findings on the direct associations between narratives, identity processes, and prejudices were largely replicated with only one exception. Contrary to the main results, the number of self-event connections was linked to heightened commitment to youth’s national identity. Notably, the indirect association between self-event connection and affective prejudice via identity in-depth exploration did not reach significance (standardized indirect effect = -.059 [-.121, .003], p = .064) when accounting for the role of covariates.
Regarding the second model (European identity), findings largely replicated the direct and indirect associations highlighted in the main results, with only one exception. The significant association between European identity commitment and youth’s cognitive prejudice, which was marginally significant in the main results, lost significance (p = .053) when accounting for the role of covariates. On the other hand, the indirect path from self-event connections to lower affective prejudice via increased in-depth exploration remained statistically significant (standardized indirect effect = -.095 [-.172, -.018], p = .015).
Last, only experience-related covariates, but not participants’ sex, displayed a few significant associations with some of the variables included in both models. First, participants who spent more time abroad reported significantly higher levels of European identity commitment. Second, youth who spent their abroad experience in a non-European country reported lower levels of both national and European identity commitment, more reconsideration of commitment in the European domain, and lower levels of affective prejudice (but only in the European identity model).
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Table S5
Standardized results of sensitivity analyses
	
	Model (a)
National identity
	Model (b)
European identity

	Direct effects

	Agency → Identity commitment
	.050 (.108)
	.188 (.087)*

	Agency → Identity in-depth exploration
	-.115 (.122)
	.085 (.109)

	Agency → Identity reconsideration of commitment
	.308 (.110)**
	.164 (.094)

	Agency → Affective prejudice
	-.007 (.114)
	.024 (.101)

	Agency → Cognitive prejudice
	.141 (.148)
	.150 (.134)

	Self-event connections → Identity commitment
	.272 (.117)*
	.232 (.096)*

	Self-event connections → Identity in-depth exploration
	.294 (.115)*
	.310 (.087)***

	Self-event connections → Identity reconsideration of commitment
	-.151 (.113)
	-.131 (.087)

	Self-event connections → Affective prejudice
	-.105 (.113)
	-.015 (.103)

	Self-event connections → Cognitive prejudice
	-.039 (.128)
	.115 (.122)

	Identity commitment → Affective prejudice
	.134 (.116)
	.047 (.105)

	Identity commitment → Cognitive prejudice
	.147 (.118)
	-.187 (.097)

	Identity in-depth exploration → Affective prejudice 
	-.201 (.087)*
	-.307 (.089)**

	Identity in-depth exploration → Cognitive prejudice
	.014 (.097)
	-.131 (.102)

	Identity reconsideration of commitment → Affective prejudice 
	.144 (.116)
	.379 (.102)***

	Identity reconsideration of commitment → Cognitive prejudice
	-.074 (.108)
	.114 (.086)

	Covariates effects

	Sex → Identity commitment
	.170 (.099)
	.080 (.091)

	Sex → Identity in-depth exploration
	.093 (.101)
	-.021 (.101)

	Sex → Identity reconsideration of commitment
	.058 (.098)
	-.094 (.098)

	Sex → Affective prejudice
	.038 (.111)
	.076 (.101)

	Sex → Cognitive prejudice
	-.096 (.107)
	-.050 (.106)

	Sex → Agency
	-.004 (.109)
	-.008 (.108)

	Sex → Self-event connections
	-.010 (.115)
	-.012 (.114)

	Time abroad → Identity commitment
	-.053 (.103)
	.219 (.108)*

	Time abroad → Identity in-depth exploration
	.119 (.102)
	.076 (.102)

	Time abroad → Identity reconsideration of commitment
	.182 (.109)
	-.058 (.097)

	Time abroad → Affective prejudice
	.044 (.096)
	.073 (.086)

	Time abroad → Cognitive prejudice
	-.081 (.109)
	-.042 (.107)

	Time abroad → Agency
	.242 (.130)
	.242 (.130)

	Time abroad → Self-event connections
	.269 (.140)
	.269 (.140)

	Destination country → Identity commitment
	-.205 (.087)*
	-.205 (.100)*

	Destination country → Identity in-depth exploration
	-.043 (.096)
	-.066 (.101)

	Destination country → Identity reconsideration of commitment
	.179 (.103)
	.322 (.094)**

	Destination country → Affective prejudice
	-.163 (.095)
	-.289 (.090)**

	Destination country → Cognitive prejudice
	-.043 (.104)
	-.170 (.101)

	Destination country → Agency
	-.058 (.115)
	-.061 (.115)

	Destination country → Self-event connections
	-.051 (.115)
	-.052 (.115)


Note. Sex: 0 = Male, 1 = Female; Destination country: 0 = European, 1 = non-European. Grey-shaded and blue-shaded rows indicate effects that respectively became significant and lost significance when accounting for covariates.* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. 
