Pilot Study
Method
A total of 352 adults in the United States participated in the pilot study (59% male, 37% female, 3% nonbinary, 1% preferred not to disclose; race: 11.4% Black, 8.2% Asian, 5.7% Latine, 0.01% Native, 62.2% White, 10% Multiracial, 0.02% selected other or preferred not to disclose; Mage=37.95 years, SDage=13.6). This sample size provides 80% power to detect an effect of d=0.30. The procedure and measures were the same as those in Study 2, except pilot measures did not include nomination to speak at a community event and had different versions of the self-efficacy in teaching the student and willingness to take on mentorship roles. 
Measures
Scale differences from Study 2
Self-efficacy in teaching the student . Adults were asked, “I am confident I could teach [student name] effectively.”, “I am confident I could build a strong relationship with [student name].”, “ I would feel overwhelmed trying to teach [student name].”, “I would feel adequately supported in working with [student name].”, “I am confident that I could handle whatever challenges [student name]  presents.”, and “I am confident I could help [student name] in handling the challenges [student noun]” (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree; α=.89).
Willingness to take on mentorship roles. Adults were asked which mentoring roles they would like to play for the student. There were seven roles: “A teacher, teaching [student name] academic skills or knowledge”,  “A helpful critic, giving [student name] critical feedback on their academic work to help them improve and grow”, “A guide, providing [student name] with information about how to navigate school successfully.”, “An advocate, speaking up for [student name] and their goals in interactions with other people in school.”, “A cheerleader, encouraging [student name] during instances of difficulty.”, “A role model, leading [student name] by example and demonstrate who they can become or what is possible.” and “A friend, developing a personal relationship with [student name].” Each role was either selected or not. Participants were then asked how significant they anticipated each role would be on 5-point scales (α=.78). These role definitions are the same as those in Study 2. 
Results
Data Availability. Data and analysis code are available at https://osf.io/s9nzh/.
Independent sample t-tests (see Table 1) revealed that participants anticipated that the ELL student would be a more positive influence and more successful in the letter condition as compared to the no-letter condition in class, in school, and in society. There was no difference by condition in the commitment participants expressed to the student, presumably because this commitment approached ceiling even in the no-letter condition. There was also no difference by condition in affective responses to the student, in self-efficacy teaching the student, and in worry if the student misbehaved or in responses to this misbehavior. In some cases, too, these measures showed ceiling/floor effects. 
We also assessed one item examining responses to ELL students in general. People saw teaching ELL students as less of a challenge with the letter than without. 


Table S1. Demographics of sample and success of randomization (Pilot Study).
	Measure
	No Letter
	Letter
	Statistical Test

	Participant gender

	% Male
	63.8%
	54.0%
	(3) = 4.15, p = 0.25 

	% Female
	32.7%
	41.4%
	

	% Non-binary
	2.9%
	2.9%
	

	% Other and prefer not to disclose
	0.6%
	1.7%
	

	Participant race-ethnicity

	% Black
	14%
	8%
	(7) = 9.4, p = 0.22 

	% Asian
	7%
	10%
	

	% Latino/a
	8%
	3%
	

	% Native American
	1%
	1%
	

	% White
	58%
	66%
	

	% Other prefer not to disclose
	2%
	2%
	

	% Multiracial
	10%
	10%
	

	Participant income

	% Less than $25,000
	25%
	17%
	t(334) = 1.66, p = 0.10 

	% $25,000 to $34,999
	11%
	13%
	

	% $35,000 to $49,999
	17%
	19%
	

	% $50,000 to $74,999
	19%
	16%
	

		% $75,000 to $99,99
	12%
	12%
	

	% $100,000 to $149,999
	9%
	12%
	

	% $150,000 or more
	5%
	7%
	

	% Prefer not to disclose
	2%
	4%
	

	Participant educational attainment 

	% Some high school
	2%
	1%
	(5) = 5.24, p = 0.39

	% High school diploma/GED
	18%
	17%
	

	% Some college
	26%
	30%
	

	% College degree
	44%
	37%
	

	% Postgraduate degree
	10%
	13%
	

	% Prefer not to disclose
	0%
	2%
	

	Grades would teach

	% Would teach 8th grade
	30%
	32%
	(4) = 3.82, p = 0.43

	% Would teach 9th grade
	16%
	9%
	

	% Would teach 10th grade
	9%
	11%
	

	% Would teach 11th grade
	24%
	25%
	

	% Would teach multiple grades
	21%
	23%
	

	Subjects would teach

	% Would teach English
	17%
	17%
	(8) = 8.55, p = 0.38 

	% Would teach math
	11%
	6%
	

	% Would teach science
	10%
	7%
	

	% Would teach social studies
	10%
	12%
	

	% Would teach gym
	4%
	6%
	

	% Would teach art
	7%
	9%
	

	% Would teach foreign language
	3%
	1%
	

	% Would teach another subject
	2%
	4%
	

	% Would teach multiple subjects
	35%
	38%
	


Note. No Letter (N = 175) and Letter (N = 174).


Table S2. General adults’ views of an ELL student entering school, by condition (Pilot Study).  
	Construct and valence
	Condition:
No Letter
M (SD)
	Condition:
Letter
M (SD)
	Statistical test

	Commitment to the student
	4.38 
(0.65)
	4.40 
(0.73)
	t(342)=0.24, p=0.814, d=0.03, 95% CI= [-0.18, 0.24]

	Emotions about the student entering class

	Positive Emotions
	0.70
(0.29)
	0.70
(0.28)
	t(346)=0.04, p=0.97, d=0.00, 95% CI= [-0.21, 0.21]

	Negative Emotions
	0.11
(0.18)
	0.13
(0.20)
	t(342)=1.31, p=0.191, d=0.14, 95% CI= [-0.07, 0.35]

	Perceived motivation of the student in school
	3.97
(0.72)
	4.24
(0.68)
	t(346)=3.61, p<0.001, d=0.39, 95% CI= [0.17, 0.60]

	Anticipated success (or failure) of the student in class

	Composite

	4.02 
(0.57)
	4.18 
(0.57)
	t(347)=2.64,  p=0.009, d=0.28, 95% CI= [0.07, 0.49]

	Positive Items
	3.75 
(0.70)
	3.97
(0.70)
	t(347)=2.86, p=0.005,  d=0.31, 95% CI= [0.09, 0.52]

	Negative Item
	1.71 
(0.76)
	1.60
(0.63)
	t(336)=-1.44, p=0.150, d=-0.15, 95% CI= [-0.36, 0.06]

	Anticipated success (or failure) of the student in school

	Composite
	4.31 
(0.50)
	4.45
(0.47)
	t(346)=2.61, p=0.009, d=0.28, 95% CI= [ 0.07, 0.49]

	Positive Items
	3.85
(0.75)
	4.03 
(0.66)
	t(342)=2.43, p=0.016, d=0.26, 95% CI= [0.05, 0.47]

	Negative Items
	1.23
(0.48)
	1.14
(0.44)
	t(345)=-1.80, p=0.073, d=-0.19, 95% CI= [-0.40, 0.02]

	Anticipated success (or failure) of the student in society

	Composite
	3.99 
(0.64)
	4.19 
(0.58)
	t(344)=3.05, p=0.002, d=0.33, 95% CI= [ 0.12, 0.54]

	Positive Items
	3.68
(0.81)
	3.93 
(0.73)
	t(347)=3.02, p=0.003, d=0.32, 95% CI= [ 0.11, 0.53]

	Negative Items
	1.25
(0.51)
	1.18
(0.46)
	t(345)=-1.47, p=0.143, d=-0.16, 95% CI= [- 0.37, 0.04]

	Feelings of love, hope, respect,
and trust for the student
	3.74
(0.84)
	3.77
(0.74)
	t(343)=0.27, p=0.787, d=0.03, 95% CI= [-0.18, 0.24]

	Self-efficacy teaching the student
	3.91 
(0.69)
	3.86 
(0.75)
	 t(345)=-0.62, p=0.538, d=-0.07, 95% CI= [-0.28, 0.14]

	Response to a minor misbehavior

	Worry about the student’s behavior
	2.45 
(1.00)
	2.33 
(0.95)
	t(347)=-1.08, p=0.282, d=-0.12, 95% CI= [-0.33, 0.09]

	Punitive response
	2.56 
(1.04)
	2.46
(0.97)
	t(346)=-0.88, p=0.381, d=-0.09, 95% CI= [- 0.30, 0.12]

	Empathy response
	4.37 
(0.87)
	4.39 
(0.91)
	t(347)=0.20, p=0.839, d=0.02, 95% CI= [- 0.19, 0.23]

	Number of mentoring roles selected
	4.22
(1.69)
	4.66
(1.57)
	t(345)=2.51, p=0.013, d=0.27, 95% CI= [- 0.06, 0.48]

	Anticipated significance of playing mentoring roles
	4.22
(0.63)
	4.07
(0.73)
	t(340)=-2.12, p=0.035, d=-0.23, 95% CI= [- 0.44, -0.02]


Note. All measures are on 1-5 scales.

Table S3. Demographics of sample and success/failure of randomization (Study 2).
	Measure
	No Letter
	Letter
	Statistical Test

	Years teaching
	13.51
(9.69)
	14.97
(9.57)
	t(232) = 1.15, p = 0.25

	Participant gender

	% Male
	26%
	33%
	(3) = 3.66, p = 0.30 

	% Female
	 73%
	66%
	

	% Non-binary
	0%
	1%
	

	% Other and prefer not to disclose
	1%
	0%
	

	Participant race-ethnicity

	% Black
	7%
	6%
	(7) = 8.71, p = 0.27 

	% Asian
	0%
	2%
	

	% Latino/a
	6%
	6%
	

	% Native American
	1%
	0%
	

	% White
	80%
	79%
	

	% Other prefer not to disclose
	3%
	1%
	

	% Multiracial
	3%
	8%
	

	Participant income

	% Less than $25,000
	1%
	0%
	t(231) = 1.10, p = 0.27 

	% $25,000 to $34,999
	2%
	1%
	

	% $35,000 to $49,999
	8%
	3%
	

	% $50,000 to $74,999
	28%
	27%
	

		% $75,000 to $99,99
	23%
	26%
	

	% $100,000 to $149,999
	18%
	25%
	

	% $150,000 or more
	17%
	16%
	

	% Prefer not to disclose
	3%
	2%
	

	Participant educational attainment 

	% High school diploma/GED
	2%
	1%
	(3) = 9.21, p = 0.03

	% Some college
	2%
	0%
	

	% College degree
	42%
	28%
	

	% Postgraduate degree
	54%
	71%
	

	Teacher social class background

	% first-generation college student*
	31%
	36%
	(1) = 0.50, p = 0.50

	Experience teaching ELLs

	Do you have any experience working English Language Learner students? (% yes vs. no) 
	75%
	83%
	(1) = 1.67, p = 0.20

	How often do ELL students come to your school? (1-5 scale)
	3.53
(1.16)
	3.67
(1.17)
	t(244) = 0.90, p = 0.37

	Primary grades taught

	% teaching middle school (6-8)
	41%
	47%
	(2) = 1.85, p = 0.40

	% teaching high school (9-12)
	59%
	53%
	

	Primary subjects taught

	% taught English
	23%
	15%
	(8) = 6.92 p = 0.54

	% taught math
	12%
	18%
	

	% taught science
	10%
	10%
	

	% taught social studies
	10%
	12%
	

	% taught gym
	2%
	1%
	

	% taught art
	0%
	1%
	

	% taught foreign language
	6%
	5%
	

	% taught another subject
	11%
	9%
	

	% taught multiple subjects
	26%
	29%
	

	Students receiving free or reduced lunch at place of work
	56.14
(31.98)
	64.20
(29.75)
	t(240) = 2.04, p = 0.04


Note. No Letter (N = 120) and Letter (N = 126) *Teacher’s that reported not being first-generation college graduates were asked a follow-up question to learn about how many generations in their family attended college. 





Table S4.  Teacher’s views of an ELL student entering school, by condition (Study 2). 
	Construct and valence
	Condition:
No Letter
M (SD)
	Condition:
Letter
M (SD)
	Statistical test

	Emotions about the student entering class

	Positive Emotions
	0.58
(0.23)
	0.61
(0.29)
	t(237)=0.90, p=0.370, d=0.11, 95% CI= [-0.14, 0.36]

	Negative Emotions
	0.14
(0.18)
	0.14
(0.17)
	t(241)=-0.08, p=0.933, d=-0.01, 95% CI= [-0.26, 0.24]

	Anticipated success (or failure) of the student in class

	Positive Items
	3.73
(0.72)
	3.82
(0.67)
	t(241)=0.99, p=0.322, d=0.13, 95% CI= [-0.12, 0.38]

	Negative Item
	1.82
(0.95)
	1.76
(0.90)
	t(241)=-0.53, p=0.593, d=-0.07, 95% CI= [-0.32, 0.18]

	Anticipated success (or failure) of the student in school

	Positive Items
	3.75
(0.70)
	3.87
(0.66)
	t(241)=1.46, p=0.146, d=0.19, 95% CI= [-0.06, 0.44]

	Negative Items
	1.60
(0.93)
	1.40
(0.80)
	t(235)=1.76, p=0.080, d=-0.23, 95% CI= [-0.48, 0.03]

	Anticipated success (or failure) of the student in society

	Positive Items
	3.82
(0.73)
	3.83
(0.69)
	t(242)=0.18, p=0.855, d=0.02, 95% CI= [-0.23, 0.27]

	Negative Items
	1.31
(0.58)
	1.27
(0.68)
	t(241)=-0.53, p=0.598, d=-0.07, 95% CI= [-0.32, 0.18]

	Feelings of love, hope, respect,
and trust for the student
	3.88
(0.73)
	3.88
(0.67)
	t(240)=0.07, p=0.947, d=0.00, 95% CI= [-0.24, 0.26]

	Nomination to speak at a community event
	4.32
(1.21)
	4.27
(1.27)
	t(244)=-0.35, p=0.728, d=-0.04, 95% CI= [-0.29, 0.21]

	Self-efficacy teaching the student
	3.77
(0.78)
	3.78
(0.70)
	t(238)=-0.07, p=0.942, d=0.00, 95% CI= [-0.24, 0.26] 


Note. All measures are on 1-5 scales except for nomination to speak at a community event, which is on a 1-6 scale.






