SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL
Full Analysis Results for Studies 1-4
SA Table 1
Study 1 Relationship Between Rudeness and Team Performance
	 
	Bridge Weight (g)

	Condition
	M
	SD

	 
	 
	 

	Rudeness
	1.11
	.49

	Control
	.71
	.24

	
	
	

	F
	10.61**

	η2
	.22

	Note. N = 40 teams (Rudeness condition = 20; Control condition = 20). Lower bridge weight indicates higher performance. ** p < .01





SA Table 2
Study 2 Relationships Between Rudeness, Team Coordinative Processes, and Team Performance
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Workload Sharing
	Information Sharing
	Team Performance

	Variable
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intercept
	3.88**
	.20
	4.10**
	.16
	-.20
	.90

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rudeness
	-.59*
	.28
	-.60**
	.22
	.22
	.24

	Workload Sharing
	
	
	
	.52**
	.15

	Information Sharing
	
	
	
	.38*
	.19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.16
	.24
	.44

	Note. N = 24 teams (Rude condition = 13; Control condition = 11). * p < .05, ** p < .01





SA Table 3
Study 3a Descriptive Statistics for SVO at each Measurement Occasion, by Condition
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SVO T1
	SVO T2
	SVO T3

	Condition
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rudeness
	28.17
	12.03
	28.72
	11.74
	27.12
	14.65

	Control
	29.55
	11.78
	29.33
	11.82
	30.48
	11.72

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note. N = 270 (Rude condition = 137; Control condition = 133).





SA Table 4
Study 3a ANOVA Table Describing the Relationship Between Rudeness and Change in SVO
	 
	
	

	
	SVO

	Variable
	F
	η2

	 
	
	

	
	
	

	Time
	.02
	.00

	Time2
	.40
	.00

	Time x Rude
	4.05*
	.02

	Time x Rude2
	8.04**
	.03

	Rude
	1.58
	.01

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Note. N = 270 (Rude condition = 137; Control condition = 133). * p < .05, ** p < .01.











SA Table 5
Study 3b Relationship between Different Sources of Rudeness and SVO
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Customer
	Coworker
	Leader

	
	SVO
	SVO
	SVO

	Variable
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rude
	25.11
	13.28
	23.74
	13.13
	25.49
	14.89

	Control
	30.31
	12.06
	29.00
	12.36
	30.28
	10.11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	4.73*
	5.54*
	4.19*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: N = 360 (Rude customer = 55; Control customer = 58; Rude coworker = 64; Control coworker = 66; Rude leader = 57; Control leader = 60). * p < .05, ** p < .01.




SA Table 6
Study 4 Relationships between Rudeness, SVO, and Team Coordinative Processes
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SVO
	Workload Sharing
	Information Sharing

	Variable
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	29.32**
	1.12
	2.91**
	.46
	.74**
	.17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rudeness
	-4.44*
	1.89
	-.58
	.35
	-.31*
	.14

	SVO
	
	
	-.00
	.01
	.01*
	.005

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.03
	.01
	.05

	Note. N = 188 (Rudeness condition = 84; Control condition = 104). * p < .05, ** p < .01





Study 2 Simulation Task Description 
The team simulation involved a sophisticated neonate medical manikin lying in an incubator. Participants were faced with a “patient” who was a preterm infant born at 28 weeks plus one day, and who had developed rapidly-progressing necrotizing enterocolitis (NEC) at 23 days old. NEC is a potentially fatal condition stemming from dying of the intestinal tissue, which in turn can lead to an acute perforation of the bowel. The simulation required the medical teams to identify the acute deterioration in the baby’s condition and respond promptly by providing the appropriate resuscitative treatments while simultaneously diagnosing the underlying morbidity (sepsis and/or NEC). The appropriate actions the medical team needed to enact included immediate intubation and ventilation, delivery of intravenous fluid, resuscitation, and initiation of antibiotic treatment. Failure to follow these actions would lead to rapid deterioration in the patient’s condition that would ultimately result in death. The medical simulation took place in the participants’ own NICU and regular NICU monitors displayed the “patient’s” vitals in order to give the team realistic feedback.

