[bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Table S1. Within-group comparisons of self-assessed competency scores before and after training
	Group & Domain
	Competency item
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK15]Pre-training
M(Q₁, Q₃)
	Post-training
M(Q₁, Q₃)
	Z
	P

	Planned group(n=200)

	
	Preparedness
	Team formation and composition
	2(1,3)
	4(4,4)
	7652
	<.001

	
	
	Logistics preparedness
	2(1,2)
	4(3,4)
	8258
	<.001

	
	Response 
	Triage site layout and setup
	2(1,2)
	4(3,4)
	8589
	<.001

	
	
	Proper execution of triage
	2(1,3)
	4(4,4)
	8550
	<.001

	
	Recovery 
	Identification of key recovery elements
	2(1,2)
	4(3,4)
	8910
	<.001

	Self-selected group(n=64)

	
	Preparedness
	Team formation and composition
	2(2,3)
	4(3,4)
	776
	<.001

	
	
	Logistics preparedness
	2(2,3)
	4(3,4)
	805
	<.001

	
	Response 
	Triage site layout and setup
	2(1,3)
	4(3,4)
	753
	<.001

	
	
	Proper execution of triage
	2(1,3)
	4(3,4)
	837
	<.001

	
	Recovery 
	Identification of key recovery elements
	2(1,3)
	4(3,4)
	752
	<.001


Note: Scores are presented as Median (First Quartile, Third Quartile). Wilcoxon signed-rank tests showed significant increases from pre- to post-training for all items in both groups (all P < .001). Detailed test statistics (Z) and exact P -values are available upon request.
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Table S2 Comparison of total team process observation scores across ability composition models
	ability composition model
	Overall mean
	Rank range
	Leadership & Organization
	Communication & Collaboration
	Decision-making
	Resource utilization
	Team dynamics
	Scores
M (Q₁, Q₃)
	Post-hoc Comparisons*

	Standard pyramid
	3.66
	1–2
	3.72
	4.00
	3.39
	3.72
	3.44
	53.0(51.0,56.0)
	a, b

	Intermediate-intensive
	3.58
	1–2
	3.67
	4.04
	3.28
	3.50
	3.39
	58.8(56.0,61.0)
	b

	Balanced
	3.43
	3–4
	3.28
	3.46
	3.17
	3.67
	3.56
	57.7(56.0,60.0)
	a, b

	Novice-pressure
	3.32
	3–5
	3.44
	3.21
	3.06
	3.61
	3.28
	43.3(42.0,45.0)
	a, b

	Grassroots-operational
	3.24
	4–5
	3.39
	3.33
	3.39
	3.28
	2.83
	54.4(53.7,57.0)
	c

	Expert-supervision
	2.71
	6–6
	2.67
	2.71
	2.78
	3.00
	2.39
	52.0(52.0,53.0)
	a

	Kruskal-Wallis test
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	χ² (P) =25.177(0.000)
	


Note: Scores are averaged across two raters (A1, A2) across three parallel experiments and standardized to a 1–5 scale (1 = Poor, 5 = Excellent). Overall mean = average of three cohort. Rank range = minimum to maximum rank position across the three cohort. Kruskal-Wallis test: χ² = 25.177, P < .001.



[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Table s3. Comparison of satisfaction ratings between planned and self-selected groups 
	Dimension & Item
	Planned
Δ M (Q1, Q3)
	Self-selected
Δ M (Q1, Q3)
	Z
	P

	I. Training content & Design
	
	
	
	

	Content clearly presented
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.111
	0.275

	Scenario relevant
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.059
	0.302

	Content depth appropriate
	4 (4, 4)
	4 (4, 4)
	-0.918
	0.379

	II. Training methodology & Process
	
	
	
	

	TTX stimulates engagement
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.058
	0.293

	Group discussions effective
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.060
	0.289

	Time allocation appropriate
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.055
	0.291

	III. Instructor/Facilitator
	
	
	
	

	Subject mastery
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.085
	0.278

	Facilitates discussion
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.072
	0.284

	Feedback clear & helpful
	4 (4, 4)
	4 (4, 4)
	-0.925
	0.355

	IV. Learning outcomes
	
	
	
	

	Improved understanding
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.068
	0.286

	Increased confidence
	4 (4, 4)
	4 (4, 4)
	-0.932
	0.351

	V. Overall experience
	
	
	
	

	Satisfied
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.095
	0.274

	Would recommend
	5 (4, 5)
	5 (4, 5)
	-1.088
	0.277


Note: Mann-Whitney U test; All P values > 0.050, indicating no statistically significant differences between group

