Online Supplemental Material

Updated Study 1 (Young Adults) Power Analysis
We used an online tool (Superpower; https://shiny.ieis.tue.nl/anova_power/; Lakens et al., 2021) to calculate the power a sample of N = 300 would have to detect significant interaction effects (α = .05, two-tailed) in a 2x2 (judgment type x domain) within-subjects design. The estimated effect sizes were derived from descriptives and correlations obtained from a pilot study (see Table A1). As this analysis was confirmatory, we did not implement p value corrections for multiple tests. Based on these parameters, our design provided over 99% power to determine whether removing normative concerns had a larger impact on wrongness ratings of conventional violations compared to harm (99.5%) and resource inequality (99.2%). 
Table A1
Pilot Study Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Used in the Power Analysis 
	   
	M
	SD
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.

	1. Conventional-initial
	6.49
	1.71
	1
	.50
	.56
	.16
	.57
	.36

	2. Conventional-norm independence
	4.18
	2.63
	
	1
	.38
	.08
	.50
	.20

	3. Harm-initial
	8.41
	1.15
	
	
	1
	.38
	.62
	.32

	4. Harm-norm independence
	6.83
	2.91
	
	
	
	1
	.32
	.37

	5. Resource-initial
	8.37
	1.24
	
	
	
	
	1
	.34

	6. Resource-norm independence 
	6.89
	2.81
	
	
	
	
	
	1


2


Table A2
Study 1 (Young Adults): Overall Justification Use, by Scenario
	Scenario
	Justifications

	
	Conventional
	Moral (harm/
fairness)
	Harm
	Fairness
	Self (prudential /personal)
	Prudential
	Personal
	Other

	Conventional
	82%
	40%
	29%
	24%
	59%
	26%
	42%
	3%

	   LM
	89%
	45%
	28%
	32%
	43%
	19%
	29%
	3%

	   YO
	77%
	49%
	38%
	21%
	66%
	30%
	42%
	5%

	   RS
	86%
	56%
	44%
	38%
	40%
	22%
	23%
	4%

	   BS
	74%
	11%
	8%
	5%
	85%
	33%
	74%
	1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Harm
	75%
	90%
	79%
	60%
	40%
	31%
	12%
	2%

	   DB
	77%
	97%
	92%
	75%
	32%
	30%
	4%
	1%

	   PUN
	86%
	97%
	93%
	67%
	50%
	50%
	1%
	1%

	   WGT
	63%
	90%
	86%
	33%
	35%
	24%
	15%
	2%

	   HAW
	75%
	77%
	48%
	64%
	43%
	19%
	28%
	2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Resource inequality
	60%
	94%
	58%
	88%
	40%
	31%
	12%
	1%

	   GRD
	56%
	96%
	68%
	90%
	36%
	31%
	6%
	1%

	   GRP
	68%
	93%
	50%
	86%
	54%
	42%
	19%
	2%

	   CEO
	57%
	93%
	56%
	89%
	30%
	20%
	12%
	1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prudential
	44%
	20%
	19%
	2%
	97%
	79%
	63%
	1%

	   MTR
	59%
	38%
	37%
	2%
	94%
	86%
	49%
	0%

	   TE
	52%
	13%
	12%
	3%
	97%
	74%
	68%
	2%

	   FF
	20%
	10%
	10%
	1%
	99%
	76%
	73%
	2%


Note. Domain consistent categories are bolded. LM= loud music; YO= yoga; RS= restaurant; BS= bathing suit; GRD= grade; GRP= group; CEO= chief executive officer; DB=disability; PUN= punch; WGT= weight; HAW= Halloween; MTR= motorcycle; TE= teeth; FF= fast food. 

	
Table A3
Study 1 (Young Adults) Primary Justification Use, by Scenario
	Scenario
	Justifications

	
	Conv
	Moral
(harm/fairness)
	Harm
	Fair
	Self (prudential/ personal)
	Other

	Conventional
	58%
	16%
	9%
	8%
	21%
	2%

	   LM
	69%
	17%
	7%
	9%
	9%
	2%

	   YO
	53%
	18%
	13%
	5%
	22%
	4%

	   RS
	59%
	28%
	13%
	15%
	8%
	3%

	   BS
	50%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	44%
	1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Harm
	15%
	75%
	61%
	14%
	7%
	1%

	   DB
	3%
	94%
	80%
	13%
	3%
	1%

	   PUN
	11%
	85%
	82%
	3%
	1%
	1%

	   WGT
	9%
	79%
	75%
	3%
	10%
	1%

	   HAW
	38%
	44%
	7%
	37%
	14%
	1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Resource
	8%
	83%
	5%
	78%
	5%
	1%

	   GRD
	7%
	88%
	4%
	84%
	3%
	1%

	   GRP
	8%
	81%
	7%
	74%
	7%
	2%

	   CEO
	10%
	80%
	5%
	75%
	5%
	0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prudential
	6%
	7%
	7%
	0%
	81%
	2%

	   MTR
	8%
	15%
	15%
	0%
	72%
	0%

	   TE
	9%
	3%
	3%
	0%
	80%
	2%

	   FF
	1%
	2%
	2%
	0%
	90%
	2%


Note. Domain consistent categories are bolded. LM= loud music; YO= yoga; RS= restaurant; BS= bathing suit; GRD= grade; GRP= group; CEO= chief executive officer; DB=disability; PUN= punch; WGT= weight; HAW= Halloween; MTR= motorcycle; TE= teeth; FF= fast food. Resource = resource inequality
Table A4
Study 1 (Young Adults): Effect sizes and 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs) for All Inferential Comparisons
	
	Effect size (d)
	LB
	UB

	Initial judgments
	
	
	

	   Harm vs. conventional
	1.38
	1.22
	1.54

	   Harm vs. prudential
	1.72
	1.53
	1.90

	   Harm vs. resource a
	.07
	-.03
	.18

	   Resource vs. conventional
	1.28
	1.12
	1.44

	   Resource vs. prudential
	1.61
	1.44
	1.79

	   Conventional vs. prudential
	.60
	.48
	.72

	Criterion judgments a
	
	
	

	   Harm vs. conventional
	1.70
	1.53
	1.87

	   Harm vs. prudential
	1.37
	1.21
	1.53

	   Harm vs. resource
	0.11
	.02
	.20

	   Resource vs. conventional
	1.42
	1.26
	1.58

	   Resource vs. prudential
	1.13
	.99
	1.28

	   Conventional vs. prudential 
	-.17
	-.30
	-.05

	Initial vs. criterion judgment 
	
	
	

	   Harm
	.76
	.65
	.87

	   Resource
	.71
	.59
	.83

	   Conventional
	1.37
	1.21
	1.52

	   Prudential
	.38
	.32
	.45


Note. LB/UB= lower/upper bound of the 95% CI. 
a These comparisons were not pre-registered as they were not the primary focus of Study 1. 


Table A5
Study 1 (Young Adults): ANOVAs Comparing Effect of Judgment Type (Initial vs. Norm Independence) Across Domains
	
	F-test
	p value
	η2 

	Conventional vs. Harm
	
	
	

	   Judgment type (main effect)
	F(1, 300)= 550.10
	< .001
	.65

	   Domain (main effect)
	F(1, 300)= 1003.53
	< .001
	.77

	   Judgment type x domain (interaction)
	F(1, 300)= 199.35
	< .001
	.40

	
	
	
	

	Conventional vs. Fairness
	
	
	

	   Judgment type (main effect)
	F(1, 300)= 484.26
	< .001
	.62

	   Domain (main effect)
	F(1, 300)= 688.43
	< .001
	.70

	   Judgment type x domain (interaction)
	F(1, 300)= 95.75
	< .001
	.24

	
	
	
	

	Harm vs. Fairness a 
	
	
	

	   Judgment type (main effect)
	F(1, 301)= 246.52
	< .001
	.45

	   Domain (main effect)
	F(1, 301)= 4.92
	.027
	.02

	   Judgment type x domain (interaction)
	F(1, 301)= 2.72
	.10
	.01

	
	
	
	

	Conventional vs. Prudential a
	
	
	

	   Judgment type (main effect)
	F(1, 300)= 604.92
	< .001
	.67

	   Domain (main effect)
	F(1, 300)= 13.82
	< .001
	.04

	   Judgment type x domain (interaction)
	F(1, 300)= 288.30
	< .001
	.49


a These comparisons were exploratory 

Table A6
Exploratory Comparisons of Norm Independence Ratings Across Harm and Resource Inequality Scenarios 
	
	Mean difference
	t (df) =
	p value
	Bonferroni adjusted p value
	Effect size (d)

	Harm 
comparisons
	
	
	
	
	

	PUN - DB
	0.93
	8.96 (300)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.44

	PUN - WGT
	3.78
	21.83 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	1.48

	PUN -HAW
	4.57
	27.99 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	1.94

	DB - WGT
	2.84
	16.85 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	1.04

	DB - HAW
	3.64
	21.66 (298)
	< .001
	< .001
	1.42

	WGT - HAW
	0.83
	4.54 (297)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.29

	Resource
comparisons
	
	
	
	
	

	CEO - GRD
	-0.49
	3.21 (298)
	.001
	.020
	0.17

	CEO - GRP
	0.98
	5.85 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.36

	GRD - GRP
	1.47
	9.02 (301)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.56

	Harm – resource
comparisons
	
	
	
	
	

	PUN - CEO
	2.36
	14.85 (297)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.95

	PUN - GRD
	1.89
	13.21 (301)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.81

	PUN - GRP
	3.35
	22.21 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	1.50

	DB - CEO
	1.44
	8.99 (298)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.54

	DB - GRD
	0.96
	6.57 (301)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.38

	DB - GRP
	2.44
	15.23 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.99

	WGT - CEO
	-1.39
	7.30 (297)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.46

	WGT - GRD
	-1.90
	10.37 (300)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.66

	WGT - GRP
	-0.43
	2.44 (299)
	.015
	.578
	0.15

	HAW - CEO
	-2.21
	12.39 (296)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.78

	HAW - GRD
	-2.68
	15.74 (299)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.98

	HAW - GRP
	-1.23
	7.50 (297)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.46


Note. Harm scenarios: PUN= punch; DB=disability; WGT= weight; HAW= Halloween; Unfairness scenarios: CEO= chief executive officer; GRD= grade; GRP= group;  Descriptions of all scenarios are provided in Table 2 of the manuscript. 
Table A7
Comparison of Vignette Scripts Used in Yucel et al. (2022) and Study 2 (Children)
	Study
	Rule Introduction
	Context
	Actor Goal
	Transgression
	Goal Fulfillment

	
	Conventional (toy) vignette

	Yucel et al. (2022)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to play with toys during snack time.
	It’s snack time. Look, these other kids [point] put away their toys.
	The boy in orange [point] has a new toy and wants to play with it while he is eating. Everyone else is eating their food.
	Because the boy in orange [point] wants to play with his new toy, he keeps playing with his toy during snack time.
	-

	Study 2 (children)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to play with toys during lunch time.
	It’s lunch time. Look, these other kids [point] put away their toys.
	The boy in orange [point] has a new toy and wants to keep playing with it even though it’s time to eat.
	Because he [point] wants to play with his new toy, he doesn’t put it away.
	He keeps on playing with it during lunch time just like he wanted.

	
	Conventional (book) vignette

	Yucel et al. (2022)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Study 2 (children)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to read their own books during group story time.
	It’s story time. Look, these other kids [point] are sitting and getting ready to listen to the teacher’s story.
	The boy in red [point] has a new book and wants to keep reading it even though it’s group story time.
	Because he [point] wants to read his own book, he doesn’t sit and listen to the teacher’s story.
	He reads his own book just like he wanted.

	
	Harm (hit) vignette

	Yucel et al. (2022)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to hit others.
	It’s play time. Look, these other kids [point] are playing with toys.
	The boy in blue [point] wants to play with the train. This other boy is playing with it.
	Because the boy in blue [point] wants to play with the train, he hits that boy and gets the train.
	-

	Study 2 (children)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to hit others.
	It’s play time. Look, these other kids [point] are playing with toys.
	The boy in blue [point] wants to play with the train. But this other kid is playing with it.
	Because he [point] wants to play with the train, he hits that kid to get it.
	Now he has the train just like he wanted.

	
	Harm (steal) vignette

	Yucel et al. (2022)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to take things that don’t belong to them.
	It’s snack time. Look, these other kids [point] are eating cookies.
	The boy in green [point] finished his cookies and wants another one. He sees another cookie on the table.
	Because the boy in green [point] wants another cookie, he takes that other boy’s cookie without asking.
	-

	Study 2 (children)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to take things that don’t belong to them.
	It’s snack time. Look, these other kids [point] are eating cookies.
	The boy in green [point] finished his cookies but he’s still hungry and wants another one.
	Because he [point] wants another cookie, he takes that other boy’s snack without asking.
	Now he has an extra cookie to eat just like he wanted.

	
	Resource (chalk) vignette

	Yucel et al. (2022)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to take more chalk than other kids.
	It’s art time. Look, these other kids [point] are using one piece of chalk.
	The boy in yellow [point] wants more chalk. He wants to take more than the other kids.
	Because the boy in yellow [point] wants more chalk, he takes more for himself.
	-

	Study 2 (children)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to take more chalk than other kids.
	It’s play time. Look, these other kids [point] are using the same amount of chalk to draw.
	The boy in yellow [point] wants to draw something really colorful and big, so he wants to use a lot of chalk.
	Because the boy in yellow [point] wants a lot of chalk for his picture, he takes a bunch for himself and only leaves a couple of pieces for the other kids to use
	Now he has most of the chalk just like he wanted.

	
	Resource (Play-Doh) vignette

	Yucel et al. (2022)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to take more play-dough than other kids.
	It’s play time. Look, these other kids [point] are making something with play-dough.
	The boy in red [point] wants more play-dough. He wants to take more than the other kids.
	Because the boy in red [point] wants more play-dough, he takes more for himself.
	-

	Study 2 (children)
	In this class, kids are not supposed to take more Play-Doh than other kids.
	It’s play time. Look, these other kids [point] are making something with Play-Doh.
	The boy in red [point] wants to make something really big, so he wants a lot of Play-Doh.
	Because the boy in red [point] wants a lot of Play-Doh, he takes a bunch for himself and only leaves a little for the other kids to use
	Now he has most of the Play-Doh just like he wanted.


Note. Scripts are from the male version. Substantive differences in wording between Yucel et al. (2022) and Study 2 (children) are bolded. Vignette stimuli are available on the OSF project page: https://osf.io/c2wsu 
	
Additional Details Regarding Edits to Vignette Scripts in Study 2 (Children)
The resource inequality vignette scripts were edited from the original versions to clarify key details about the stories, including a more concrete rationale for why the character wanted to use the chalk/Play-Doh and a more explicit description of the transgression. This is consistent with details from the other stories and procedures used by Jambon and Smetana (2018a, 2018b). 
In Yucel et al.’s (2022) conventional “Toy” vignette, the Transgression slide depicted the main actor and two other characters sitting at a table in front of plates of food. While the other characters are shown eating with forks, the main actor is shown playing with a ball instead of eating. When eliciting children’s evaluations, the accompanying image depicted the main actor playing with the ball in front of a full plate of food, while the other characters’ plates sat empty. Failing to eat lunch could be seen as a prudential matter in addition to a conventional rule violation. To reduce this possibility, we modified the original Transgression slide to depict the main actor holding the ball in one hand (thus violating the rule) while eating lunch with their other hand like the other characters. This modified image was used for the Transgression and Goal Fulfillment slides and when assessing initial judgments and reasoning. For consistency, the same presentation format was used for the new conventional “Book” vignette. 
The final slide in each vignette (Goal Fulfillment) shows the outcome and confirms that the actor successfully achieved their goal. While consistent with Jambon and Smetana (2018a, 2018b), this differs from Yucel et al. (2022), whose final slide repeated the Transgression image and where children were asked to recount what had just transpired (“What did X do?”). Yucel et al. (2022) did not report the percentage of incorrect responses to this question, and based on our own experiences conducting similar interviews, we had every reason to believe that most children would understand the details of the story. As such, this check question was not asked in the present study.
Table A8
Study 2 (Children): Effect sizes, 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs), and Adjusted P Values for All Inferential Comparisons
	
	Effect size (d)
	LB
	UB
	Original p value
	Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted p value
	Bonferroni adjusted p value

	Initial judgments
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Harm vs. conventional
	.54
	.14
	.93
	.014
	.028
	.084

	   Resource vs. conventional   
	-.02
	-.38
	.33
	.89
	.890
	1.00

	   Harm vs. resource
	.54
	.10
	.97
	.007
	.021
	.042

	   
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Criterion judgments 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Harm vs. conventional
	.46
	.15
	.76
	.001
	.006
	.006

	   Resource vs. conventionala   
	.26
	-.01
	.54
	.026
	.039
	.15

	   Harm vs. resource
	.19
	-.08
	.47
	.160
	.192
	.96


Note. LB/UB= lower/upper bound of the 95% CI based on a two-tailed test. Despite pre-registering our intention to compare resource vs. conventional norm independence judgments  based on an a priori power analysis for a one-tailed test, we have included two-tailed confidence intervals and p values adjusted for multiple comparisons at the request of an anonymous reviewer.  
a The original pre-registered test of the resource-conventional difference was based on a significance threshold set at α = .05 to reject the null hypothesis of no difference. The adjusted thresholds for rejecting the null hypothesis were α = .033 (Benjamini-Hochberg) and α = .008 (Bonferroni). 
Table A9
Study 2 (Children): Descriptive Statistics for Judgments, by Individual Story
	
	Conventional
	Harm
	Resource

	
	Book
(n = 23)
	Toy
(n = 27)
	Hit
(n = 23)
	Steal
(n = 27)
	Chalk
(n = 23)
	Play-Doh
(n = 27)

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Unacceptability (initial)a
	.96
	
	.96
	
	1.00
	
	1.00
	
	.96
	
	.93
	

	Unacceptability (norm independence)a
	.30
	
	.41
	
	.57
	
	.59
	
	.70
	
	.37
	

	Wrongness (initial)b
	2.17
	0.89
	2.37
	.69
	2.74
	0.54
	2.59
	0.69
	2.26
	0.81
	2.26
	0.90

	Wrongness (norm independence)b
	0.78
	1.24
	0.96
	1.29
	1.52
	1.44
	1.44
	1.34
	1.70
	1.33
	0.81
	1.18


Note. Standard deviations (SDs) are not applicable to dichotomous scores
a Dichotomous (0= ok, 1= not ok)
b 4-point scale (0= ok to 3=very bad	
