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THE REALITY
Instacart is laser-focused on affordability 

and transparency. We're correcting the 
record about the Consumer Reports article 

that focused on Instacart in December 2025.

While Instacart has ended the randomized 
price tests that were the focus of this article, 

it’s important to understand what the 
practice was — and what it was not.

➔ This was not personalized or surveillance 
pricing. Instacart did not and does not 

use personal, demographic, or user-level 
behavioral information to set item prices. 

We never let retailers do so, either.

➔ This was not dynamic pricing — prices 
did not change in real time based on 

supply and demand.

➔ Families did not pay $1,200 more per year 
because of these randomized tests.

When our retail partners ran these price 
tests on Instacart's platform, the retail 

partners —not Instacart— controlled and 
directed the tests. Indeed, retail partners 

are always responsible for setting their 
own prices on the Instacart platform.

IMPORTANT!
We listened carefully to feedback 
from our customers and ended all 
item price tests on our platform in 
December 2025.



MISSING CONTEXT 
The maximum "23 percent" figure 
mentioned here refers to a price 

difference of $0.70.

MISLEADING
Instacart’s randomized A/B testing did 

not increase the overall price of 
groceries. 

Instead, it randomly showed 
consumers slightly lower prices on 

some items, and slightly higher prices 
on others, in order to understand the 
preferences of consumers as a whole 

(not an individual), to help retail 
partners apply their pre-determined

online markups across items, to lower 
prices on items for which consumers 

were most cost-sensitive, while 
holding overall markups constant.

In short, these tests did not change 
the overall total prices paid by 
customers. They meant some 

products were slightly less, and 
some were slightly more, but the 

total was the same as had the 
tests not been running

FALSE
Instacart did not use—or allow its 
partners to use—algorithms or AI to 
set individualized item prices.

The reality: Instacart enabled retail 
partners to perform randomized A/B 
testing, a common practice in the 
grocery industry (and across the 
entire retail sector) to understand 
consumer responses to price changes 
at a macro level.

These insights help retailers 
understand where to invest in lower 
prices—for all consumers.

Again, Instacart does not use—and 
does not allow its partners to use—
personal, demographic, or user-level 
behavioral information to set prices 
on Instacart.



MISLEADING
As noted at the outset, when retail 
partners ran pricing tests on 
Instacart's platform, the retail 
partners—not Instacart—controlled 
those tests. 

FALSE
Instacart did not confirm that this 

article accurately reflects price 
testing on the platform. The article in 

no way paints an accurate picture. 

As noted repeatedly in the 
annotations throughout, these A/B 

price tests were limited in scope, did 
not raise overall prices, did not 

involve individualized pricing, and 
were not based on any personal 

information.

IMPORTANT!
The article acknowledges that 

varying prices across consumers "is 
not illegal or new"—and even gives 

many everyday examples. 

What Instacart did here is even more 
narrow—short-term, limited, 

randomized tests that result in item 
prices that better align with 

consumer expectations

IMPORTANT!
Only 10 retail partners were involved 
in these A/B price tests. And that 
testing was limited, short-term, 
and randomized to help retail 
partners keep the items consumers 
care about most affordable.



MISLEADING 
This paragraph has nothing to 

do with Instacart. It is mere 
speculation about what the authors 

think "could" happen in the future—
not a reflection of what Instacart

actually does today. 

Instacart does not engage in 
“surveillance pricing." And it does 

not use—or allow its partners to 
use—personal characteristics, 

behaviors, or shopping history to set 
individualized prices.



IMPORTANT!
This is not a representative 

experiment. Instead, this study 
deliberately focused on only a single, 

grocery basket.

IMPORTANT!
This is an extraordinarily high 
error rate that infected more than 
half the submissions. This level of 
pervasive errors calls the study’s 
methodology into serious question.



MISLEADING
This overstates the pricing variation. 

As shown in the chart to the right, 
most consumers saw basket prices 

between $119.85 and $122.44—or 
within 1.1% of the midpoint.



IMPORTANT!
In fact, many products had no price 

variation at all during these past 
tests.



MISLEADING
This wrongly suggests that absent 

randomized A/B testing, all 
consumers would have received the 

lowest basket total. This is a total 
distortion of how the tests worked. 

In fact, absent A/B price testing, item 
prices would have been consistently 
higher than the lowest tested prices.

MISLEADING
The software referenced here is a 

separate product that allows 
retailers to manage their in-store

pricing and does not involve 
testing on the Instacart 

Marketplace.

This is one of many places where 
Consumer Reports lumps together 

practices that are fundamentally 
different.

FALSE
This claim is completely wrong 
and frankly outrageous. 
This figure isn’t grounded in consumer 
behavior. The study deliberately 
selected a single basket, then 
stretched the corresponding results 
from short-term, random tests into a 
year-long, hypothetical consistent-
outcomes projection, and then 
presented that as the typical impact 
for a family using our platform. That is 
both statistically indefensible and 
wildly misleading.

MISLEADING
With typical grocery baskets, the small 
price variations tended to cancel out. 
Over time, a customer would have 
expected to randomly pay slightly 
more for some items, slightly less for 
others, and exactly the same for most 
items. As a result, consumers' overall 
costs would generally remain the same 
over time. Indeed, economic studies 
show that A/B price testing ultimately 
saves consumers money, because 
they purchase more in categories with 
lower prices. (Maxime C. Cohen et al., Lessons 
from More than 1,000 E-Commerce Pricing Tests,
Havard Business Review (2024)). 



MISLEADING
This paragraph has nothing to do 

with Instacart. Instacart did not 
engage in fictitious pricing. 

The "original" prices displayed were 
the prices that consumers would 

otherwise have had to pay.

FALSE
Instacart did not manipulate prices 
to make discounts "appear larger or 
smaller." 

Every consumer in this study 
received exactly the discount they 
were shown. If those consumers 
were shown different original prices, 
then they would (and did) have to 
pay different prices before and after 
the sale.

MISLEADING
As explained, these were not 
"elaborate tests," but rather typical 
retail A/B price testing—as is done in 
brick and mortar stores—to 
understand consumer preferences 
at the macro level.



MISLEADING
Here again, the service referenced 

here is an entirely different tool 
that simply rounds prices to 
familiar endings (e.g., $3.99, 

instead of $4.02).

Contrary to the authors' 
suggestion, it has nothing to do 
with the tests that are the focus 

of this article. 

FALSE
The A/B price testing on Instacart 
was not used to determine how high 
retailers could raise prices. 

It was used by retail partners to help 
them apply their pre-determined 
markups to lower prices on goods 
for which consumers were most 
price sensitive, without increasing
prices overall.

IMPORTANT!
The goal and outcome of A/B price 
testing was not to raise overall 
prices, but to help retail partners 
increase sales by lowering prices on 
items consumers care most about,
while keeping overall prices 
constant.



MISLEADING
This entire graphic has nothing to do 

with Instacart or any of our current 
or past practices. 

What is illustrated here is 
surveillance pricing—setting 
different prices for different 

consumers based on individual data. 

Instacart does not do that. 
Instacart never did that. 

This article specifically looked for 
evidence of this, but acknowledges

that it found no evidence of it on 
Instacart's platform.



MISLEADING
As noted above, this entire graphic 

has nothing to do with Instacart. 
This is illustrating surveillance 

pricing, which Instacart does not do.



MISLEADING
As noted above, this entire graphic 

has nothing to do with Instacart. 
This is illustrating surveillance 

pricing, which Instacart does not do.



FALSE
A/B price testing conducted by 
retail partners on Instacart did 

not "maximize profit margins" 
or "wring a few more pennies"

out of consumers. 

Instead, it helped retail partners
understand how to best apply 

pre-existing markups, to lower 
prices on goods where consumers 

were most price sensitive, 
without raising prices overall.



MISLEADING
During the period reviewed by 
Consumer Reports, Instacart was 
evaluating different approaches to 
offset the costs it incurs to cover its 
operating and technology costs to 
provide consumers access to Target 
on the Instacart platform. Those 
pricing tests on the Target 
storefront have now ended. And as a 
result, the Target storefront now has 
lower markups.

IMPORTANT!
A/B price testing on Instacart's 

platform did not cause the 
average consumer to pay more 

for their groceries.
MISLEADING
Retailer partners' pricing tests on the 
Instacart platform were performed 
by retail partners.



IMPORTANT! 
Even in A/B price testing, most 
consumers see the standard 
item price.

MISSING CONTEXT
Without randomized A/B testing, all 
consumers would have paid 
somewhere in the middle. The 
testing meant that end prices varied 
(about ±3.5%) on a wholly random 
basis.

Again, the base, pre-test price is in 
the middle, not—as the article falsely 
suggests—the lowest price.

FALSE
While the article claims the findings 

"don't align" with the statement 
above, it doesn't point to any 
evidence that contradicts it.



MISLEADING
This paragraph has nothing to do 
with Instacart. Instacart does not 
personalize—and does not allow its 
partners to personalize—online 
prices. Even in randomized A/B 
testing, all price variation was 
entirely random, and never based 
on personal data. The article's focus 
on what Instacart has "the potential" 
to do is mixing hypothetical 
speculation with what actually 
happened.

IMPORTANT!
This point is key, and the study does 

not dispute it. In fact, the article's 
authors acknowledge they 

specifically looked for evidence of 
personalized or surveillance pricing—

but found none.

That's because Instacart does not, 
and never did, use personal, 
demographic, or user-level 

behavioral data to set item prices, 
nor has it ever allowed retailers to 

do so.

FALSE
Instacart does not use—

and does not allow its partners to 
use—any personal, demographic, or 
user-level data to set online prices. 

Including unfounded suspicions, with 
zero supporting evidence, is deeply 

irresponsible.

IMPORTANT! 
The study found no evidence of any 
pricing difference due to age, race, 
gender, income, or past use of 
Instacart. 

MISLEADING
Instacart does not obtain data from 
Acxiom and Epsilon to personalize 
pricing.



MISLEADING 
These patent applications are not 

related to pricing, but are about 
targeted promotions and discounts.

Instacart does not set—and does 
not allow retail partners to set—

prices based on any of these 
attributes, including in now-ended 

A/B price testing.

The article's insinuation to the 
contrary is based purely on 

speculation—it is rooted in zero 
facts about what Instacart did or 

does.

FALSE
Once again, the Offer Innovation tool 

has nothing to do with the now-
ended pricing tests conducted by 

retail partners.

Instead, it allows brands to try out 
different forms of the same 

promotion (e.g., 2-for-1 vs. 50% off 
vs. buy one get one).

IMPORTANT! 
This article is drawing entirely 
unfounded inferences about 
Instacart's business from language in 
a patent application that is 
intentionally broader than the 
company's actual practices. 

MISSING CONTEXT 
This is not referring to item pricing, 
but instead to the longstanding and 
routine practice of brands providing 
targeted coupons to consumers 
(e.g., 50% off for a first-time 
purchaser).



MISLEADING
Instacart does not engage—or allow 
its partners to engage—in 
surveillance pricing. And the article 
acknowledges zero evidence to the 
contrary.

Rank speculation that Instacart may 
suddenly start in the future is 
deceptive and irresponsible.

MISLEADING
Here again, this conduct described 
in this paragraph has nothing to do 
with Instacart. A/B price testing on 
the Instacart platform did not seek 
to "charge every person their 
absolute maximum price," but rather 
helped retail partners apply their 
pre-existing markup to lower prices 
on goods for which consumers were 
most price-sensitive, without 
increasing overall online grocery 
prices.





MISLEADING
These statements have nothing to 
do with Instacart. Instacart was not 
part of this study. 

And again, Instacart does not use—
and does not allow its partners to 
use—personal, demographic, or 
user-level behavioral information to 
set online item prices, including in 
randomized A/B tests.

MISLEADING
Instacart does not engage in 

“surveillance pricing."

MISLEADING
Instacart does not use an algorithm 

to set prices with personal data.



IMPORTANT! 
Carrot Tags provide pick-to-light 
technology to help shoppers find 
items in store. They also provide 
better display opportunities for 
people with dietary restrictions, 
allergies, etc. They have nothing to 
do with pricing at all.

MISLEADING
This article is knowingly quoting from 
errant, outdated materials, which (as 

the article later acknowledges) was 
removed being it was inaccurate.

MISLEADING
The 400 volunteers mentioned here 

was not the actual sample these 
findings were based on. 

Instead, widespread errors led to a 
much smaller sample of half this size.





IMPORTANT! 
Instacart makes it easier for 

consumers to plan their shopping, 
by displaying running item totals, 

and allowing consumers to pause, 
budget, and come back at their 

convenience.

IMPORTANT! 
Instacart makes it easier for 

consumers to buy in bulk, by making 
access to Costco available to 

anyone, including non-members.

IMPORTANT! 
Instacart makes it easier to 
comparison shop, allowing 
consumers to see prices across 
retailers simply by searching for an 
item in the app. 

That kind of simple and instant 
comparison shopping is virtually 
impossible in brick-and-mortar 
stores. Without Instacart, it would 
require driving across town to 
manually look at item prices at 
different stores, before returning to 
the store with the lowest price.
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