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Although higher prices generally lead to lower demand, research on the price
divisibility effect suggests that consumers are sometimes willing to pay more for a
multipack if its price is divisible by the number of units it contains. For instance, a
seven-pack of shoelaces might be more appealing at the divisible price of $14
than at the lower, but non-divisible, price of $13. The original Journal of Consumer
Research (JCR) article documenting this phenomenon presented a total of 15
studies, one of which was preregistered and all of which yielded strong evidence.
In this article, we report four preregistered replications of three key studies from
the original article. Despite our replications’ considerably larger sample sizes,
none replicated the original results, and one yielded a marginally significant effect
in the opposite direction. We consider several possible reasons for the discrepan-
cies (e.g., selective reporting, data anomalies, time-related or context-related
moderators) and discuss their theoretical and practical implications. Altogether,
our findings imply that the price divisibility effect may not exist; if it does exist, it is
not as robust or generalizable as originally claimed. Researchers and marketers
should exercise caution before attempting to extend or apply research on the price
divisibility effect.

Keywords: multipack, price, quantity, divisibility, replication, open science

fundamental principle of economics is that, with rare
exceptions, higher prices lead to lower demand.

However, researchers have identified some cases in which
consumers are more willing to purchase higher-priced
products. Here, we investigate the evidence behind a par-
ticularly striking example of this phenomenon documented
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the price divisibility effect (Park, Kwon, and Bagchi 2024).

The price divisibility effect was demonstrated in the con-
text of multipack purchases. A multipack is a bundle of
identical products (e.g., a six-pack of casaba melons).
Ostensibly, a multipack is just another product, and there-
fore, like most products, it should be less appealing to con-
sumers the more expensive it is. However, Park et al.
hypothesized and found evidence for a peculiar deviation
from this expectation: Because consumers like it when the
price of a multipack is divisible by the number of units it
contains, they will sometimes prefer a multipack with a
higher divisible price over an identical multipack with a
lower, but non-divisible, price. For instance, the six-pack
of casaba melons might be more appealing if it is priced at
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$12 than if it is priced at $11, because $12 is divisible by
six. Although consumers generally like to keep their
money, sometimes it appears as though they like divisible
prices enough to spend more of it.

Park et al. theorized that consumers prefer divisible pri-
ces because divisible prices make it easier to calculate per-
unit prices, thus shifting consumers’ attention from the
multipack to the individual units. The more people focus
on unit consumption, the more quickly they expect to con-
sume each unit, and the easier it is to justify purchasing a
multipack. As a result, the original authors argue, consum-
ers are sometimes even more willing to purchase a multi-
pack when it has a higher divisible price than when it has a
lower non-divisible price.

The original article presented a substantial accumulation
of evidence across 15 studies (seven in the main text and
eight in the web appendix). The original studies demon-
strated the price divisibility effect across a variety of prod-
uct contexts, from toothbrushes to salted cashews; tested
several theory-derived mediators (e.g., justifiability) and
moderators (e.g., availability of unit prices); and ruled out
alternative explanations (e.g., a preference for round-
number prices). One study (study la) was preregistered,
and the evidential value of the full package of studies was
assessed using a p-curve analysis. As reported in the origi-
nal article’s web appendix, the p-curve confirmed that the
studies’ key effects contained evidential value and esti-
mated their collective statistical power to be 77%. If the
original findings are as reliable as they seem, they suggest
we should update our understanding of microeconomic
theory and encourage marketers to incorporate the price
divisibility effect into their toolkits.

Given the theoretical and practical importance of the
price divisibility effect, it is worthwhile to test whether the
original findings replicate. In order for a scientific claim to
be true—Ilet alone have any practical relevance—it must be
replicable. Yet large-scale replication efforts have revealed
that many published findings have less evidential value
than originally claimed (Camerer et al. 2018; O’Donnell
et al. 2021; Open Science Collaboration 2015). Conducting
replications can help determine not only whether a finding
is true but also whether it generalizes beyond a particular
sample or a particular point in time (Urminsky and
Dietvorst 2024). For instance, if consumers were especially
sensitive to price divisibility around the start of the
COVID-19 pandemic (when Park et al.’s studies were con-
ducted), then the original findings may not generalize to
other points in time, which could pose a challenge to the
original theory.

We therefore set out to examine the robustness of the
price divisibility effect by conducting preregistered replica-
tions of three key studies from the original article (studies
la, 1b, and 4). In the original study la, participants
reported being more likely to purchase a four-pack of body
wash when it had the divisible price of $16 than when it
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had the lower, but non-divisible, price of $15.30. The origi-
nal study 1b conceptually replicated this effect in a new
context in which the non-divisible price was a round num-
ber, but the divisible price was not. Specifically, partici-
pants in this study reported that they would be more likely
to purchase an 11-bag multipack of salted cashews if it
were priced at $11 than if it were priced at $10. Finally, the
original study 4 tested a moderator of the price divisibility
effect: whether consumers are told how quickly they can
expect to consume each unit. Participants reported that
they would be more likely to purchase an eight-pack of
toothbrushes at the divisible price of $16 than at the non-
divisible price of $15.41, but this effect disappeared when
they were told that each toothbrush would last for two
months.

We chose to replicate this particular set of studies for
two reasons. First, all three studies were easy to replicate
with nearly perfect fidelity. We used the exact same manip-
ulations, stimuli, measures, and analyses as the original
studies, which meant that the only differences between our
replications and the original studies were theoretically
irrelevant factors (e.g., samples, timing). Our replications
thus constitute study-design replications (Urminsky and
Dietvorst 2024), which allow us to test whether the original
findings are robust to factors that should not influence the
results. Successful study-design replications can increase
the field’s confidence in a particular finding; unsuccessful
replications might suggest that a finding is not as robust or
generalizable as originally claimed, perhaps posing a chal-
lenge to the original theory. The second reason we sought
to replicate this particular set of studies is that one of them
was originally preregistered, and all three original studies
yielded strong evidence. For example, the p-values for
these studies’ key results were, respectively, .001, .002,
and .005. P-curve estimates the combined statistical power
of these three studies to be 80%. In other words, if the orig-
inal studies were replicated many times over, on average,
they would be expected to yield statistically significant
results 80% of the time. With even larger sample sizes, the
overall rate of replication should move closer to 100%.

OVERVIEW OF STUDIES

We conducted four replications in total. Studies 1-3
(reported in the main text) are replications of studies la,
1b, and 4, respectively, from the original article. Appendix
study A (reported in the web appendix) is an additional rep-
lication and extension of study la with two additional non-
divisible price conditions, which allowed us to examine
whether fluctuations in price sensitivity might have con-
tributed to variation in the size of the price divisibility
effect.

To evaluate our replication results, we used two different
approaches. First, we asked whether the effects observed in
the original studies also emerged in our replications.
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Second, we asked whether the effects observed in our repli-
cations were large enough to have been detectable with the
original studies’ sample sizes. Following the small-
telescopes procedure outlined by Simonsohn (2015), we
calculated the minimum effect size (in partial » terms, to
capture the direction of the effect) that would have given
each original study at least 33% power (r33¢,). Any effect
smaller than this would yield nonsignificant results more
than twice as often as significant ones, meaning that the
original study would have been severely underpowered.
We then tested whether the effect size observed in our rep-
lication significantly differed from this threshold. If a repli-
cation yields an effect that is significantly smaller than
what the original study could have reliably detected, then
this implies that even if the effect of interest does exist, the
original study’s sample would not have been large enough
to detect it. We also calculated the implied power of the
original study to detect an effect in the hypothesized direc-
tion using a two-tailed statistical test. For each replication,
we report one power estimate that assumes the true effect
size is at the upper boundary of our 95% confidence inter-
val (CI), and another that assumes the true effect size is
equal to the effect size observed in our replication.

Across all four of our replications, we found no support
for the hypothesis that consumers prefer multipacks with
divisible (vs. non-divisible) prices. In our replications of
studies la and 4 from the original article (studies 1, 3, and
appendix study A), purchase likelihood did not differ for
multipacks with higher divisible prices versus those with
lower non-divisible prices, regardless of how large the gap
was between the divisible and non-divisible prices (appen-
dix study A) or whether participants were told how long
each unit would last (study 3). In our replication of study
1b from the original article (study 2), purchase likelihood
was somewhat /ower for a multipack with a higher divisible
price than for one with a lower non-divisible price. Even if
we assume the true effect sizes are at the upper limit of our
95% CIs, the original studies would have had between
2.6% and 35.6% power to detect those effects. If we assume
the effect sizes observed in our replications are correct, the
original studies would have only had between 0.07% and
5.4% power. Figure 1 displays the results of each original
study alongside our main set of replication results, and fig-
ure 2 depicts effect-size estimates for each study.

All studies were preregistered on AsPredicted. In line
with the recommendations of Simonsohn (2015), we aimed
to recruit approximately 2.5 times as many participants per
condition as the original studies. Participants in studies 1-3
were recruited from Prolific, and participants in appendix
study A were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk
(MTurk) via CloudResearch. The target sample sizes for all
studies were specified in advance in our preregistrations, as
were all exclusion criteria, manipulations, measures, and
analyses. Our preregistrations, materials, data, and code are
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available on ResearchBox (https://researchbox.org/2281
&PEER_REVIEW_passcode=NRSQBL).

STUDY 1: REPLICATION OF PARK
ET AL.’S STUDY 1A

Study la in the original article demonstrated the price
divisibility effect in consumers’ preferences for a body-
wash multipack. Specifically, participants (N =197)
reported that they would be more likely to purchase a four-
pack of body wash if it had the divisible price of $16 than
if it had the lower, but non-divisible, price of $15.30. Our
first study sought to replicate this pattern. We chose to rep-
licate this study in part because it was the only preregis-
tered study reported in the original article, which meant we
could more easily ensure that the design, procedure, and
analysis plan of our replication exactly matched the
original.

Method

Participants and Design. We requested 750 partici-
pants from Prolific and received 743 complete submissions.
As preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/hr9t-38tc.pdf), we
excluded participants who failed an attention check at the
start of the survey (n=24), using the same procedure as
the original study. Our final sample included 719 partici-
pants (M,e. =41.33 years; gender =48.54% men, 49.79%
women, 1.67% another identity). Participants were ran-
domly assigned to either a divisible $16 price condition, a
non-divisible $15.3 price condition (one decimal digit), or
a non-divisible $15.30 price condition (two decimal digits).
The first two conditions (n =476) are identical to those in
the original study, and the third is a new condition that we
added so that we could ensure that none of the results hinge
on showing the non-divisible price with only a single deci-
mal digit.

Procedure. Participants saw a picture of a four-pack
body-wash multipack priced at either “$16” (divisible price
condition), “$15.3” (non-divisible price with one decimal
digit condition), or “$15.30” (non-divisible price with two
decimal digits condition). They indicated how likely they
would be to purchase the multipack: “How likely are you
to purchase this item?” (1 = “very unlikely,” 7 = “very
likely”). Next, they completed three items that were
intended to measure price divisibility: “It was easy for me
to calculate how much each pack of body wash was priced
at,” “The price of each pack of body wash easily came to
my mind,” and “The price of each pack of body wash was
clear to me” (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly
agree”). Responses to these three items were averaged to
create a price divisibility composite (o= 0.93). Finally,
participants reported their age and gender.
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FIGURE 1

PURCHASE LIKELIHOOD BY CONDITION IN EACH ORIGINAL STUDY (LEFT) AND REPLICATION (RIGHT)

Study 1: Replication of Park et al.'s Study 1a
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NOTE.—Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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FIGURE 2

EFFECT SIZE IN EACH ORIGINAL AND REPLICATION STUDY

Study 1: Replication of Park et al.'s Study 1a
Original 1 H L {
Replication 1 : @ |
0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Study 2: Replication of Park et al.'s Study 1b
Original 1 — @ I
Replication 1 | & X
0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Study 3: Replication of Park et al.'s Study 4
Original 1 — @ !
Replication —ro—
0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

Effect Size (Partial r)

NOTE.—Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Positive effect sizes indicate effects consistent with the direction of the original findings. The dashed line indi-

cates the effect size (r33,) that would have given the original study 33% power.

Results

Manipulation Check. Participants perceived the price
of the body-wash multipack as more easily divisible when
it was priced at $16 (M =6.07, SD = 1.24) than when it
was priced at $15.30, regardless of whether the non-
divisible price was shown with one decimal digit

(M =5.15, SD=1.48; F(1, 474) = 53.96, p < .001, partial
1>=0.102) or two decimal digits (M =5.13, SD = 1.66;
F(1,482) = 50.13, p < .001, partial n* = 0.094). As shown
in table 1, this pattern of means is nearly identical to the
pattern observed in the original study. This suggests that
the price divisibility manipulation operated as intended, but
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RESULTS BY CONDITION IN PARK ET AL.’S STUDY 1A AND OUR REPLICATION (STUDY 1)
Non-divisible Non-divisible Divisible Effect sizes (r)
$15.3 price  $15.30 price  $16 price

Study Dependent variable mean (SD) mean (SD) mean (SD) $15.3 versus $16 $15.30 versus $16
Park et al.’s study 1a Purchase likelihood 3.81 (1.95) — 4.69 (1.78) 0.228 —

Price divisibility composite ~ 5.11 (1.63) — 6.06 (1.27) 0.311 —
Replication Purchase likelihood 3.98 (1.81) 3.97 (1.85)  4.04 (1.89) 0.017 0.019

Price divisibility composite ~ 5.15 (1.48) 5.13(1.66) 6.07 (1.24) 0.320 0.307

Note.—This table shows means and SDs of each measure by condition and effect sizes for the difference between the divisible and non-divisible price condi-
tions. Positive effect sizes indicate that responses were greater, on average, in the divisible price condition than in the non-divisible price condition.

also that the manipulation had a similar effect in our repli-
cation as it did in the original study.

Purchase Likelihood. Whereas participants in the origi-
nal study were significantly more likely to purchase the
body-wash multipack when it was priced at $16 than when
it was priced at $15.30, participants in our replication were
no more likely to purchase the body-wash multipack when
it was priced at $16 (M =4.04, SD =1.89) than when it
was priced at $15.30, regardless of whether the latter price
was shown with one decimal digit (M =3.98, SD=1.81; F
(1,474) = 0.14, p = .711, partial 1')2 = 0.0003) or two deci-
mal digits (M =3.97, SD=1.85; F(1, 482) = 0.17, p =
.679, partial > = 0.0004). In other words, neither effect
was detectably different from zero.

Effect-Size Comparison. The original study had 197
participants, giving it 33% power to detect »=0.109. In
other words, for the original study to detect an effect at
least a third of the time, the true effect size would need to
be at least r=0.109. In our replication, we observed an
effect size of r=0.017 (95% CI [-0.073, 0.107]) for the
comparison of the $16 divisible price to the $15.3 non-
divisible price (as shown in figure 2) and an effect size of
r=20.019 (95% CI [-0.070, 0.108]) for the comparison of
the $16 divisible price to the $15.30 non-divisible price.
Both of these effects are significantly smaller than r334,. If
we assume the true effect size is at the upper limit of our
95% CI (r=0.107) for the comparison of $16 to $15.3, the
original study would have had 32.1% power to detect it,
and if we assume the true effect size is equal to our best
estimate of that effect (r=0.017), the original study would
have had only 4.2% power to detect it. Likewise, if we
assume the true effect size is at the upper limit of our 95%
CI (r=0.108) for the comparison of $16 to $15.30, the
original study would have had only 32.6% power to detect
it, and if we assume the true effect size is equal to our best
estimate of that effect (r=0.019), the original study would
have had 4.5% power to detect it. Altogether, our results
suggest that if the effect of interest exists, the original
study’s sample size would not have been large enough to
detect it.

Discussion

In sum, we found no support for Park et al.’s claim that
consumers are more likely to purchase a four-pack of body
wash when it is priced at $16 than when it is priced at
$15.30. Neither of the effects observed in our replication
was detectably different from zero, and both effects were
significantly smaller than the smallest effect that the origi-
nal study’s sample size could have reliably detected. Our
results did not hinge on whether the non-divisible price
was shown with only a single decimal digit (as in the origi-
nal study) or with two decimal digits (as is standard in the
marketplace).

One potential concern is that the prices used in the origi-
nal study were perceived differently by participants in our
replication. For instance, perhaps consumers were more
price-sensitive in 2023 (when we conducted our replica-
tion) than in 2021 (when the original study was conducted),
in which case the gap between the divisible and non-
divisible prices may have seemed larger to our replication
participants, washing out the benefits of divisible prices. If
so, then the price divisibility effect may reemerge when the
non-divisible and divisible prices are closer together.
Appendix study A (reported in the web appendix) tested
for this possibility by including two additional non-
divisible price conditions ($15.60 and $15.90) in between
the two original prices ($15.30 and $16). As in study 1, the
price divisibility effect did not emerge when comparing the
divisible $16 price (M =4.12, SD=1.94) to the non-
divisible $15.30 price used in the original study (M =4.34,
SD =1.77; #(985) = 1.36, p = .386). However, the effect
also did not emerge when the non-divisible price was
$15.60 (M =4.42, SD =1.87; #(985) = 1.79, p = .181), nor
when the non-divisible price was $15.90 (M =4.08,
SD = 1.86; #(985) = -0.24, p = .991). In two out of three
cases, participants were directionally /ess likely to purchase
the multipack with the higher divisible price than the one
with the lower non-divisible price. This suggests that it is
unlikely that we failed to detect a price divisibility effect in
study 1 because our participants were more price-sensitive
than participants in the original study.
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STUDY 2: REPLICATION OF PARK
ET AL.’S STUDY 1B

Our second study was a replication of study 1b in the
original article, which demonstrated the price divisibility
effect in a new context in which the non-divisible price
was a round number, whereas the divisible price was not. If
the price divisibility effect is driven by a preference for
divisibility itself, as opposed to a preference for round
numbers, then this effect should emerge even when the
divisible price is not a round number. Consistent with this
idea, participants in the original study (N = 164) reported
that they would be more likely to purchase an 11-bag mul-
tipack of salted cashews when it was priced at $11 than
when it was priced at $10.

Method

Participants and Design. We requested 415 partici-
pants from Prolific and received 416 complete submissions.
As preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/9kmm-kmrb.pdf),
we excluded participants who failed an attention check at
the start of the survey (n=12), using the same procedure
as the original study. Our final sample included 404 partici-
pants (M, =41.28 years, gender =50.74% men, 48.51%
women, 0.74% another identity). Participants were ran-
domly assigned to either a divisible price ($11) or non-
divisible price ($10) condition.

Procedure. Participants saw a picture of an 11-bag
salted cashew multipack priced at either $11 (divisible
price condition) or $10 (non-divisible price condition).
They indicated how likely they would be to purchase the
multipack: “How likely are you to purchase this multi-
pack?” (1 = “very unlikely,” 7 = “very likely”).

Although the original study did not include a manipula-
tion check, we adapted the three items used in study la to
assess perceptions of price divisibility: “It was easy for me
to calculate how much each pack of cashews was priced
at,” “The price of each pack of cashews easily came to my
mind,” and “The price of each pack of cashews was clear
to me” (1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”).
Responses to these three items were averaged to create a
price divisibility composite (o = 0.92). Finally, participants
reported their age and gender.

Results

Manipulation Check. Participants perceived the price
of the 11-bag cashew multipack as more easily divisible
when it was $11 (M =5.40, SD=1.71) than when it was
$10 (M =5.10, SD=1.56), although this difference was
only marginally significant (F(1, 402) = 3.38, p = .067,
partial n* = 0.008). Given that the original study did not
measure perceptions of divisibility, we cannot determine
whether the manipulation had a larger or smaller effect in
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our replication than in the original study. However, our
results provided at least directional support for the assump-
tion that the $11 price was perceived as more divisible than
the $10 price.

Purchase Likelihood. Whereas participants in the origi-
nal study reported being significantly more likely to pur-
chase the cashew multipack when it was priced at $11 than
when it was priced at $10 (table 2), our replication yielded
a marginally significant effect in the opposite direction.
That is, our participants reported that they would be some-
what less likely to purchase the $11 cashew multipack
(M=3.51, SD=1.88) than the $10 cashew multipack
(M =3.88, SD=2.00; F(1, 402) = 3.80, p = .052, partial
n? = 0.009).

Effect-Size Comparison. The original study had 164
participants, giving it 33% power to detect r=0.119. In
other words, for the original study to detect an effect at
least a third of the time, the true effect size would need to
be at least =0.119. As shown in figure 2, our replication
yielded an effect size of r=-0.097 (95% CI [-0.193,
0.001]), which is significantly below this threshold. The
upper end of our CI allows for the possibility of a positive
effect, albeit a very small one (r=0.001). If we assume the
true effect size is at the upper boundary of our CI, the origi-
nal study would have had 2.6% power to detect it. If we
assume the true effect size is equal to our best estimate
(r=-0.097), the original study would have had only 0.07%
power to detect an effect in the hypothesized direction.
Altogether, our results imply that if the effect of interest
exists, the original study’s sample size would not have
been large enough to detect it.

Discussion

In sum, we found no support for Park et al.’s claim that
consumers are more likely to purchase an 11-bag multipack
of salted cashews when it is priced at $11 than when it is
priced at $10. Although participants in our replication per-
ceived the $11 price as somewhat more divisible than the
$10 price, they were marginally significantly less likely to
purchase the $11 multipack than the $10 multipack. Our
observed effect size differed significantly from the smallest
effect that could have been reliably detected with the origi-
nal study’s sample size.

STUDY 3: REPLICATION OF PARK
ET AL.’S STUDY 4

In our final study, we set out to replicate study 4 from
the original article, which tested whether the price divisibil-
ity effect is moderated by the presence of unit-
consumption-duration information. If consumers prefer
divisible prices because they expect to consume each unit
in a multipack more quickly when its price is divisible by
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TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF RESULTS BY CONDITION IN PARK ET AL.’S STUDY 1B AND OUR REPLICATION (STUDY 2)
Non-divisible $10
Study Dependent variable price mean (SD) Divisible $11 price mean (SD) Effect size (r)
Park et al.’s study 1b Purchase likelihood 3.55 (2.02) 4.51 (1.89) 0.241
Replication Purchase likelihood 3.88 (2.00) 3.51(1.88) -0.097
Price divisibility composite 5.10 (1.56) 5.40 (1.71) 0.091

Note.—This table shows means and SDs of each measure by condition and effect sizes for the difference between the non-divisible and divisible price condi-
tions. Positive effect sizes indicate that responses were greater, on average, in the divisible price condition than in the non-divisible price condition.

the number of units it contains—as the original authors the-
orize—then the effect may disappear when unit-
consumption-duration information is provided. Consistent
with this hypothesis, participants in the original study
(N =342) reported that they would be more likely to pur-
chase an eight-pack toothbrush multipack priced at $16
than one priced at $15.41, but only if they did not receive
information about unit-consumption duration. Among
those who did receive unit-consumption-duration informa-
tion, purchase likelihood was no greater for the $16 multi-
pack than for the $15.41 multipack.

Method

Participants and Design. We requested 868 partici-
pants from Prolific and received 865 complete submissions.
As preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/ssv4-7ywy.pdf),
we excluded participants who failed an attention check at
the start of the survey (n =6), using the same procedure as
the original study. Our final sample included 859 partici-
pants (M, =41.00 years, gender =49.94% men, 50.06%
women). Participants were randomly assigned to one of
four conditions in a 2 (price divisibility: divisible price vs.
non-divisible price) by 2 (unit-consumption duration: pre-
set vs. not preset) between-subjects design.

Procedure. Participants saw a picture of an eight-pack
charcoal toothbrush multipack priced at either $16 (divisi-
ble price condition) or $15.41 (non-divisible price condi-
tion). Those in the unit-consumption-duration-preset
condition read that “The floss-tip bristles last for 2 months
after being exposed to water. The toothbrush should be
replaced every 2months.” Meanwhile, those in the unit-
consumption-duration-not-preset  condition were not
informed about the expected consumption duration of each
toothbrush and simply read, “Floss-tip bristles.” They indi-
cated how likely they would be to purchase the multipack:
“How likely are you to purchase this toothbrush multi-
pack?” (1 = “very unlikely,” 7 = “very likely”).

Next, participants responded to three items that assessed
the justifiability of purchasing the multipack: “How justifi-
able is it to purchase multiple units of toothbrush?” (1 =
“not justifiable at all,” 7 = “very justifiable”), “How easy
to defend is it to purchase multiple units of toothbrush?” (1

= “not easy to defend at all,” 7 = “very easy to defend”),
and “How logical is it to purchase multiple units of tooth-
brush?” (1 = “not logical at all,” 7 = “very logical”).
Responses to these three items were averaged to create a
justifiability composite (¢ =0.94). They next completed a
measure of expected quickness of unit consumption:
“I think each toothbrush will last 3=
“very short,” 7 = “very long”). As in the original study, we
reverse-coded responses to this item so that higher values
would indicate greater quickness. Finally, participants
reported their age and gender.

Results

Purchase Likelihood. Table 3 shows the results by
condition for both the original study and our replication.
Park et al. found that purchase likelihood for an eight-pack
toothbrush multipack with a divisible ($16) versus non-
divisible ($15.41) price hinged on whether unit-
consumption-duration information was provided. In our
replication, the main effect of price divisibility was not sig-
nificant (F(1, 855) = 1.05, p = .305, partial n* = 0.001),
indicating that participants were no more likely to purchase
the $16 toothbrush multipack (M =3.51, SD=1.99) than
the $15.41 toothbrush multipack (M =3.37, SD=2.03).
The main effect of unit-consumption-duration information
was also not significant (F(1, 855) = 0.34, p = .561, partial
n? = 0.0004), indicating that participants were no more
likely to purchase the multipack when they were told that
each toothbrush would last for two months (M =3.48,
SD =2.02) than when they were not told how long each
toothbrush would last (M = 3.40, SD =2.00).

The original study’s central finding was that the effect of
price divisibility depended on whether unit-consumption-
duration information was provided, such that participants
preferred the $16 multipack over the $15.41 multipack
only when they were not told how long each toothbrush
would last. By contrast, in our replication, the effect of
price divisibility did not depend on whether unit-
consumption-duration information was provided (F(1, 855)
=0.32, p = .574, partial n* = 0.0004). The price divisibil-
ity effect did not emerge when participants were told that
each toothbrush would last for two months (Mgivisible =
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TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF RESULTS BY CONDITION IN PARK ET AL.’S STUDY 4 AND OUR REPLICATION (STUDY 3)

Study Dependent variable Non-divisible price mean (SD)  Divisible price mean (SD) Interaction effect size (partial r)
Park et al.’s Purchase likelihood Duration not preset: Duration not preset: 0.152
study 4 2.75 (1.65) 3.83 (2.08)
(N =342) Duration preset: Duration preset:
3.47 (1.77) 3.41 (2.04)
Expected quickness Duration not preset: Duration not preset: 0.100
of unit consumption 3.58 (1.68) 4.25 (1.60)
Duration preset: Duration preset:
4.82 (1.53) 4.87 (1.30)
Justifiability Duration not preset: Duration not preset: 0.148
4.39 (1.94) 5.12 (1.76)
Duration preset: Duration preset:
5.12 (1.79) 4.74 (1.90)
Replication Purchase likelihood Duration not preset: Duration not preset: 0.019
(N = 859) 3.29 (2.01) 3.51(1.99)
Duration preset: Duration preset:
3.45 (2.05) 3.51 (2.00)
Expected quickness Duration not preset: Duration not preset: 0.010
of unit consumption 3.95 (1.41) 3.82 (1.26)
Duration preset: Duration preset:
4.64 (1.48) 4.56 (1.51)
Justifiability Duration not preset: Duration not preset: 0.042
5.05 (1.76) 5.27 (1.67)
Duration preset: Duration preset:
5.40 (1.62) 5.34 (1.59)

Note.—This table shows means and SDs of each measure by condition and effect sizes for the two-way interaction between price divisibility and the presence of
unit-consumption-duration information. Positive effect sizes indicate effects consistent with the direction of the original findings.

3.51, SD=2.00 vs. Myon-divisile = 3-45, SD=2.05; F(1,
425) = 0.10, p = .747, partial n2 = 0.0002), nor did it
emerge when they were not told how long each toothbrush
would last (Mdivisible = 351, SD=1.99 vs. Mnon—divisible =
3.29, SD=2.01; F(1, 430) = 1.28, p = .259, partial n* =
0.003).

Effect-Size Comparison. The original study had 342
participants, giving it 33% power to detect an r=0.083
interaction effect. In other words, the true effect size would
need to be at least 7 =0.083 to be detected with the original
study’s sample size at least a third of the time. As shown in
figure 2, our replication yielded an effect size of r=0.019
(95% CI [-0.048, 0.086]), which is not detectably different
from the smallest effect that would have given the original
study at least 33% power. However, even if we assume the
true effect size is at the upper boundary of our CI
(r=0.086), the original study would still have had only
35.6% power to detect it. If we assume the true effect size
is equal to our best estimate (r=0.019), the original study
would have had 5.4% power to detect it. In sum, our results
allow for the possibility that the effect of interest is very
small yet just large enough to have been detectable with
the original study’s sample size. However, our results are
most consistent with the absence of any effect.

Expected Quickness of Unit Consumption. As in the
original study, participants expected to consume each unit

more quickly when they were told that each toothbrush
would last for two months (M =4.60, SD=1.50) than
when they were not told how long each toothbrush would
last (M =3.89, SD=1.34; F(1, 855) = 54.50, p < .001,
partial n2 = 0.060). However, unlike in the original study,
they did not expect to consume the multipack any more
quickly when it was priced at $16 (M =4.19, SD = 1.44)
than when it was priced at $15.41 (M =4.30, SD = 1.49;
F(1, 855) = 1.21, p = .272, partial n2 = 0.001), nor did
this effect depend on whether information about unit-
consumption duration was provided (F(1, 855) = 0.09, p =
767, partial n> = 0.0001). This means that participants did
not expect to consume each unit more quickly when the
multipack had a divisible price than when it had a non-
divisible price, regardless of whether they were told how
long each toothbrush would last.

Justifiability. Consistent with the original study, partic-
ipants did not see purchasing the $16 multipack as more
justifiable (M =5.30, SD=1.63) than purchasing the
$15.41 multipack (M =5.22, SD=1.70; F(1, 855) = 0.54,
p = 465, partial n° = 0.0006). Whereas justifiability was
not affected by the presence of unit-consumption-duration
information in the original study, participants in our repli-
cation saw purchasing the toothbrush multipack as some-
what more justifiable if they were told that each toothbrush
would last for two months (M =5.37, SD =1.60) than if
they were not (M =5.16, SD=1.72; F(1, 855) =3.37,p =
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067, partial n* = 0.004). Moreover, unlike the original
study, we did not detect an interaction between price divisi-
bility and unit-consumption-duration information (F(1,
855) = 1.49, p = .223, partial 7]2 = 0.002). In other words,
although participants thought it would be more justifiable
to purchase the toothbrush multipack when told how long
each toothbrush would last, their perceptions of justifiabil-
ity did not depend on whether the multipack had a divisible
or non-divisible price.

Discussion

Altogether, our findings do not support the original
theory. Park et al.’s study 4 found that participants pre-
ferred an eight-pack of toothbrushes when it was priced at
$16 than when it was priced at $15.41, but only if they
were not told how long each toothbrush would last. By con-
trast, in our replication, a price divisibility effect did not
emerge regardless of whether information about unit-
consumption-duration was provided. The focal interaction
effect observed in the original study was not detectably dif-
ferent from zero in our replication. Nevertheless, the effect
observed in our replication was also not detectably differ-
ent from the smallest effect that the original study’s sample
size could have detected. This means we cannot rule out
the possibility that the effect of interest is large enough to
have been detectable by the original study.

The additional measures of expected quickness of unit
consumption and justifiability also failed to yield support
for the original theory. Park et al. theorized that the price
divisibility effect emerges because divisible prices make
unit consumption more salient, thus leading consumers to
expect that each unit will be consumed more quickly and
making it seem more justifiable to purchase a multipack.
Although participants in our replication expected to con-
sume each unit more quickly and thought purchasing the
multipack was more justifiable when they were told how
long each unit would last (as in the original study), they
were not influenced at all by the divisibility of the multi-
pack’s price.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Research on the price divisibility effect suggested that
consumers prefer multipacks with higher divisible prices
over those with lower non-divisible prices. However,
across four preregistered replications, we found no evi-
dence for this phenomenon. In fact, one of our replications
yielded a marginally significant effect in the opposite
direction of the original (i.e., greater purchase likelihood
for a lower non-divisible price than for a higher divisible
price). Our findings suggest that if the effects of interest do
exist, two out of the three original studies’ samples were
too small to detect them.

GEISER AND NELSON

Why did the price divisibility effect emerge in the origi-
nal studies yet not in our replications? There are several
possible explanations, but first it is worthwhile to acknowl-
edge what is probably not a good explanation: bad luck. It
is unlikely that we failed to replicate the price divisibility
effect entirely due to chance. All three of the original stud-
ies strongly rejected the null hypothesis in favor of the
alternative, and none of their key results were perilously
close to the p = .05 threshold. Moreover, our replications
all had much larger sample sizes, affording them increased
statistical power and allowing us to detect effects even
smaller than those in the original studies. If chance cannot
adequately explain why our replications failed, then what
can?

One possible explanation is that the original findings
were selectively reported. Because nonsignificant findings
are less likely to be published (Sterling 1959), authors have
learned to stop submitting them. This means that the pub-
lished literature necessarily overestimates the prevalence
and magnitude of true effects and that some published find-
ings are merely false positives. If one conducts enough
studies and/or analyses, they will eventually obtain signifi-
cant results even if the effect of interest does not exist
(Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn 2011). However, this
explanation does not seem likely, at least on its own. After
all, the original studies yielded results consistent with
strong evidential value, and the three studies that we chose
to replicate all had p-values below .01. Moreover, one of
the original studies was preregistered, thus precluding
many possible researcher degrees of freedom.

Another possibility is that there were features of the
original materials that did not appear in our replication
materials. For example, small differences in the exact flow
or formatting of the surveys may have inadvertently
favored divisible (vs. non-divisible) prices in the original
studies or counteracted the advantage of divisible (vs. non-
divisible) prices in our replications. For our replications of
studies la and 1b, we based our materials on the ones
reported in the original article’s web appendix, which
means that they may have differed from the original studies
in minor ways; however, in our replication of study 4, we
circumvented this issue by using the original study’s QSF
file. It is therefore unlikely that our replications failed to
yield support for the price divisibility effect solely due to
differences in materials.

It is also possible that there are issues with or anomalies
in the underlying data. Perhaps there were errors in the cod-
ing or reporting of the original or replication data, or per-
haps there is some anomalous feature of the original data
that cannot be assessed via summary statistics alone (e.g., a
systematic response bias that only affected the original
studies). Of course, the only way to identify such issues is
to closely examine both sets of data. Because the original
studies’ data are not publicly available, we were not able to
examine them directly. However, our replication data are
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posted publicly on ResearchBox. Although we are not
aware of any issues and/or anomalies in our data, we
encourage interested readers to check for themselves.

Another possible reason for the discrepancies between
our results and the results of the original studies is that
some essential component of the original theory was miss-
ing in our replications or that the original theory failed to
specify all of the conditions that are necessary for the price
divisibility effect to emerge. In concept, our replications
could have failed to detect a price divisibility effect either
because divisible prices were not perceived as more divisi-
ble than non-divisible prices or because greater perceived
divisibility did not translate into greater purchase likeli-
hood. Given that three out of our four replications meas-
ured perceptions of divisibility and found that divisible
prices were indeed perceived as more divisible than non-
divisible prices, the first possibility seems unlikely.
However, it is possible that there is an important moderator
of the relationship between perceived divisibility and pur-
chase likelihood that operated differently in our replica-
tions compared to the original studies.

Perhaps the most obvious sources of variation between
the original studies and our replications are the participants
who completed them and the time at which they were con-
ducted. If the original findings were specific to a particular
sample or a particular point in time, then this might explain
why our replications yielded different results (Urminsky
and Dietvorst 2024). Participants in our replications were
recruited from two different online platforms (Prolific and
CloudResearch) that are similar to the one used for the
original studies (MTurk) and have at least partially over-
lapping participant pools. This means it is unlikely that our
replication samples systematically differed from the origi-
nal studies’ samples in ways that would have yielded dif-
ferent results. A more plausible explanation is that our
results differed because the relationship between perceived
divisibility and purchase likelihood changed over time,
given that the original studies were conducted in 2021,
whereas our replications were conducted in 2023 and 2025.

At the time when the original studies were conducted,
the COVID-19 pandemic may have led consumers to adopt
unusual purchasing habits that might have made them more
susceptible to the effects of divisible prices. Although the
original theory did not include any pandemic-specific mod-
erators, it is possible that the original studies were con-
ducted at a time when consumers were especially
motivated to stockpile products and thus especially inter-
ested in purchasing multipacks. If greater baseline interest
in stockpiling makes multipacks with divisible prices seem
especially appealing, then this might explain why the price
divisibility effect did not emerge a few years later when we
conducted our replications. In appendix study A, we
explored whether the price divisibility effect is moderated
by an individual’s tendency to stockpile products. If
changes in consumers’ stockpiling habits over time explain
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why our replication results differed from the original
results, then those who chronically stockpile products
should be especially susceptible to the effects of divisible
prices. Although those who stockpile products more fre-
quently reported greater purchase likelihood overall, we
did not find any consistent relationship between an individ-
ual’s tendency to stockpile and the size of the price divisi-
bility effect. This suggests that it is unlikely that the price
divisibility effect disappeared in our replications due to
temporal shifts in consumers’ stockpiling habits.

Another reason the price divisibility effect could have
changed over time is if the prices used in the original stud-
ies were perceived differently when we conducted our rep-
lications. If the original prices simply seemed higher or
lower to participants in our replications across the board,
then this would not necessarily explain why we observed
smaller differences between divisible and non-divisible pri-
ces. However, such discrepancies could be explained by
fluctuations in price sensitivity. For example, if consumers
became more price-sensitive over time, then the objective
differences between the original divisible and non-divisible
prices may have seemed larger by the time we conducted
our replications, perhaps overpowering the psychological
benefits of divisibility. To examine this possibility, we
tested in appendix study A whether the price divisibility
effect reemerges when the divisible and non-divisible pri-
ces are closer together. We found that participants were no
more likely to purchase the four-pack of body wash from
study la when it was priced at $16 than when it was priced
at $15.30 (as in the original study), $15.60, or $15.90. This
suggests that differences in price sensitivity are unlikely to
explain why the price divisibility effect did not emerge in
our replications.

Nevertheless, there may still be other important factors
that differed between the original studies and our replica-
tions that neither we nor the original authors have consid-
ered. To fully account for the discrepancies between the
original results and our replication results, any proposed
moderator should be able to explain not only why divisible
prices did not increase purchase likelihood in our replica-
tions but also why divisible prices—despite being per-
ceived as more divisible—did not influence expected
quickness of unit consumption or the justifiability of pur-
chasing a multipack (which, according to the original
theory, serially mediate the price divisibility effect). Unlike
in the original study 4, participants in our replication
(study 3) did not expect to consume each toothbrush in an
eight-pack of toothbrushes any more quickly when the mul-
tipack was priced at $16 rather than $15.41, nor did they
see purchasing the $16 multipack as any more justifiable.
Although there is no particular theoretical reason to expect
any of these effects to differ between the original studies
and our replications, it is possible that the original theory
was merely incomplete and should be updated to accom-
modate additional moderators.
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Altogether, given the large discrepancies between the
original results and our replication results, it is unclear
whether the price divisibility effect is a real phenomenon.
We found no evidence that consumers prefer divisible over
non-divisible prices across any of our four replication
attempts, despite using the exact same materials and meas-
ures as the original studies. We also found no evidence that
price divisibility influences other related judgments, such
as how quickly consumers expect to consume each unit in
a multipack or how justifiable it seems to purchase a multi-
pack. Of course, no single study (or set of studies) can
definitively prove that a phenomenon does not exist, and
further research would be necessary to determine whether
there are any circumstances in which consumers do reliably
prefer divisible prices. However, if the price divisibility
effect does exist, our results suggest that the conditions
under which it occurs, and the range of outcomes that are
affected by price divisibility, are far more narrow than orig-
inally claimed.

Based on our findings, several of the original article’s
conclusions may need to be revisited. First, if the price
divisibility effect were a real phenomenon, it would pose a
serious challenge to standard economic theory by suggest-
ing that price divisibility can counteract or even reverse
downward-sloping demand. However, our results did not
yield any surprising violations of downward-sloping
demand: We did not find any cases in which consumers
significantly preferred a more expensive multipack with a
divisible price over a less expensive one with a non-
divisible price, and in one study, we even found that partic-
ipants marginally preferred the latter. Our results thus call
into question whether price divisibility is powerful enough
to counteract the near-universal tendency for consumers to
prefer lower prices.

Second, our findings also suggest that marketing manag-
ers should exercise caution before incorporating the price
divisibility effect into the pricing of multipack products.
Park et al. recommend that marketers set multipack prices
such that they are divisible by the number of units, either
by increasing prices or adjusting the number of units in
each multipack. However, our findings suggest that this
strategy may not be effective at boosting sales and profits
and may even backfire, given that many consumers are
likely to be deterred by higher prices. Before implementing
divisible pricing in the marketplace, managers should test
whether the price divisibility effect emerges in that particu-
lar context and with the specific set of prices being consid-
ered. The original authors also suggest that marketers may
benefit from using divisible prices in other contexts, such
as for multiple-unit pricing deals (e.g., “4 for $8” instead of
“4 for $7”) and single-unit products (e.g., $12 instead of
$11.43 for a product with 12 servings). Given that we
found no benefits of divisible prices even within the con-
text of multipack products, where the phenomenon was
originally demonstrated, it may not be wise for marketers

GEISER AND NELSON

to extend the price divisibility effect to other contexts with-
out further evidence of its effectiveness.

This investigation highlights several ways in which con-
sumer researchers can make it easier for others to replicate,
extend, and apply their findings. The aim of science is to
identify truths about the world, and truths are those things
that can be independently verified, predicted, and repli-
cated. Ideally, those truths should generalize beyond the
particular samples, stimuli, manipulations, and measures
used to test those claims (Yarkoni 2022). One way that
researchers can make it easier for others to directly repli-
cate their findings is by making all of their original data
and materials publicly available. Posting data and materials
can help future researchers identify potential issues (e.g.,
confounds, data anomalies) or boundary conditions that
might affect the validity or generalizability of the original
claims. Researchers can also make it easier for others to
build on their findings and test their theories by specifying
the conditions under which they expect a particular phe-
nomenon to emerge (e.g., when and for whom). One way
to do this is by including a “constraints on generality” sec-
tion in the general discussion, a practice that some journals
already require (Simons, Shoda, and Lindsay 2017).

In sum, research on the price divisibility effect uncov-
ered a serious anomaly in standard economic theory by
demonstrating that consumers are sometimes willing to pay
more for multipacks with divisible prices. Yet four prereg-
istered replications failed to detect any evidence for this
phenomenon, thus calling into question whether it is as
robust and generalizable as originally claimed. Although
there are many possible reasons why our replication results
might have differed from the original results (e.g., selective
reporting, data anomalies, time-related or context-related
moderators not specified in the original theory), our find-
ings suggest that researchers and marketers should exercise
caution before extending research on the price divisibility
effect or implementing it in the marketplace.

DATA COLLECTION STATEMENT

The first author collected data for all four studies.
Studies 1 and 2 were conducted on Prolific in November
2023, and study 3 was conducted on Prolific in December
2023. Appendix study A, reported in the web appendix,
was conducted on CloudResearch in March 2025. The first
author analyzed the data, with input from the second
author. All data, materials, preregistrations, and code are
available on ResearchBox: https://researchbox.org/
2281 &PEER_REVIEW_passcode=NRSQBL.
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