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Tiger Beer Blind Tasting 2026: What the Results Actually Show

Description

Tiger Beera??s June 2026 blind-tasting activation found that 77% of participants rated the
unbranded beer &??excellentad?« or a??very gooda?e, while 72% said they would order it again.
Those are the branda??s reported figures from more-than 250-participants at Guoco Towera??not an
independent national survey and not a head-to-head test against international beers.

Updated 15 July 2026 after checking Tigera??s full news release. This correction removes the earlier
claim that Tiger was served alongside international beers; the organiser says every pour in the
activation was Tiger.

Tiger Beer blind tasting 2026: the four reported results

Measure Brand-reported result
Rated the unbranded beer &??excellenta?e or a??very gooda?e 77%
Said they would order it again based on taste 72%
Felt proud that a Singapore-born beer is recognised globally 86%
Said they would actively choose Tiger in future 74%

The figures and description come from a Tiger Beer news release distributed through PR Newswire. PR
Newswire identifies Tiger Beer as the source; publication on the wire does not make the results
independently verified.

What participants actually tasted

The organiser says branding was removed and participants saw descriptions of award credentials
instead of a beer name. Crucially, all the pours were Tiger Beer. Participants were not comparing
several unmarked brands and selecting a winner. The exercise can support a narrower statement:
many people in this recruited event group gave a positive response to Tiger without seeing its label.
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https://www.prnewswire.com/apac/news-releases/tiger-beer-proves-its-global-credentials-in-bold-blind-tasting-experiment-302799976.html
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It cannot establish that Tiger beat an international competitor, that 77% of Singapore residents prefer it,
or that the activation isolated taste from every other influence. Award cues were still displayed, which
may have shaped expectations even though the brand name was hidden.

Five methodology questions the release does not answer

1. Exact sample size: the release says a??more than 250a7?e, not the denominator used for each
percentage.

Recruitment: it does not explain how passers-by were invited, screened or compensated.
Question wording: the full questionnaire and response scale are not published.
Non-response: it is unclear whether every participant answered every question.

Independent oversight: no external research firm, protocol or statistical report is identified.

abrown

Because the denominator is imprecise, LBRD has not converted percentages into participant counts.
For example, 77% of 251 and 77% of 299 imply different numbers of respondents. Reporting an
invented count would create/false precision.

What is still meaningful

As a campaign record, the activation shows how a brand can separate packaging recognition from the
immediate sensory response, then reconnect that response to origin and heritage after the reveal.
Tigera??s official history dates its first batch to 1932 at Malayan Breweries in Singapore. That supports
the a??Singapore-borna?e description, although claims about awards and market reach still come from
the brand.

The result is therefore useful as evidence about the campaign itself and as a case study in brand
framing. It is weak evidence for comparative product superiority. The distinction matters because the
Singapore Code of Advertising Practice says advertisements should be legal, decent, honest and
truthful. Readers should be able to see who ran a study, what was tested and what the numbers can
support.

A better way to test comparative preference

A stronger design would pre-register the method, serve several beers in random order under neutral
codes, standardise temperature and pour size, recruit a defined sample, collect ratings before revealing
awards or origin, and publish the questionnaire and complete results. It would also report uncertainty
instead of presenting percentages alone. An independent research partner would reduce&a??but not
eliminate&??conflict-of-interest concerns.

None of this proves that participants disliked Tiger; the reported ratings are plainly positive. It simply
keeps a one-day marketing activation in the correct evidential category.

For more analysis of campaigns and current events, visit LBRDa??s Whata??s Happening section and
Food & Drinks coverage.
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Responsible-drinking note

This article analyses claims; it does not encourage alcohol consumption. Health Promotion Board
advises drinkers to track consumption, set a limit, alternate with non-alcoholic drinks and avoid alcohol
before driving or other risky activities. See its responsible-drinking guidance.

Bottom line: Tiger reported favourable reactions from its event participants, but every pour was Tiger
and key research details were not published. Read the percentages as brand-reported activation
results, not a national preference poll or proof that Tiger defeated unnamed rivals.
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