
Viral BridgeBench Post Claims Claude Opus 4.6 Was ‘Nerfed,’ Critics Call It Bad Science
Yahoo Tech
A viral benchmark post said Claude Opus 4.6 got worse. Critics say the data does not back that up.
Summary (TL;DR)
BridgeMind, the team behind the BridgeBench coding benchmark, posted that Claude Opus 4.6 had fallen from second to tenth place on its hallucination leaderboard, with accuracy dropping from 83.3% to 68.3%. The post framed this as proof of reduced reasoning levels.
Critics say the comparison is flawed. The original 83.3% score came from just 6 benchmark tasks, while the new retest used 30 tasks. On the 6 overlapping tasks, performance barely moved, from 87.6% to 85.4%, and that small swing came mostly from a single extra fabrication with no repeated runs, which fits normal statistical variance. Computer scientist Paul Calcraft called the claim incredibly bad science.
The frustration behind the post still has some basis. Claude Opus 4.6, launched in February 2026, drew complaints about shorter responses and weaker reasoning. Anthropic added adaptive thinking controls and set the default effort level to medium. One analysis of over 6,800 Claude Code sessions found reasoning depth fell about 67% by late February. Anthropic has not commented on the BridgeBench claims.

BridgeMind AI claimed Anthropic's Claude Opus 4.6 was secretly degraded after a hallucination benchmark retest. The viral post has since drawn sharp criticism for flawed methodology.
The claim triggered widespread debate over whether AI companies are quietly downgrading paid models to reduce costs.
BridgeMind Claims a 98% Surge in Hallucinations
BridgeMind, the team behind the BridgeBench coding benchmark, posted that Claude Opus 4.6 had fallen from second to tenth place on its hallucination leaderboard. Accuracy reportedly dropped from 83.3% to 68.3%.
"CLAUDE OPUS 4.6 IS NERFED. BridgeBench just proved it. Last week Claude Opus 4.6 ranked #2 on the Hallucination benchmark with an accuracy of 83.3%. Today Claude Opus 4.6 was retested and it fell to #10 on the leaderboard with an accuracy of only 68.3%," they wrote.

The post framed this as proof of "reduced reasoning levels." However, a closer look at the underlying data tells a different story.
Critics Say the Comparison Is Fundamentally Flawed
According to computer scientist Paul Calcraft, the claim is "incredibly bad science," highlighting a critical problem with the methodology.
"Incredibly bad science You tested Opus on 30 tasks today, previous score was on just *6* tasks Results for 6 tasks in common: 85.4% score today vs. 87.6% prevly. Swing is mostly from a *single* fabrication without repeats - easily statistical noise," commented Calcraft.

The original high score came from just six benchmark tasks. The new retest expanded the benchmark to 30 tasks.
On the six overlapping tasks, performance was nearly identical, dropping only from 87.6% to 85.4%.
Despicable clout chasing. They tested Opus today on 30 tasks, previous Opus 4.6 score was on just *6* tasks. DIFFERENT BENCHMARK
6 tasks in common results: 85.4% score today vs. 87.6% prev. Swing is mostly from a *single* fabrication without repeats - easily statistical noise https://t.co/wmFfAfNmEW pic.twitter.com/opUxoVevpP

— Paul Calcraft (@paul_cal) April 12, 2026



That small swing came mostly from a single extra fabrication in one task. With no repeated runs, this falls well within normal statistical variance for AI models.
Large language models are not deterministic, and one bad output on a small sample can shift results significantly.
Broader Frustrations Fuel the Narrative
Still, the post struck a nerve. Since its February 2026 launch, Claude Opus 4.6 has faced persistent complaints about perceived quality decline.
Developers report shorter responses, weaker instruction-following, and reduced reasoning depth during peak hours.
Some of this traces to deliberate product changes. Anthropic introduced adaptive thinking controls that let the model self-adjust its reasoning budget. The default effort level was later set to medium, prioritizing efficiency over maximum depth.
New on the API: we're giving developers better control over model effort and more flexibility for long-running agents.
Adaptive thinking lets Claude calibrate its reasoning depth to each task, and context compaction keeps long-running tasks from hitting limits.

— Claude (@claudeai) February 5, 2026



An independent analysis of over 6,800 Claude Code sessions found reasoning depth dropped roughly 67% by late February.
The model's file-read ratio before editing code fell from 6.6 to 2.0. That suggests it attempted fixes on code it had barely reviewed.
What This Means for AI Users
This reflects a growing tension in the AI industry. Companies optimize models for cost and scale after launch, while heavy users expect consistent peak performance. The gap between those priorities erodes trust.
Based on the available evidence, the BridgeBench data does not prove a deliberate downgrade. The benchmark comparison was apples-to-oranges, and the overlapping results were nearly identical.
However, the underlying frustration is not entirely baseless. Adaptive compute controls and service-level optimizations have changed how Claude Opus 4.6 behaves in practice. For developers relying on consistent output, those changes matter.
Anthropic has not issued a public statement on the specific BridgeBench claims as of April 13.
Read the Original story Viral BridgeBench Post Claims Claude Opus 4.6 Was 'Nerfed,' Critics Call It Bad Science by Lockridge Okoth at beincrypto.com
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