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Abstract 

Background: This study aims to comparatively evaluate the performance of artificial intelligence chatbots in 

explaining fundamental concepts and processes related to international protection status. Within the scope of the 

research, a set of 10 questions related to international protection status was posed to the OpenAI ChatGPT-5, 

Google Gemini 2.5 Flash, and Microsoft Copilot Think Deeper models in October 2025.  

Objective: The initial responses generated by the models were scored by five academics specialising in migration 

using a blind evaluation method. The evaluation process was based on the Handbook on Procedures and Criteria 

for Determining Refugee Status and Guidelines on International Protection developed by the United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR).  

Method: The responses were evaluated on a five-point scale according to their accuracy and comprehensiveness. 

Kendall's W coefficient was used to determine inter-rater agreement in the analysis of the data obtained, while the 

Friedman test was used to test the differences between the artificial intelligence models.  

Results: The findings show that all models are generally accurate but often provide limited and superficial 

explanations. It was found that ChatGPT's average scores were higher than those of other models, but there were 

significant differences between models, particularly in concepts open to legal interpretation, such as 

 

Conclusion: Consequently, it was concluded that artificial intelligence chatbots could serve as auxiliary tools 

providing rapid access to fundamental information in the field of international protection, but could not replace 

expert assessment in rights-based and legally consequential individual application processes. 

Keywords: International protection, artificial intelligence, ChatGPT, Gemini, Copilot. 
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1. Introduction 

Technologies emerging with the rapid advancement of the digital age are having a multifaceted impact 

across various sectors, including healthcare, economics, communication, and industry (Schwab, 2017). 

Technological developments are also making their mark in education. Technological developments are also 

making their mark in education. These developments necessitate the integration of technology into education, 

thereby contributing to the development of individuals' everyday life skills. Artificial intelligence is one of the 

most important stakeholders in the integration of education and technology today. Artificial intelligence is a 

system that enables a device to adapt to new situations, cope with problems, and answer various questions through 

machine learning, performing human intelligence-based activities in a static or stable manner (Chen et al., 2020; 

McCarthy & Wright, 2004).  

Due to the capabilities of these systems, such as their high data processing speed, advanced algorithms, 

and ability to perform big data analysis, individuals are increasingly using artificial intelligence for various 

purposes such as translation, data analysis, image generation, and chatting (Zeide, 2019). Examples of artificial 

intelligence chatbots commonly used for the purposes mentioned above include Google Gemini, OpenAI 

 

The use of generative artificial intelligence chatbots came to the fore in November 2022 with the company's 

launch of ChatGPT. OpenAI was a large language model (LLM) that rapidly became one of the fastest-growing 

user bases within the first few months of its launch. Other companies also launched chatbots; for example, Artifical 

intelligence chatbots such as Gemini and Microsoft Copilot increased in the market (Cohen et al., 2025). The rise 

in innovative technologies and people's cross-border mobility prompted states to reassess how they manage 

migration. Today, governments and international organisations using artificial intelligence in migration 

management play a central role in defining migrants' identities and, consequently, the opportunities, protection, 

and assistance they can access (Nalbandian, 2022). An examination of Google Trends statistics reveals that 

searches for the keywor

(Google Trends, 2025). Furthermore, Migration Data Portal statistics show that by the end of 2024, 304 million 

individuals worldwide were classified as international migrants, accounting for approximately 3.72% of the global 

population (Global Migration Data Portal, 2025). International protection statistics show a sharp increase since 

2021. In 2022 and 2023, there were over 2.6 million new international protection applications and millions of 

backlogged cases (IOM, 2024).  

As more and more countries turn to digital governance strategies, various artificial intelligence tools are 

being integrated into the field of migration management, such as identity checks, border security and control, and 

the analysis of data related to visa and asylum applicants, this will increase the efficiency and accuracy of the 

both those working in the field of migration need to learn about artificial intelligence chatbots and migrants 

applying for status need accurate and comprehensive information on complex status appeals. The sudden increase 

in international protection applications seen after 2021 and the accumulation of millions of files with new 

application figures exceeding 2.6 million annually in the 2022 2023 period show that protection systems are 

reaching their capacity limits.  
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Information production plays a critical role in managing these rapidly increasing numbers, ensuring 

chatbots are assessed accurately and consistently, and, crucially, sustaining a rights-based protection mechanism. 

At this very point, the accuracy, reliability and comprehensiveness of the answers given regarding the meaning of 

international protection status in the age of artificial intelligence have become more important than ever. In this 

context, recent literature has drawn attention to the phenomenon commonly referred to as artificial intelligence 

hallucinations, defined as the generation of responses that appear coherent and authoritative but contain 

incomplete, misleading, or normatively incorrect information (Alkaissi & McFarlane, 2023; Ji et al., 2023). The 

increasing volume of data, diversifying application profiles and rapidly changing global risk environment require 

both experts and digital tools to rely on correct conceptual definitions. The widespread use of artificial 

intelligence-based systems necessitates that accurate information, the current legal framework, and human rights 

norms are correctly reflected in algorithmic processes. This study aims to evaluate the ability of three leading 

artificial intelligence chatbots to answer questions related to international protection status.  Specifically, it aims 

to determine the accuracy, comprehensiveness, and level of variability of the responses provided. 

 

2. Method 

This section of the study includes information regarding the research model, the study group, the data 

collection process, data analysis, and ethical considerations. 

2.1. Research model 

In October 2025, a set of 10 questions related to international protection status for artificial intelligence 

chatbots was entered. The models included Open AI's ChatGPT-5, Google's Gemini 2.5 Flash, and Microsoft's 

Copilot Think Deeper application. The initial responses generated by each artificial intelligence model were 

included in the study. 

2.2. Sample 

The initial responses generated by each artificial intelligence model were included in the study. The AI-

generated responses were evaluated by an independent panel of five academics, selected via purposive sampling. 

All evaluators hold at least an Associate Professor rank in social sciences. A strict inclusion criterion was active 

field research experience in migration studies, ensuring their high-level familiarity with UNHCR guidelines and 

international protection procedures. 

2.3. Data collection process 

After the data collection process was completed, each response provided by the artificial intelligence 

chatbots was evaluated by five academics specialising in migration. The evaluation process was conducted 

blindly. The Handbook on Procedures and Criteria for Determining Refugee Status and Guidelines on 

International Protection, developed by the UNHCR (2019) in an evidence-based manner, was provided to the 

evaluators for the evaluation process. The evaluation criteria were defined as follows: (1) Completely incorrect, 

(2) Mostly incorrect, (3) Mostly correct, (4) Correct but insufficient, (5) Completely correct and comprehensive, 

to reduce variability stemming from differing professional interpretations, evaluators were provided with the 

UNHCR Handbook and Guidelines as a shared reference standard and were instructed to prioritise definitional 
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fidelity and completeness rather than stylistic features. The blind evaluation procedure aimed to minimise brand-

related bias across models. 

In this study, all queries were presented to the artificial intelligence chatbots in Turkish, and the 

corresponding responses were obtained in Turkish. For the purpose of reporting and presentation in this 

manuscript, the original Turkish questions and the AI-generated responses were translated into English by the 

researchers. 

2.4. Data analysis 

Ten questions were independently examined to determine the evaluator agreement between the three 

artificial intelligence chatbots used. Using Kendall's W coefficient, evaluator agreement among the three artificial 

intelligence programmes was assessed for each question. Kendall's W coefficient assessed reliability among 

evaluators, and the significance of the chi-square test applied indicated agreement among evaluators. In addition, 

a non-parametric one-way analysis of variance was used in the measurements. The Friedman test was applied to 

test whether the mean scores of the three different artificial intelligence models on the same question were 

significantly different. Statistical analyses were conducted in accordance with the ordinal data structure. The 

median and mean standard deviations of the evaluators for each question were presented for each artificial 

intelligence application. The P-value obtained from the Friedman test indicates whether there is a difference in 

the ratings between evaluators. In this case, it was assumed that the rating scale was ordinal. Inter-rater agreement 

 

2.5. Ethics 

Ethical committee approval is not required for this study. Informed consent was obtained from the five 

academic experts who participated as evaluators in this study. Their participation was strictly voluntary, and all 

identifying information was completely anonymized and securely stored. 

2.6. Limitations  

This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the findings. First, the 

evaluation of artificial intelligence generated responses relied on expert judgment, which may be influenced by 

individual professional perspectives and interpretative differences, particularly in a field characterised by legal 

and normative complexity. Although this potential bias was mitigated through the inclusion of five independent 

evaluators and the use of a shared reference framework based on UNHCR guidelines, some degree of subjectivity 

remains unavoidable. Second, the study was based on a limited set of ten questions, which may not fully capture 

the breadth and practical complexity of international protection procedures or reflect the diverse informational 

needs of applicants in real-world contexts. Third, the absence of a validated and standardised instrument for 

assessing the quality of AI-generated legal explanations necessitated the use of a researcher-defined ordinal rating 

scale, which may limit the comparability of results across studies. Finally, the rapid and ongoing evolution of 

artificial intelligence models means that the findings represent a snapshot in time and may not fully reflect future 

improvements or changes in system performance. 
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Table 1. Example Chatbot 
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3. Results  

Table 2. Comparison of responses. 

Question 

Gemini 

Med 

[Q1-Q3] 

Gemini 

 

ChatGPT 

Med [Q1-

Q3] 

ChatGPT 

 

CoPilot 

Med 

[Q1-Q3] 

CoPilot 

 
W p 

1. Who is granted 

international protection 

status? 

4 [2-5]  5 [5-5]  4 [2-5]  0.463 0.099 

2. What does 

complementary 

protection mean? 

4 [2-5]  5 [5-5]  4 [2-4]  0.76 0.022 

3. What is the principle of 

Non-Refoulement? 
4 [3-5]  5 [4-5]  4 [3-5]  0.48 0.091 

4. Can a person whose 

application for 

international protection is 

rejected be deported? 

4 [3-5]  4 [3-5]  4 [3-5]  0.16 0.449 

5. What acts of 

persecution are included 

in an international 

protection application? 

5 [3-5]  5 [4-5]  4 [3-5]  0.35 0.174 

6. Can protection be 

granted if persecution is 

caused by non-state 

actors? 

5 [3-5]  5 [3-5]  4 [3-5]  0.467 0.097 

7. Can a person who has 

fled their country for 

economic reasons receive 

international protection? 

5 [4-5]  4 [4-5]  4 [3-5]  0.28 0.247 
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Table 2 (continued). Comparison of responses.

Question 

Gemini 

Med [Q1-

Q3] 

Gemini 

 

ChatGPT 

Med [Q1-

Q3] 

ChatGPT 

 

CoPilot 

Med [Q1-

Q3] 

CoPilot 

 
W p 

8. Is there a time limit 

for international 

protection? 

5 [4-5]  5 [4-5]  4 [3-5]  0.52 0.074 

9. Can international 

protection also be 

applied to family 

members? 

4 [3-5]  5 [4-5]  4 [4-5]  0.108 0.584 

10. What does the 

internal flight 

alternative mean? 

4 [4-5]  4 [4-5]  4 [3-5]  0.16 0.449 

UNHCR (2019) p = P value for the Friedman's test; W = Kendall's coefficient of concordance   

The results obtained are presented in Table 2. There is no doubt that all artificial intelligence models can 

provide comprehensive and accurate answers to evaluators. When examining the scores given to the responses of 

the three models, it is seen that their median values generally range between 4 and 5. This shows that, in general, 

artificial intelligence chatbots produce accurate but not fully comprehensive responses. While ChatGPT achieved 

the highest scores across all questions, Gemini and Microsoft Copilot scored lower on some questions with less 

variance and a more moderate average. However, upon closer analysis, it is evident that not all artifical intelligence 

models demonstrated high accuracy rates for every question. For example, Gemini and Copilot had lower averages 

of 3.8 on some questions, indicating that the models may occasionally provide incomplete or superficial 

information when explaining legal concepts such as international protection. 

When examining the results of the Friedman test, a significant difference between the models was only 

found in one question (what does complementary protection mean?). This indicates that the models' approaches 

clearly differ in how they interpret the complementary protection question in artificial intelligence chatbots. The 

fact that the test results were not significant for all other questions indicates that the answers provided by the 

models to the questions were mostly at a similar level of accuracy.  

When Kendall's W test results are examined, it is observed that there is no statistically significant strong 

agreement among the evaluators for the majority of the questions. The only exception is the question 'What does 

complementary protection mean?', where a significant level of agreement was found (W=0.76, p=0.022). For the 

remaining questions, the lack of significant homogeneity indicates a notable level of divergence among evaluators 

regarding the conceptual accuracy of the answers given by the different artificial intelligence models. This general 

divergence may stem from the fact that many concepts within international protection law are open to 

interpretation and can be assessed in different ways in practice. It is highly probable that the assessors evaluated 
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these legal concepts according to their own perceptions and professional backgrounds. As in the study by Cohen 

et al. (2025), the fact that some questions lead to differences in interpretation can be explained by different types 

of diversity. 

 

Figure 1. Average Score For Each Model Per Question. 

Figure 1 shows that when examining the inadequacies of the responses provided by artificial intelligence 

models, it is observed that Microsoft Copilot and Gemini models fall short, particularly in explaining the contexts 

of concepts. For example, CoPilot's responses to questions were found to be more general in nature, which may 

have led to a lower score on a specific topic such as international protection. 

 

4. Discussion 

Due to the multidimensional nature of the concept of international protection, it is challenging for artificial 

intelligence chatbots to produce a completely accurate and comprehensive response. Although the response 

performance of artificial intelligence chatbots has been extensively studied and evaluated, particularly in the fields 

of medicine and physiotherapy, there are no studies comparing the response accuracy of artificial intelligence 

models in the field of international protection, which is one of the fundamental concepts of migration. Therefore, 

this study compares the performance of artificial intelligence models with a focus on the concept of international 

protection and addresses this gap in the literature. 

This study revealed that evaluators differed on certain questions. This finding highlights that, although 

artificial intelligence chatbots emphasised in the literature can convey general principles on any subject, they are 

still inadequate in terms of evaluating details and providing comprehensive explanations (Cohen, et al., 2025). 

The findings of this study clearly reveal the inconsistencies exhibited by artificial intelligence chatbots 

when explaining complex legal concepts such as international protection, as well as the low level of agreement 

among expert evaluators. While recent literature highlights the innovative solutions and support mechanisms 

generative AI can provide for refugees in areas like health, language, and integration (Jahani et al., 2024), relying 

on these tools for complex legal guidance poses significant risks. Contemporary studies examining the use of AI 

in migration and asylum systems warn that although these technologies have the potential to support 

administrative procedures, their implementation in Refugee Status Determination (RSD) processes without 

careful legal and human rights considerations could lead to biased decisions and undermine fundamental rights 
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(Amoroso, 2024; Memon et al., 2024). While the existing literature predominantly discusses the administrative 

role or ethical boundaries of AI in asylum processes at a theoretical level, this study fills a significant gap by 

experimentally demonstrating the conceptual limitations of AI chatbots in international protection law through 

the direct assessments of independent experts and specific statistical methods like Kendall's W test. 

The inconsistencies observed in our study underscore the critical need for robust regulatory frameworks. 

For instance, the European Union's recently adopted Artificial Intelligence Act (AI Act) explicitly classifies AI 

systems used in migration, asylum, and border control as high-risk (European Parliament, 2024). 

This study demonstrates that although artificial intelligence chatbots generate accurate information in the 

field of international protection, they provide information that is not entirely comprehensive. Although the 

accessibility of artificial intelligence chatbots is considered beneficial in terms of rapid learning of basic concepts, 

it has been observed that they can be incomplete and superficial, particularly in cases requiring legal interpretation 

and involving facts that are crucial to an individual's life. For these reasons, it has been concluded that they cannot 

replace expert opinions in cases involving individual appeals and processes within the field of international 

protection. The ethical implications of these findings must be evaluated through a rights-based approach. Facing 

barriers to professional legal counsel, vulnerable refugees may rely on free AI chatbots for critical information. 

This creates a dangerous 'information asymmetry,' as these users lack the legal literacy to verify AI-generated 

advice. Exposing them to misleading guidance on life-altering concepts like non-refoulement directly undermines 

their right to equitable access to justice. 

 

5. Research Implications 

This study demonstrates the need for further research into the extent to which artificial intelligence chatbots 

can accurately and effectively convey concepts, particularly in the field of migration. Given that artificial 

intelligence models are subject to continuous updating and the development of new systems, comparing different 

artificial intelligence models will be important in future studies. Furthermore, this study is based solely on the 

questions included in the Handbook on Procedures and Criteria for Determining Refugee Status and Guidelines 

on International Protection developed by the UNHCR. In this regard, the needs of real users with experience are 

considered an important area of investigation for future research. Another area that should be addressed is how 

the information migrants who have experienced this issue obtain from experts aligns with the information they 

obtain from artificial intelligence chatbots. 

 

6. Conclusion 

In this study, the accuracy, consistency, and scope of the responses generated by artificial intelligence-

based language models regarding fundamental concepts and processes within the scope of international protection 

have been critically evaluated. The analyses revealed that these models demonstrated satisfactory performance in 

terminological definitions and static information transfer. However, when examining the contextual depth of the 

responses, it was determined that the information provided by the models was generally superficial and 

insufficient for resolving complex issues. Particularly in complex areas requiring normative knowledge, 

significant variations between models 
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positioned as an auxiliary tool that accelerates access to information in migration studies, but cannot replace expert 

judgement in individual processes with vital consequences, such as human rights and legal status determination. 

Consequently, the reliability of artificial intelligence in the field of international protection depends on its ability 

to adapt to dynamic legal processes rather than static data sets. In this regard, training algorithms in line with 

national and international legislative changes and more actively involving field experts in oversight mechanisms 

are essential for the ethical, legal, and migration standards-compliant use of the technology. 
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