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PRESS RELEASE

New IFIT Study Finds that Al Conflict Resolution
Advice Has Improved but is Still Failing

13 August 2026 — A year after publishing the world’s first evaluation of
Al-generated conflict resolution advice, the Institute for Integrated Transitions
(IFIT) has found that major Al systems have improved but still cannot be relied

upon as independent sources of advice in conflict and crisis situations. Across
the 10 scoring dimensions used in both IFIT studies, no Al model achieved a
50-point passing grade.

IFIT’s newest study tested the same six LLMs—ChatGPT, Claude, DeepSeek, Gemini, Grok,
and Mistral—using the same three real-world conflict resolution scenarios drawn from IFIT’s
in-country work in Mexico, Sudan, and Syria. Responses were assessed across 13 scoring
dimensions grounded in rudimentary good practices of conflict resolution: the 10 original
dimensions used in 2025, and three additional dimensions introduced in 2026.

A year-to-year comparison using only the 10 original scoring dimensions produced an
average score across all six LLMs of 37.1/100 in 2026 as compared to 26.7/100 in 2025.
ChatGPT achieved the highest 2026 score, at 47.0/100, followed by Claude at 42.0, Grok at
41.5, DeepSeek at 31.6, Gemini at 30.6 and Mistral at 30.2. Five of the six models improved,
while Gemini was the only model whose overall score declined.

The three additional scoring dimensions introduced in 2026 brought additional nuance to
the findings but did not result in improved scores across the tested LLMs.

“There have been improvements in the conflict resolution advisory capacities of leading Al
models since our breakthrough report last year,” according to IFIT executive director Mark
Freeman and IFIT international adviser Justin Kosslyn. “However, we continue to encourage
LLM providers to upgrade their system prompts and training practices. Al models are
increasingly being used as frontline advisors by local peacemakers, so it is vital for identified
weaknesses to be remedied.”


https://ifit-transitions.org/publications/ai-on-the-frontline-evaluating-large-language-models-in-real-world-conflict-resolution/
https://ifit-transitions.org/publications/ai-on-the-frontline-evaluating-large-language-models-in-real-world-conflict-resolution/
https://ifit-transitions.org/publications/ai-on-the-frontline-one-year-later-re-evaluating-large-language-models-in-conflict-resolution/
https://ifit-transitions.org/experts/mark-freeman/
https://ifit-transitions.org/experts/mark-freeman/
https://ifit-transitions.org/experts/justin-kosslyn/
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Chart 1: Total Score by LLM, 2025 vs 2026. The maximum possible score is 100/100. A score of 50/100
corresponds to an average “yes” assessment across all 10 shared dimensions, while 100/100 corresponds to an
average “strong yes”.

Key Findings:
Repeated Failures in Due Diligence

LLM performance in 2026 continued to be critically low in three key dimensions: asking
clarifying questions or seeking more information about the conflict context, with an average
score of 1.6/10; seeking to understand the user’s identity and goals, with an average score of
0.9/10; and disclosing risks and contingencies associated with the recommendations made,
with an average score of 3.0/10. In contrast to human advisers, the LLMs frequently offered
detailed advice without exhibiting the most basic forms of due diligence.

Areas of Comparative Strength

The Al models performed best in recommending a local-first approach, with an average
score of 6.3/10; and in flagging the importance of accompanying measures, with an average
score of 6.0/10. The largest year-on-year improvement occurred in the dimension of putting
results over ideology, where the average score rose from 3.3/10 in 2025 to 5.6/10 in 2026.
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Mixed Results on the Three Additional Dimensions

The three additional scoring dimensions introduced in this year’s study produced uneven
patterns in performance. While the six tested LLMs showed some attention to the needs of
victims and vulnerable populations, with an average score of 4.5/10, they performed
substantially worse on the other two dimensions: namely, assessing the negotiability of the
conflict, with an average score of 2.6/10, and considering underlying differences in values,
with an average score of 2.1/10.
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Chart 2: Average Score by Dimension, 2025 vs 2026. The maximum possible score for each dimension is 10/10.
Gold dots show the 2025 scores, green dots show the 2026 scores across the 10 original scoring dimensions,
and blue dots represent the three additional 2026-only dimensions.

Much Longer Responses

Several of the models produced substantially longer responses in 2026. Across ChatGPT,
Claude, DeepSeek, and Mistral, average response length increased by 91.5%, from 364 to
698 words. By contrast, the average response length of Gemini and Grok decreased by
46.3%. While increased length of response sometimes correlated with improved results in
scoring (e.g., on conflict resolution issues such as sequencing, implementation and
protection), overall it did not raise the bar to a passing standard.
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Response length by model and scenario: 2025 vs 2026 0G0

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
297.0
ChatGPT { ] L ] { ]
1081.0 867.0 472.0
22
Claude ]
890.0 718.0 514.0
80.(
Grok (]
679.0 714.0 495.0
DeepSeek L ] { ] { ]
802.0 424.0 351.0
1 1114
Gemini [
839.0 602.0 493.0
485.0 432.0
Mistral o ] L]
1004.0 885.0 365.0
0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500
Words Words Words

2025 @ 2026

Recommendations:

The results of this study demonstrate both the ongoing promise and the present limitations
of LLMs in conflict resolution. The six tested models have become better at structuring
advice and identifying practical considerations, but improvement does not imply readiness
for independent use, particularly when advice may affect the safety of individuals or
communities.

As policymakers, civil society organizations, faith communities and other peacemakers
increasingly turn to Al tools for conflict resolution information and advice, it will remain
important to monitor the quality of LLM outputs and understand the risks associated with
relying on them. LLMs may assist with research, brainstorming or structuring ideas, but they
are not close to being ready to serve as substitutes for human experts.

Al model developers now have the opportunity to strengthen system prompts and training
practices to ensure that LLMs pause to conduct basic due diligence before providing advice.
Models can and should ask clarifying questions, distinguish between confirmed information
and assumptions, communicate uncertainty, improve source transparency and name
potential risks associated with their recommendations.

Developers should also train and prompt LLMs to distinguish between competing interests,
strategic positions and underlying values, rather than treating every disagreement as a
problem that can be resolved through bargaining or the identification of common ground.
When values are in conflict, models can and should identify moral, identity-based, or
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legitimacy fault lines and recommend forms of dialogue or accommodation appropriate to
disagreements that may not be resolved through material trade-offs alone.

In the meantime, when using LLMs for conflict resolution purposes, factual claims should
still be verified and any high-stakes recommendation should continue to be considered
alongside the active involvement and judgement of human experts.

Click below to read the study methodology and detailed findings:
https://ifit-transitions.org/publications/ai-on-the-frontline-one-year-later-re-evaluating-larg

e-language-models-in-conflict-resolution/

For speaking engagements and media requests:

Olivia Helvadjian @ ohelvadjian@ifit-transitions.org

About IFIT

The Institute for Integrated Transitions (IFIT) is an international non-governmental

organization dedicated to peace and reconciliation research, dialogue and innovation. Often
operating behind the scenes, IFIT works to bridge social and political divides and expand the
spectrum of perceived solutions in fragile and conflict-affected states. IFIT’s 400+ local and
global experts are recognized leaders on negotiation and transition.
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