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Executive Summary

Peace education (PE) is widely recognized as 
a core element of sustainable peacebuilding, 
including within international frameworks such 
as UNESCO’s Recommendation on Education 
for Peace, Human Rights, Global Citizenship 
and Sustainable Development. By fostering 
critical thinking, empathy, dialogue skills, and 
non-violent conflict transformation capacities, 
peace education contributes not only to more 
sustainable and durable forms of peace but also 
to more inclusive, responsive, and meaningful 
peace processes.

Nonetheless, many peace education initiatives 
remain under institutionalized and are 
frequently implemented as short term, project 
based interventions with a strong emphasis 
on knowledge transmission. Evidence from 
practitioner evaluations, donor reporting, and 
ACP’s own programmatic experience suggests 
that such approaches rarely lead to sustained 
behavioral change or durable impact.

Drawing on the ACP’s long-standing engagement 
in peace education and insights from the ACP 
Pilot Course on Peace Education (February 2026), 
this policy brief argues that peace education 
is most effective when designed as a practice-

based, participant-centered, and relational 
learning process. Practice based learning is 
understood here as learning through experience, 
reflection, and application, while relational 
learning emphasizes dialogue, trust building, 
and learning within social relationships rather 
than individual knowledge acquisition alone. 
Such approaches integrate cognitive, emotional, 
and behavioral dimensions and are embedded in 
broader systems and institutions.

For donors and policy actors, this implies a 
need to move beyond funding isolated activities 
and to support longer-term learning processes 
that enable transformation and continuity. This 
policy brief outlines key lessons from practice 
and provides targeted recommendations for 
reorienting peace education investments. It 
further highlights the specific added value of the 
ACP approach, which embeds peace education 
in an integrated practice–research–policy cycle, 
enabling learning processes to inform decision-
making and system-level peacebuilding outcomes 
beyond individual training interventions. This 
perspective is consistent with the emphasis of 
international organizations such as the United 
Nations and UNESCO on education, social 
cohesion, and sustained capacity development as 
core pillars of durable peace.
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relational transformation, or improved 
social cohesion.

The central challenge therefore 
lies not in recognizing the value of peace 
education, but in how it is designed, 
implemented, and supported.

2. INSIGHTS FROM THE ACP 
PILOT COURSE

The ACP Pilot Course on Peace 
Education (February 2026) brought 
together 15 participants from diverse 
regional and professional backgrounds for 
a five-day residential learning program. 
The course was designed as a practice-
based learning environment combining:

Through these co-creation 
processes, participants also developed 
concrete outputs such as draft community-
based interventions, training concepts, 
and advocacy strategies. These outputs 
demonstrate how practice-based learning 
can directly translate into tangible, locally 
grounded peacebuilding initiatives.

Key Observations
Based on facilitated observation, 

participant feedback, and structured 
reflection, the pilot generated the 
following insights:

1. THE POLICY CHALLENGE
Despite growing financial and 

political commitment to peacebuilding, 
peace education often underperforms in 
terms of long-term impact. This is not 
due to a lack of relevance or potential, but 
rather the way in which peace education 
is commonly designed, funded, and 
institutionally embedded. In many cases, 
structural and institutional constraints 
limit its effectiveness.

Peace education is frequently 
treated as a stand-alone thematic area 
rather than a cross-cutting approach 
embedded across institutions and 
sectors. As a result, responsibility for 
its implementation is often confined to 
designated “experts”, instead of being 
integrated into the practices, mindsets, 
and processes of a wider range of actors.

Common structural limitations 
include: 

As a result, many peace education 
initiatives do not sufficiently translate 
learning into behavioral change, 

•	 Fragmentation of peace education initiatives 
across short project cycles

•	 A predominant focus on cognitive learning 
and information transfer, often delivered 
through short workshops or classroom 
style trainings that prioritize presentations 
and expert input over interaction and 
application

•	 Limited integration into institutional 
frameworks and policy processes

•	
•	 Funding modalities that prioritize short-

term outputs over sustained learning

•	 Systems thinking and conflict analysis

•	 Conflict literacy and nonviolent 
communication

•	 Experiential and reflective methodologies

•	 Peer learning and co-creation
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backgrounds, highlighting that 
strengthening peace education across 
sectors can contribute to more coherent 
and lasting peacebuilding efforts.

•	 Systems thinking broadens conflict 
analysis

Systems thinking was introduced 
through practical exercises that 
helped participants analyze relation-
ships, actors, and underlying and inter-
dependent causes of conflict. Participants 
increasingly shifted from event-focused 
interpretations towards an understanding 
of structural and relational drivers of 
conflict.

•	 Demand for Practice-Oriented Tools 
and Continuity 

Participants expressed a strong need for 
practice-oriented tools and continued 
engagement beyond the training setting. 
This includes formats such as communities 
of practice, where participants can stay 
connected, exchange experiences, and 
continue learning after the training.

3. LIMITATIONS OF 
PREDOMINANT 
APPROACHES?

The pilot highlights a recurring 
gap in many peace education initiatives: 
peace education is frequently treated as 
content rather than as practice.

Traditional approaches often 
emphasize theoretical knowledge over 
lived experience and position participants 
as recipients rather than contributors. 
Often, they isolate learning from real-

•	 Experiential learning enhances 
engagement and transformation

Active participation through simulations, 
dialogue, co-creation and joint problem-
solving led to deeper learning than 
lecture-based formats. This was observed 
through facilitated reflection rounds, daily 
learning journals, and structured feedback 
forms, in which participants consistently 
reported deeper engagement and clearer 
connections to their professional practice.

•	 Psychological safety is a prerequisite 
for learning

Trust-building and safe space were 
foundational for meaningful engagement, 
particularly when addressing sensitive 
conflict-related topics. Psychological 
safety was deliberately fostered through 
jointly agreed ground rules, consistent 
facilitation, transparent process framing, 
and regular check ins that allowed 
participants to voice concerns, boundaries, 
and learning needs. In addition, informal 
spaces and shared activities played 
a crucial role in strengthening inter-
personal connections. These moments 
enabled participants to build trust beyond 
formal sessions, allowing for deeper and 
more open engagement with sensitive 
topics.

•	 Peer learning strengthens collective 
understanding

Diverse perspectives improved analytical 
depth; diversity of backgrounds enriched 
understanding and enabled participants 
to challenge assumptions and broaden 
perspectives. This also shows that 
peace education is relevant across many 
different sectors. Participants brought 
perspectives from different professional 
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connects learning, practice, and policy. 
Peace education is embedded across 
ACP’s core areas of work: 

Core Features of the ACP model:

This model conceptualizes peace 
education as a process of transformation 
rather than as stand-alone training.

What distinguishes the ACP approach 
from many peace education providers 
is its systematic integration of practice-
based learning with research and policy 
engagement. Peace education at ACP is 
not delivered as a stand-alone training 
service but embedded in a continuous 
cycle in which experiential learning, 

1 This integration is operationalized through a deliberate 
mix of conceptual inputs, experiential exercises, guided reflection 
formats, and facilitated peer exchange that connect analysis, 
emotion, and action.

world applications and lack continuity 
beyond training events. However, peace 
competencies, such as empathy, dialogue, 
and conflict transformation, are not 
acquired through information alone. They 
require Experience, Practice, Reflection 
and Relational engagement. Experience 
refers to embodied and lived engagement 
with conflict related dynamics; Practice 
emphasizes repeated application of skills 
rather than one off exposure; Reflection 
enables critical meaning making from 
experience; and Relational engagement 
situates learning within interaction, 
dialogue, and social context.

Without these elements, peace 
education risks remaining informational 
rather than transformational.  
Transformational, in this context, refers to 
learning processes that lead to sustained 
changes in attitudes, behavior, relation-
ships, and professional practice, rather 
than short term knowledge acquisition 
alone.

4. ACP’S PRACTICE-BASED 
MODEL

The ACP approach offers a 
model that responds directly to these 
shortcomings. While the model builds 
on well established principles from 
peace education, critical pedagogy, and 
conflict transformation, its added value 
lies in the systematic integration of these 
approaches across learning, research, 
and policy engagement.

Thus, ACP approaches peace 
education as an integrated process that 

•	 Participant-centred and co-created 
learning environments

•	 Integration of cognitive, emotional, and 
behavioural dimensions1

•	 Emphasis on lived experience and modelling 
of peace-oriented practices

•	 Structured reflection and peer exchange

•	 Explicit links between learning, practice 
and policy-relevant outcomes

•	 Research: generating practice-informed 
insights

•	 Capacity building: training practitioners 
through experiential and reflective learning

•	 Advisory work: applying learning to real-
world contexts, as well as concrete policy 
and programme contexts
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evidence generation, and advisory work 
mutually reinforce each other, enabling 
sustained impact beyond individual 
programs.

5. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
DONORS AND DECISION-
MAKERS

To unlock the full potential of peace 
education, a shift in funding and policy 
approaches is required. To enhance 
the effectiveness and sustainability of 
peace education investments, donors 
and decision-makers may consider the 
following actions:

•	 Support experiential and participant-
centered learning models

Prioritize programs that emphasize 
active participation, dialogue, co-creation 
and practice-based learning over lecture-
based delivery formats.

•	 Fund processes rather than one-off 
activities

Encourage multi-phase programs 
that include follow-up, reflection, and 
communities of practice to support 
behavioral change.

•	 Institutionalizing Peace Education 
and Collaboration Across Systems 

Promote the embedding of peace education 
within formal education systems, civic 
education, and peacebuilding and develop-
ment strategies, including cross-sectoral 
cooperation. Additionally, encourage 
partnerships between governments, 
educational institutions, and civil society.

•	 Invest in practitioner capacity
Prioritize and support training that 
develops systems thinking, conflict 
literacy, facilitation skills, and relational 
competencies. Effective peace education 
depends on skilled practitioners, not only 
strong curricula.

•	 Develop quality standards for peace 
education

Encourage the establishment of standards 
that distinguish transformative peace 
education from primarily informational 
approaches. This helps ensure 
effectiveness and accountability in funded 
programs. Such standards could address 
core methodological principles, facilitator 
competence profiles, ethical guidelines, 
and criteria for evaluating behavioral, 
relational, and institutional impact.

•	 Integrate digital dimensions of peace 
education  

Support initiatives that address conflict 
dynamics in digital spaces, including on-
line polarization, misinformation, and 
digital communication practices. This 
may include funding digital learning 
platforms, online communities of practice, 
and leadership programs that equip 
practitioners to navigate increasingly 
digital conflict environments.

6. CONCLUSION
Peace cannot be achieved through 

agreements alone, it must be learned, 
practiced, and lived  a conviction reflected 
in international frameworks such as the 
UN’s Sustaining Peace agenda and the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, 
in particular SDG 16. Peace education is 
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a critical pathway towards sustainable 
peace, but its impact depends on how it 
is designed and supported. International 
organizations such as the United Nations 
and UNESCO have repeatedly underlined 
that sustainable peace requires long-
term investments in education, social 
cohesion, and the development of non-
violent conflict transformation capacities, 
notably within the framework of the 
Sustaining Peace agenda and SDG 16.

 
Additionally, evidence from practice 

suggests that experiential, practice-
based, and institutionalized approaches 
offer greater potential for lasting change.

For donors and institutional actors, 
the challenge is clear: Shift from funding 
activities to funding transformation.

In funding terms, transformation 
implies investing in long term learning 
processes, institutional anchoring, and 
sustained communities of practice rather 
than isolated, output driven activities. By 
investing in experiential, practice-based, 
and institutionalized peace education, it 
becomes possible to move from temporary 
stability toward durable peace.
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