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Abstract—The move toward artificial intelligence (AI)-native
sixth-generation (6G) networks has put more emphasis on the
importance of explainability and trustworthiness in network
management operations, especially for mission-critical use-cases.
Such desired trust transcends traditional post-hoc explainable
AI (XAI) methods to using contextual explanations for guiding
the learning process in an in-hoc way. This paper proposes a
novel graph reinforcement learning (GRL) framework named
TANGO which relies on a symbolic subsystem. It consists of a
Bayesian-graph neural network (GNN) Explainer, whose outputs,
in terms of edge/node importance and uncertainty, are periodically
translated to a logical GRL reward function. This adjustment
is accomplished through defined symbolic reasoning rules within
a Reasoner. Considering a real-world testbed proof-of-concept
(PoC), a gNodeB (gNB) radio resource allocation problem is
formulated, which aims to minimize under- and over-provisioning
of physical resource blocks (PRBs) while penalizing decisions ema-
nating from the uncertain and less important edge-nodes relations.
Our findings reveal that the proposed in-hoc explainability solution
significantly expedites convergence compared to standard GRL
baseline and other benchmarks in the deep reinforcement learning
(DRL) domain. The experiment evaluates performance in AI,
complexity, energy consumption, robustness, network, scalability,
and explainability metrics. Specifically, the results show that
TANGO achieves a noteworthy accuracy of 96.39% in terms of
optimal PRB allocation in inference phase, outperforming the
baseline by 1.22×.

Index Terms—B5G/6G, AI/ML, neuro-symbolic, XAI, GNN,
DRL, GRL, resource allocation

I. INTRODUCTION

6G wireless technology is envisioned to revolutionize com-
munication networks with ultra-reliable low latency com-

munications (URLLC), enhanced mobile broadband (eMBB),
and massive machine-type communications (mMTC) services.
It is expected to push the boundaries further than fifth-
generation (5G) technologies and pave the way for several crit-
ical applications such as remote surgery, autonomous vehicles,
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and industry 5.0. In this context, allocating radio resources
in 6G networks for applications with diverse requirements
is challenging. It requires adaptive policies to balance the
distribution of resources effectively and meet corresponding
performance criteria such as high data rates and low latency.

Owing to the non-stationary nature of 6G networks, non-
learning approaches struggle to provide accurate solutions
under massive and complex 6G environments, where prediction
modeling encounters numerous constraints [1], [2]. In contrast,
deep reinforcement learning (DRL) emerges as a potential
solution to be integrated within the 5G/6G networks [3]–
[7]. In this method, the AI-based resource management agent
creates its own dataset on the fly through interaction with
the network via evaluation and feedback, aiming to maximize
long-term rewards. In addition to optimization methods based
on DRL, some research suggests using graph models [8]–
[14] to approach optimization problems by leveraging graph
embedding techniques [15]–[17]. Unlike conventional neural
networks, GNNs operate by capturing relationships within
graphs through message passing [18] between their constituent
nodes.

The integration of GNN and DRL in the form of GRL is
promising in optimizing resource allocation in 5G/6G networks
(See Section I-A). The GNNs excel at capturing graph re-
lationships and dependencies, while DRL involves sequential
decision-making through trial and error. This empowers the
GRL-based resource allocation algorithm to make informed
decisions and dynamically adjust the graph representation in
real-time, reflecting the rapid changes like traffic load, device
mobility, and interference levels in the network. Nevertheless,
these techniques must still be more effectively integrated to
achieve optimal performance in highly dynamic and com-
plex network environments. Indeed, achieving synergy between
GNN insights and DRL-based decision-making within rapidly
changing 5G/6G network environments presents a multifaceted
obstacle.

Furthermore, in accordance with the European Commission’s
technical report on "Ethics Guidelines for Trustworthy AI" [19],
the proposed AI solutions are encouraged to embody trustwor-
thiness. Although AI/machine learning (ML) approaches have
shown promising results and performance, concerns persist
regarding the fundamental nature of deep neural networks
(DNNs), often perceived as opaque models. In resource al-
location scenarios where high reliability is crucial, the prob-
lems with black-box models become more pronounced. The
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opaqueness of DNNs impedes users’ trust in the performance
of trained AI/ML agents and their decision-making, particularly
in the context of 6G network ecosystems. Understanding how
AI/ML models function [20] can significantly benefit mobile
networks and service operators. This knowledge enables them
to make more informed decisions for their operational and busi-
ness strategies. In this regard, XAI is considered a promising
approach to surmount the opaqueness of black-box models,
enhancing transparency in the predictions and decision-making
processes. Indeed, this explainability identifies the factors that
positively or negatively affect the model’s output. From our
perspective, XAI approaches can be categorized into ante-
hoc [21], in-hoc [22], [23], and post-hoc [24], [25].

Within the scope of our research, we extend the boundaries
of XAI by introducing a novel approach to in-hoc explainabil-
ity [26], [27] (See Section II-A) solutions based on a symbolic
subsystem. Here, XAI techniques can be utilized to incorporate
explanations through regularization, supervision, or interven-
tion mechanisms [28] directly into the training phase of GRL.
The proposed symbolic subsystem benefits from a learning-
reasoning [29] approach (See Section II-B3). The method
innovatively integrates learning-for-reasoning [30] (See Sec-
tion II-B1) and reasoning-for-learning [31] (See Section II-B2)
concepts, creating a symbiotic relationship to reinforce each
other. The symbolic subsystem consists of a Bayesian GNN
explainer, which plays a crucial role in interpreting and assess-
ing network states’ significance by assimilating data patterns
and knowledge. This information is then utilized to inform
and improve the reasoning process. The reward shaper within
the reasoner module uses this information to guide the DRL
agent. This process creates a feedback loop where learning
outcomes from the GNN inform the reasoning process, which
in turn refines and enhances the learning strategy of the GRL
agent. It ensures that the learning outcomes from the GNN are
continually informed and refined by reasoning processes, which
are akin to symbolic knowledge.

Further, to bridge the gap between theoretical advancements
and real-world applications, most research on 5G/6G and AI
technologies often relies on simulated network environments
and analytical models, which only partially reflect real-world
complexities and performance. Expanding on our initial focus,
we also explore to present an innovative 5G stand-alone (SA)
testbed architecture. This setup combines advanced hardware
and software, including Amarisoft’s Callbox [32] for a realistic
network. Additionally, our testbed architecture is designed
with future expansibility in mind, ensuring its relevance and
applicability in the rapidly evolving domain of radio access
network (RAN).

Building on this foundation, we introduce a novel approach
called TANGO, seamlessly integrated into our 5G testbed.
This innovative solution is designed to tackle the challenges
highlighted in the discussed overview. This method empha-
sizes an innovative integration of GNN and DRL, enabling
various technologies to coexist and collaborate seamlessly and
transparently. Furthermore, we aim to set a new benchmark in

5G network research and testing for radio resource allocation
problems, offering a comprehensive platform for exploring and
validating next-generation network concepts and technologies.

A. Related Works

Recent works such as [33]–[38] present different AI/ML
approaches, including techniques based on GRL, to tackle
different resource allocation sub-problems. Authors in [33]
proposed a graph attention network (GAT) that enhances coop-
eration among base stations (BSs) in dense cellular networks.
This aims to identify varying service demands both temporally
and spatially, integrating this with mainstream DRL algorithms
to develop an intelligent resource management strategy for
network slicing. In [34], the authors unveiled a connection
management strategy for open RAN (O-RAN) radio intelligent
controller (RIC) architecture utilizing GNN and DRL. The ap-
proach leverages the graph structure of O-RAN for neural net-
work architecture, using RL for parameter learning. It focuses
on balancing network traffic load and maximizing throughput.
The work in [35] proposed a novel method using DRL and
graph embedding to optimize network topology and maximize
network capacity in dense cellular networks. In [36], the authors
introduced a novel network slicing and routing mechanism.
They proposed a graph convolutional network (GCN) enhanced
multi-task DRL solution to address the complexities of resource
allocation effectively. The authors in [37] investigated the
problem of resource management in mobile subnetworks and
proposed a distributed multi-agent DRL model to reduce trans-
mission failure rates. Additionally, it utilizes an attention-based
GNN to identify potential interference among subnetworks to
learn better policies while reducing computational complexity.
The authors in [38] developed a novel neural network structure
GNN with DRL, accompanied by an efficient algorithm for
placing virtualized network function forwarding graphs (VNF-
FGs). This approach optimizes resource allocation for virtual-
ized network functions (VNF).

B. Gaps Analysis and Key Contributions

Previous studies [33]–[38] did not address the challenges
of transparent and trustworthy resource allocation in 5G/6G
networks. This gap in research is particularly critical given the
significant concerns surrounding the inherent opacity and lack
of transparency in DNN architectures. Such opaque models im-
pede the establishment of trust in the decisions of the resource
allocation agents, which becomes problematic when high reli-
ability and trust are crucial to operating high-reliable 6G ser-
vices. Furthermore, XAI techniques use methods like saliency
maps [39] and feature attribution [40] explanations to explain
neural network decisions. Instead of these post-hoc approaches,
exploiting explanations during learning via symbolic rules can
help impose domain constraints for trustworthiness and provide
explicit reasoning traces for explainability [41]. This allows
network reconfiguration actions with higher confidence in real-
world scenarios where the heterogeneity of services’ workloads



coupled with the multi-tier ultra-dense radio access network
makes PRBs allocation a more complex task.

In this direction, we propose TANGO, a framework that
combines graph-based representations and Bayesian modeling
to decipher complex relationships between network states,
aiming to optimally allocate resources even in diverse service
scenarios. TANGO can continuously learn from the dynamic
network environment, adapting its PRB allocation strategies
in real time to follow the changing traffic patterns. Our con-
tributions can bridge the gap between graph theory and RL
and lay the groundwork for developing more understandable
and efficient GRL agents in complex 6G settings. This inno-
vative integration is designed to adeptly address the challenges
associated with structured or relational state representations.
Unlike traditional RL policies that operate on flat vector-based
state representations, TANGO RL policy operates directly on
graph-like data structures. This architecture inherently enables
the model to discern the relational information present within
network states. This paper presents the following contributions:

• It introduces a comprehensive 5G stand-alone testbed
architecture (See Section III). Central to this architecture
is an application programming interface (API) client de-
veloped for gNB interactions, a cloud-native platform for
monitoring and gathering RAN metrics, an open-source
traffic generator, and a decision engine incorporating
AI/ML algorithms.

• We specifically introduce the TANGO framework, a GRL
solution integrated into the testbed’s decision engine.
TANGO transforms the network’s state space into a scal-
able graph format, targeting efficient PRBs allocation.

• TANGO augments GNN-based REINFORCE [42] (See
Section V-A) with a return baseline to mitigate high
variance [43] and introduces advantage normalization to
stabilize the training. Furthermore, it incorporates dropout-
based [44] regularization and layer normalization [45]
into the GNN architecture as well as a learning rate
scheduler [46] (See Section V-B). Experimentally, we
have observed that fine-tuning these techniques speeds up
the convergence process compared to benchmarks (See
Section VI-A), making the approach more stable and
practical for real-world applications.

• Given that GNN-REINFORCE algorithm lacks transparent
reasoning [47] and explainability, TANGO includes a
symbolic subsystem with Bayesian-GNN explainer and
reasoner modules.

• This Bayesian-GNN explainer (See Section V-C1) em-
ploys variational Bayesian inference [48]–[50] to ap-
proximate the posterior distribution of the masks [51],
[52], highlighting the importance of each edge and node
feature in the graph using observed data. This allows
introspection [53]–[56] into the GRL agent’s decision-
making process, which highlights how each network state
contributes to predictions (e.g., the amount of required
radio resources) and enables taking informed actions.

• The Reasoner (See Section V-C2) approach [57], [58] is

designed to manage and execute predefined logical rules
on perceived node and edge importance and associated
uncertainty scores [59], [60], obtained from the Bayesian
explainer, whereby each rule comprises a condition and
an action. It enables agents to precede decisions that
impact crucial graph nodes or relationships. This approach
provides additional reward feedback, particularly in 6G
network environments characterized by sparse or deceptive
rewards, thereby preventing entrapment in local optima.

• Finally, the paper provides an in-depth examination of per-
formance (See Section VI) across various metrics, encom-
passing AI efficiency, complexity, energy consumption,
robustness, network performance, scalability, and explain-
ability. The PoC study proves the superiority of TANGO
by achieving an outstanding accuracy of 96.39%, outper-
forming the baseline with 1.22× radio resource allocation
improvement. TANGO speeds up the convergence process
compared to the baseline method and other benchmarks
through a custom-designed OpenAI Gym toolkit [61],
[62].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Sec-
tion II elaborates preliminaries and introduces in-hoc XAI and
neuro-symbolic AI for 6G networks. Section III delves into the
5G testbed architecture and components. Section IV formulates
the radio resource allocation problem and describes the scenario
under consideration. Then, Section V highlights how various
components of the TANGO frameworks interplay. The article
validates the proposed approach’s efficacy and performance
compared to the standard GRL baseline and other benchmarks
in Section VI. Finally, Section VII provides the concluding
remarks and outlines the future work.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. In-hoc Explainable Artificial Intelligence in 6G Networks

The evolution toward 6G networks emphasizes the need for
reliable AI. In this respect, the importance of XAI has been em-
phasized in ensuring critical services, enhancing security, and
addressing resource allocation [63], [64]. Explanation-guided
learning (EGL) emerges as a promising in-hoc paradigm,
aiming to enhance model trustworthiness and performance by
incorporating XAI-driven signals during training [65]. This ap-
proach offers a principled way to preserve model performance
while ensuring explainability and reducing bias, thanks to its
typical problem formulation,

min LPred (F (X ) ,Y)︸ ︷︷ ︸
prediction

+αLExp (g (F , (X ,Y)) ,M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
explanation

(1a)

s.t. ρk,n ≥ γn, (1b)

consisting of i) the main loss term related to the prediction/ac-
tion objective LPred of model F , ii) the loss supervising
the model explanation LExp using masked dataset M, where
X ,Y stand for the input features and predictions, respectively.
The explanation loss makes use of the XAI raw attributions
(e.g., SHAP and Integrated Gradients) or composite metrics



such as confidence score, log-Odds, comprehensiveness, entropy
[66]–[68] to control the trustworthiness of the AI model.
These metrics, along with the predictions/actions, are iteratively
exchanged between the explainer and the model’s optimizer
in a closed-loop fashion to guide the learning in run-time.
In practice, the XAI feedback signal has various forms. It
can measure the model trustworthiness via a KL divergence
distance between original predictions and those emanating from
an XAI-based masked dataset. Moreover, It can also be an
extra reward signal in DRL [27] or a logical reasoning term in
neuro-symbolic AI formulations, as explained in the following.
Finally, iii) a recall constraint might be considered to enforce
the desired fairness level [69].

B. Neuro-Symbolic AI in 6G Networks

Neuro-symbolic AI (NeSy AI) is a technology that com-
bines neural networks and symbolic methods to enhance AI
capabilities. It aims to replicate human cognitive processes
by understanding and manipulating symbols. This integration
leads to better performance in areas such as solving complex
wireless problems [47], [70], [71]. Utilizing symbols allows
for a transparent and understandable way to approach logical
reasoning. However, these systems can often lack flexibility and
a broad range of applicability. By combining these symbolic
approaches with neural networks, we can take advantage of
the advances in deep learning, which promotes more effective
knowledge acquisition and improved generalization [72]. XAI
does not necessarily aim to subject AI to human standards.
DNNs follow a bottom-up approach, where the network draws
inferences and generalizations from data points. On the other
hand, the NeSy AI approach is a top-down method that starts
with reasoning. This approach can potentially bridge the gap
between explainability and performance by building inherently
more interpretable models. Various studies have explored the
current applications of NeSy AI, including the studies in [29]–
[31], [73]. These applications are categorized into three main
models, as discussed below.

1) Learning for Reasoning: The objective is to leverage
the strengths of symbolic systems and neural networks, en-
hancing the efficiency and effectiveness of problem-solving
processes. DNNs simplify the search space in symbolic sys-
tems, improving computational efficiency. Additionally, reason-
ing is integrated into the learning process as a regularization
method. Symbolic knowledge provides a framework that guides
machine-learning tasks. This dual approach involves applying
neural networks to refine symbolic reasoning and extracting
symbolic representations from data using neural networks. Es-
sentially, neural networks act as tools for acquiring knowledge
that aids in symbolic reasoning tasks. The process starts with
a neural network layer, Fθ(X ), which learns from input X
to produce output Y . Here, θ represents the parameters of
the neural network. This layer adjusts its parameters through
learning methods such as backpropagation. Then, a symbolic
reasoning layer, Rrule, is applied, which ensures that the output

Y and the features of X comply with specific logical rules. The
expression representing this process is given as follows,

Y = Fθ(X ) and Rrule(Y, features of X ) = True. (2)

This dual-layer approach makes the model suitable for tasks
requiring both data analysis and strict logical adherence.

2) Reasoning for Learning: In this model, there is a shift
in the traditional roles played by symbolic and sub-symbolic
elements. The sub-symbolic component plays a more prominent
role in problem-solving, while the symbolic part supports the
neural network. Using symbolic knowledge can significantly
enhance high-level reasoning and decision-making in complex
systems like 6G networks, where the environment is often
unpredictable and constantly changing. The rationale behind
reasoning for learning is to harness the power of neural systems
for machine learning tasks while incorporating symbolic knowl-
edge to improve performance and interpretability. Symbolic
knowledge is typically encoded in a format suitable for neural
networks and used to guide or constrain the learning process.
An example of this is encoding symbolic knowledge as a
regularization term in the loss function of a specific task. This
approach utilizes symbolic constraints, referred to as C, to
direct and shape the learning objective. The learning objective
incorporates the standard loss function with an additional com-
ponent that takes into account compliance with these symbolic
constraints,

L(θ) = Original-Loss(Fθ(X ),Y) + λ ·Rrule(C,Fθ(X )). (3)

In Equation 3, Original-Loss(Fθ(X ),Y) represents the typical
loss function used in neural networks, which aims to minimize
the discrepancy between the network’s predictions and the
actual outputs. The second term, λ · Rrule(C,Fθ(X )), intro-
duces symbolic reasoning, where Rrule evaluates the network’s
predictions against the symbolic constraints C. The parameter
λ is crucial in determining the balancing between the original
loss and the symbolic constraints.

3) Learning-Reasoning: The learning-reasoning category
represents a powerful combination of learning and reasoning,
where both work together to enhance problem-solving capabil-
ities. This approach involves a dynamic and reciprocal interac-
tion between symbolic and sub-symbolic elements, where each
component’s output informs the input of the other. The main
objective of learning-reasoning is to strike a harmonious bal-
ance between the involvement of neural and symbolic systems
in the problem-solving process. The neural network’s output
is utilized as input to the symbolic reasoning component, and
the output of symbolic reasoning is used as input to the neural
network. The joint objective function presented in this approach
is a combination of two interconnected components,

J (θ,Rrule) = L(θ,X ,Y) + γ · Ssy(Rrule,Fθ(X )). (4)

The first term, L(θ,X ,Y), is responsible for minimizing pre-
diction errors during the neural network’s conventional learning
process. The second term, Ssy(Rrule,Fθ(X )), evaluates the
effectiveness of reasoning by integrating symbolic reasoning



and ensuring that the neural network’s predictions comply with
logical rules denoted by Rrule. The value of the parameter
γ plays a significant role in determining the importance of
learning and reasoning in the model’s objective. This integration
helps to balance data-driven learning and logical consistency,
thereby leveraging the strengths of both neural networks and
symbolic logic.

C. Symbolic Reward shaping

The RL reward function plays a crucial role in clearly defin-
ing the agent’s objectives. It transforms the task’s goals into
a numerical form that the agent can understand and execute.
The effectiveness of the agent’s actions is evaluated based on
their alignment with the objectives, which is determined by
the rewards or penalties received from the designed reward
function [74]. In this context, reward shaping [27], [68], [75] is
an effective technique that enhances RL by providing additional
feedback to the agent. Symbolic reward shaping [73], [76]
can be a hybrid learning-reasoning approach that leverages the
strengths of both ML and symbolic AI. It identifies significant
symbolic events or rules that trigger supplementary rewards.
These intermediate goals act as a guide to help the agent achieve
the task objective, especially in environments with sparse or de-
layed rewards like 6G [77]–[80]. By combining traditional RL
with symbolic AI, reward shaping integrates domain-specific
knowledge and desired behaviors into the reward signal through
symbolic logic. It can lead to more robust, explainable, and
effective outcomes in complex environments where learning
from raw data and reasoning through predefined logic are
crucial. Indeed, the system learns optimal behaviors through
interaction while simultaneously applying logical reasoning to
guide these interactions. However, the design of the potential
function and corresponding symbolic rewards is critical. Poorly
designed reward structures can negatively affect the RL agent’s
learning.

Symbolic reward shaping can employ symbolic rules with
a logical structure to make decision-making processes inter-
pretable, explicit, and directly influenced by human expertise.
These rules are explicit if-then statements that encode logic
in a human-readable and modifiable form. Symbolic rules are
beneficial in RL [73] to embed domain-specific knowledge
into the learning process, directing the agent towards beneficial
behaviors that may not be immediately obvious or rewarding
based on the environment’s natural dynamics alone. Symbolic
rules can significantly impact GRL due to the complex re-
lationships and attributes of nodes and edges in graphs. By
modifying the reward signal based on additional criteria derived
from domain knowledge or desirable behaviors, GRL can be
optimized for improved outcomes. It can be implemented to
manipulate or adjust rewards based on the attributes of nodes
and edges and their topological configurations.

III. TESTBED ARCHITECTURE

Figure 1 illustrates the 5G stand-alone (SA) testbed con-
sidered in this work. It consists of specific hardware and
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Figure 1: Infrastructure and network setup [81].

software components to realize both the 5G infrastructure,
i.e., RAN and core, and management-related functionalities,
e.g., monitoring system and decision engine. For implementing
the gNBs and the 5G core, the testbed relies on a Callbox
Ultimate and a Callbox Mini by Amarisoft. To emulate user
equipment (UE) interactions with the 5G network, the testbed
utilizes a Simbox [82], also from Amarisoft. Equipped with
multiple UE profiles and scenarios, Simbox can emulate diverse
network conditions, from densely populated urban settings to
remote areas with sporadic connectivity. The choice to integrate
Amarisoft components was motivated by their reputation as an
accurate research and testing solution.

While our current 5G testbed is predicated on the utilization
of a gNB devoid of O-RAN capabilities, it is essential to
emphasize the generalizability and scalability of our findings.
The experiments conducted in this study are not intrinsically
bound to the specific gNB architecture deployed. Instead, they
embody broader principles applicable to the evolving landscape
of O-RAN implementations. Figure 2 shows the physical setup
of the implemented 5G RAN. A wired radio frequency (RF)
setup avoids undesired channel instabilities and ensures repro-
ducibility.

In addition to the foundational 5G infrastructure, our testbed
integrates a cloud-native platform for monitoring and man-
agement. This platform, rooted in flexibility, scalability, and
resilience principles, leverages the power of Kubernetes, the de
facto open-source container orchestration system. The platform
has four main components: the API client, the monitoring
system, the decision engine, and the traffic generator. API
Client: The RAN API client provides an intermediary interface
with the gNBs. It fulfills two primary functions: first, it retrieves
metrics from the RAN to supply the monitoring system, and
second, it executes PRB-allocation actions as prompted by the
decision engine. The API client is a custom Python solution that



Figure 2: Amarisoft 5G RAN equipment.

leverages the Callbox APIs hosted by the gNBs. These APIs
facilitate the acquisition of real-time data spanning a plethora of
KPIs (e.g., number of connected devices, bandwidth utilization,
or channel quality) and enabling remote configuration (e.g.,
turning cell ON/OFF, UE handover, or PRB allocation). For
the latter, the API call includes the IP address and port number
of the target gNB, the target cell identifier, an allocation flag
defining whether the resource block allocation is fixed, and the
boundaries of the desired radio resource block allocation.

Monitoring System: The monitoring system systematically
gathers and preprocesses data concerning the status of network
service-supporting elements, which are often distributed across
multiple domains. This system relies on sampling functions that
request data from embedded element managers and publish
it onto a Kafka bus (See [83]). In this work, the monitor-
ing system focuses on providing RAN metrics as a primary
consideration, with future prospects for additional metrics en-
compassing cloud resource status (e.g., CPU utilization, cost
metrics, and transport latency) to address higher dimensional
optimizations. In summary, the monitoring system exposes the
metrics for the decision engine’s determination of whether to
enact a configuration action.

Decision Engine: The decision engine extends beyond its
conventional decision-making role by incorporating AI and
ML algorithms at its core. It can continuously learn, adapt to
evolving conditions, and fine-tune its operations for improved
efficiency [84]. One of its noteworthy capabilities is the ability
to forecast network traffic demands accurately. By proactively
adjusting PRB allocation in response to these predictions, the
system enhances the network’s overall bandwidth efficiency and
performance.

Traffic Generator: Finally, a traffic generator is indispens-
able for testing the proposed framework. In this context, we
rely on MGEN as a versatile utility to fulfill this need. MGEN
facilitates IP network performance tests and measurements
using TCP and UDP traffic. The toolset can generate a wide
range of real-time traffic patterns so that the network can be
loaded in various ways. This allows our testbed to undergo
rigorous testing across various scenarios (See Section VI) [85].

Table I: Major Mathematical Notations

Symbol Description

G̃ Graph representation of the network environment
V Set of nodes in the graph G̃

E Set of edges in the graph G̃
A Action space of the RL agent
Amax Maximum number of PRBs
S State space of the network environment
R Reward function
λw Weighting factor
r Reward received by the agent after taking an action in a state
r∗ XAI reward
π Policy of the RL agent
∆over Over-provisioning constraint
∆under Under-provisioning constraint
θ Parameters of the GNN-based policy
α Learning rate for the optimization algorithm
γ Discount factor for the reinforcement learning algorithm
T Training duration
Te Maximum timesteps per episode
τ Periodicity of reward shaping
G Discounted return
Ḡ Mean discounted return
σG Std deviation of discounted return
δ Advantage with baseline
H Entropy bonus
λH Entropy weight
L Total loss
T Trajectory or experience per episode
sg Graph representation of state s
sx Node features of the graph
si Edge indices of the graph
Pa Probabilities of taking different actions a given the state sg
Iv
ϱ Feature importance threshold

Ii
ϱ Node importance threshold

Uϱ Uncertainty threshold
Z Feature similarity (cosine similarity) between connected nodes
Zϱ Relationship strength threshold
ϕ Log normalizing constant
1 Indicator function
⊙ Element-wise multiplication

IV. USE CASE AND OPTIMIZATION OBJECTIVE

We cast the radio resource allocation problem as an optimiza-
tion challenge, which aims to identify policies that minimize
both the under-provisioning and over-provisioning of radio
resources within the system’s constraints. The Amarisoft system
configures PRB allocation for each cell via various files, espe-
cially the RAN configuration file (e.g., enb.cfg and gnb.cfg).
This configuration specifies several parameters, including set-
tings for the physical, medium access control (MAC), and
radio resource control (RRC) layers, which influence how
resources like PRBs are allocated. In such scenarios, let us
consider minimizing under-provisioning and over-provisioning
while maintaining quality of service (QoS) requirements. Ta-
ble I presents a comprehensive summary of the parameters and
variables characterizing the system. Let f(at, st) represent the
objective function, where at is the action (PRB allocation) taken
at time t and st is the network state at time t. We can define
the objective function as follows:

f(at, st) = Traffic(st)− λw · Served-Traffic(at, st), (5)



where Traffic(st) represents the amount of downlink traffic
based on the current state st, and Served-Traffic(at, st) repre-
sents the actual allocated radio resources based on the action at
and the current state st. λw is a weighting factor that balances
traffic and served traffic. All values are fetched using the
discussed API client in Section III. Here, the terms state, action,
and reward are defined within the framework of DRL [86] and
discussed in Section V-A. The optimization problem can be
formulated as finding the optimal action a∗t at each time step t
that minimizes the objective function f(at, st). Mathematically,
this can be expressed as,

a∗t = arg min
at∈A
{f(at, st)}. (6)

Let ∆over constraint denote the maximum allowable over-
provisioning margin, where the allocated resources must not
exceed the required resources by a significant margin. Fur-
thermore, ∆under constraint represents the maximum allow-
able under-provisioning margin, ensuring that the allocated
resources are adequate to meet the required traffic demand. The
problem can be formalized as,
Problem Radio Resource Allocation:

min lim
T→∞

T−1∑
t=0

E [f(at, st)] (7)

subject to:
f(at, st) ≥ ∆over, ∀t ∈ T (8)
f(at, st) ≤ ∆under, ∀t ∈ T. (9)

The optimization task can be addressed using the DRL frame-
work. Within this DRL, the state and action spaces, as well as
the reward function, are defined as follows,

Action Space A: Let κ denote the smallest PRB allocation
increment, also referred to as the chunk size. Consequently,
our action space A can be represented as,

A =
{
n · κ : n ∈ Z+, 0 ≤ n · κ ≤ Amax

}
, (10)

where Z+ denotes the set of positive integers and Amax is the
PRB capacity.

State Space S: The state of the DRL agent is a four-
dimensional representation at time t that is constituted by,

1) Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR): The SNR, represented as st1,
quantifies the quality of a communication signal compared
to the background noise. A superior SNR indicates en-
hanced signal clarity and improved transmission fidelity.

2) Traffic Volume: This metric represented by st2 indicates
the amount of data transmitted or communicated over the
network.

3) Residual Capacity: The leftover capacity (st3) reflects the
outstanding available capacity within the 5G network
for radio resources. This metric is essential to manage
additional data traffic or load without reaching saturation.

4) Allocation Gap: It is denoted by st4 and highlights the dif-
ference between the allocated and the required resources.
Recognizing this gap is crucial for informed resource
allocation decisions.

Therefore, the state space of the DRL agent is given by:

St = [st1 (SNR), st2 (Traffic volume),
st3 (Leftover capacity), st4 (Allocation gap)].

(11)

The state space provides a complete insight into the network’s
behavior and prevailing conditions. These states enable the
DRL agent to make informed decisions in the Amarisoft 5G
testbed.

Reward R: The reward function R(s, a) is expressed as
a piecewise function as in 12. The foundational component
of the reward structure is denoted by f(at, st), representing
the base reward associated with choosing action at in state st.
This is complemented by bonus B to encourage the GRL agent
and penalties Pover and Punder, which are imposed when the
allocation of radio resources does not meet the predefined con-
straints. These elements form a reward function that balances
achieving optimal resource utilization with adherence to critical
operational constraints.

R(st, at) =


f(at, st) +B, if (f(at, st) ≥ ∆over

and f(at, st) ≤ ∆under)

f(at, st)− Pover, if (f(at, st) < ∆over)

f(at, st)− Punder, if (f(at, st) > ∆under)
(12)

V. TANGO DECISION ENGINE

In this section, we delve into the details of the TANGO
framework. To provide a visual perspective, we have illustrated
the entire workflow in Figure 3. This illustration depicts the
interplay between various components and highlights the piv-
otal stages in the process. Moreover, to further simplify the
comprehension of our approach, we have encapsulated the core
essence of the TANGO framework in Algorithm 1.

A. REINFORCE Algorithm

The REINFORCE algorithm is a DRL approach based on
a policy gradient where an agent interacts with the testbed
environment in the TANGO framework over sequential time
steps. At each step t, the agent observes a state st, decides
on an action at based on its policy π, receives a reward rt,
and then transitions to the next state st+1. The agent aims
to determine the optimal policy that maximizes the expected
cumulative reward. This cumulative reward is discounted by
a factor γ ∈ [0, 1] and given by Gt =

∑∞
j=0 γ

krt+j . Let us
consider πθ(a|s) as the probability that the agent takes action a
in state s, following the policy πθ. The objective function can be
written as, J(θ) = Eπθ

[Gt|st = s]. The REINFORCE method
modifies the policy parameters following stochastic gradient
ascent on expected return J(θ) where the gradient is given by,

∇θJ(θ) = Eπθ
[Gt · ∇θ log πθ(at|st)] . (13)
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Figure 3: The TANGO framework workflow illustrates the process from network state transformation to decision-making and
refining radio resource allocation policies.

The update rule based on the policy gradient theorem [87]
is,

θnew = θold + α

∞∑
t=0

∇θ log πθ(at|st) ·Gt, (14)

where α is the learning rate. A prevalent challenge associated
with the REINFORCE algorithm lies in its high variance,
attributable to its reliance on Monte Carlo estimation tech-
niques. To ameliorate this issue, the refined version of the
proposed REINFORCE algorithm incorporates a baseline. This
baseline is subtracted from the returns, i.e., advantage acting
as a counterbalance to reduce the variance of the updates,

θnew = θold + α

∞∑
t=0

∇θ log πθ(at|st) · (Gt − bst), (15)

where bst , represents the baseline. Notably, implementing
this baseline diverges from the conventional state-dependent
value function that is commonly employed. We normalized
the advantage via the discounted return, subtracting the mean
and dividing by the standard deviation to stabilize the learn-
ing. Furthermore, we leverage an entropy bonus approach
H = −

∑
a p(a) log p(a) into the loss function to promote

exploration by the agent, especially during the initial phases
of training. It ensures a broad search of the action space and
prevents the policy from prematurely settling into a fixed and
deterministic behavior. The loss is given by,

L ← −∇θ log πθ(sg, a)
δ

σG
− λHH, (16)

where λH is entropy weight and H denotes entropy bonus. This
method encourages actions to optimize future rewards using
policy loss while maintaining randomness via the entropy bonus
for a balanced exploration-exploitation trade-off.

B. GNN-REINFORCE
As depicted in Figure 3, we propose an approach to transform

the state space of conventional network environments into a

Algorithm 1: TANGO-GRL Algorithm
Require: S, A, α, γ, τ , λH , Iϱ, Uϱ, Zϱ (See Table I)
Result: Optimized Policy Parameters θ
// Initialization Phase

1 Import testbed environment/interfaces (‘TANGO–v1’);
2 Initialize policy π(a|s; θ) with parameters θ;
3 Initialize symbolic reasoner and define symbolic rules;
4 for each episode do
5 for t ∈ Te do
6 sg ← Graph representation of state s;
7 a← Categorical over Pa and action sampling;
8 if t mod τ = 0 then

// Periodically reward shaping
9 r∗ ← Reasoner(sg , r, explainer_obj);

// Generate Trajectory T = {st, at, rt+1}Tt=1

and store log probability of a
// Update Policy
// Compute based on T : discounted

return Gt, mean return Ḡ, std
deviation σG, advantage δt, and
entropy bonus Ht

// Update θ to minimize total loss L
10 L ← −∇θ log πθ(sg, a)

δ
σG
− λHH

graph format. By parsing the features of a state into nodes and
mapping their interrelations to edges, our approach provides
a more prosperous and intuitive representation. This is espe-
cially advantageous in scenarios where relational dynamics are
critical to the network environment. Furthermore, the graph-
oriented structure of states enables the algorithm to scale more
effectively to expansive state spaces compared to conventional
approaches. This could represent a significant advancement
in making RL techniques more practical for tackling real-
world, large-scale challenges with intricate state spaces in 6G
networks. The structure of the graph used in the model is
outlined in Table II. Each node represents a combination of



Table II: Node Features and Edge Relationships Based on the
State Space (See Section IV)

Node Index Feature 1 Feature 2 Connected To
0 st1 (SNR) st2 1, 2, 3
1 st3 (Residual Capacity) st4 0, 2, 3
2 st1 (SNR) st4 0, 1, 3
3 st2 (Traffic Volume) st3 0, 1, 2

different features from the state space of the GRL agent and
shows how the nodes are interconnected.

The architecture of the TANGO model can be summarized
by the following operations:

GCN Layer: GCNs are a subset of GNNs that draw inspi-
ration from convolutional neural networks (CNNs). They are
designed for graph data, updating node features by aggregating
neighbor features. Unlike GNNs, GCNs have a simpler struc-
ture and include a normalization factor based on the node’s
degree. GCNs propagate data across a graph and train based on
signals or features of a graph G̃ = (V,E), where V represents
the nodes and E signifies the edges. The method used to spread
this information is governed by a propagation rule,

H(l+1) = σ̃
(
D̃− 1

2 Ã′D̃− 1
2 H̃(l)W (l)

)
, (17)

where at layer l, H̃(l) represents the node state matrix and
each row pertains to a node. The adjusted adjacency matrix Ã′

is obtained by adding the diagonal matrix Ĩ to Ã. The degree
matrix for Ã′, denoted as D̃. A learnable matrix of weights
is represented by W (l), while σ̃ denotes an activation function
(e.g., rectified linear unit (ReLU)).

Layer Normalization: In a GCN layer, node features evolve
by aggregating data from neighboring nodes. To ensure sta-
bility during training, these features must not exhibit drastic
variations. Layer normalization stabilizes training by efficiently
scaling and centering these features, potentially accelerating the
learning process. The layer normalization entails a sequence
of procedures. Initially, the mean of features is computed for
every node. Then, the variance of these features is assessed.
Features are standardized using the derived mean and variance,
ensuring no feature dominates the others. This is known as
normalization. Concluding the process, features are fine-tuned
via scaling and shifting to ensure they are primed for the GCN
training. By incorporating layer normalization into the GCN
propagation rule, we arrive at,

H(l+1) = σ̃
(
D̃− 1

2 Ã′D̃− 1
2 LayerNorm(H̃(l)W (l))

)
, (18)

where LayerNorm is applied to each node’s features in H̃(l)

before triggering the activation function. This step can expedite
the stability of the GCN layer throughout the training phase.

Pooling: GNNs often necessitate the transformation of
graphs into fixed-size representations, which might vary in node
count. The global add pool (GAP) technique emerges as an
effective solution, summarizing node features to generate a
uniform graph-level feature vector [88]. Associated with graph
G̃ is a node feature matrix X with dimensions |V | × F where

|V | represents the total number of nodes in G̃ and F indicates
the feature dimensions associated with each node. The GAP
operation can be mathematically expressed as,

xg̃ =

|V |∑
j=1

xj , (19)

where, xg̃ is the graph-level feature vector with a consistent
length of F and xj signifies the feature vector of the j-th
node. GAP provides a comprehensive, fixed-dimensional graph
representation by aggregating individual nodes’ features.

Linear Layers and Dropout: The given architecture details
two consecutive dense layers within a neural model. Dense
layers, or fully connected layers, ensure each neuron from the
input communicates with every output neuron. A weight matrix,
alongside a bias vector, determines their connection. A scaled
exponential linear unit (SELU) function is applied post the first
layer,

SELU(x) = λ̃
(
x · 1(x>0) + α̃(ex − 1) · 1(x≤0)

)
, (20)

where the parameters λ̃ and α̃ are predefined scaling coeffi-
cients. Experimentally, we have observed that the SELU and
Alpha Dropout combination exhibits remarkable performance.
SELU ensures stable activation across layers by promoting self-
normalizing properties, and Alpha Dropout preserves the sta-
bility, minimizing issues like vanishing or exploding gradients.
The entire transformation can be expressed as,

ỹ = W̃2(SELU(W̃1x̃+ b̃1)⊙ M̃) + b̃2, (21)

where ỹ is the final output, W̃1, W̃2 and b̃1, b̃2 are the weight
matrices and bias vectors of first and second linear layer,
respectively. The model’s output is derived from applying the
log-softmax function to the ultimate linear layer. This output
signifies the log probabilities corresponding to various actions
within the action space. These approaches improve gener-
alization capabilities and expedite the convergence process.
Furthermore, acknowledging the dynamic nature of the 6G
network environment, we integrate a learning rate scheduler
into the framework. It allows for the adaptive adjustment of
the learning rate throughout the training process. This method
contributes to enhancing training stability and promotes more
efficient convergence [89].

Readout: In GNNs, the readout phase involves creating a
unified representation of the entire graph by applying a function
to the individual representations of all nodes. This function,
which can be trained to improve performance, can include
methods such as summing node representations, averaging
them, or using advanced techniques such as attention mecha-
nisms to determine each node’s importance. The resulting com-
prehensive graph representation contains the complete graph
information. It can be used as input for subsequent models,
such as a multilayer perceptron (MLP), to perform tasks like
classification or regression for final predictions. This phase is
essential for generating a vector that captures the graph’s key
features and structure, enabling effective decision-making based
on the entire graph rather than individual nodes.



C. Symbolic Subsystem

1) TANGO Explainer: One of the primary challenges in
modern statistics is the approximation of complex probability
densities. Variational inference (VI) [90], also called [91]–
[93] variational Bayes (VB), or variational approximation (VA),
is an optimization-based technique for approximate Bayesian
inference. This method provides a computationally efficient
alternative to sampling methods [94] and it can be used to esti-
mate the conditional density of latent variables using observed
variables [95]. In this context, the proposed Bayesian GNN
explainer approach leverages a dual advantage. First, it allows
introspection into the GRL agent’s decision-making process,
highlighting the critical components of the input graph (state)
that significantly influence decisions. Moreover, it can quantify
the uncertainty of these explanations, giving more profound
insights into their reliability.

More specifically, the VI method used in Explainer incor-
porates latent variables (z), such as node Ix and edge Ii
masks, which we aim to infer, along with observed data (x),
which includes the topological structure of the graph and its
concomitant features. This method involves the development
of a probabilistic model for both the latent and observed
variables, represented as p(z, x) and referred to as the posterior.
By applying Bayes’ theorem, we can calculate the posterior
probability density as,

p(z | x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Posterior

= p(z)︸︷︷︸
Prior

×

Likelihood︷ ︸︸ ︷
p(x | z)ˆ

p(x | z) p(z) dz︸ ︷︷ ︸
Marginal Likelihood (Evidence)

, (22)

where the prior probability, denoted as p(z), represents the
initial beliefs regarding the distribution of z before incorpo-
rating any new evidence or data. The probability p(x | z)
represents how likely the observed data is given a specific
configuration of the hidden variables. The marginal likelihood
p(x) can be regarded as the integral of the likelihood over the
hidden variables, which is expressed as p(x) =

´
p(x, z)dz =´

p(x | z) p(z) dz. VB aims to find the best approximation
of the posterior distribution by a probability distribution that
belongs to a family of tractable distributions, denoted as q⋆(z),

q⋆(z) = argmin︸ ︷︷ ︸
q(z)∈Q

KL (q(z) || p(z | x)) , (23)

where the Kullback-Leibler divergence is denoted by KL(.||.),

KL (q(z) || p(z | x)) =
ˆ

q(z) log
q(z)

p(z | x)
dz . (24)

The KL divergence measures the difference between two
probability distributions, specifically q(z) and p(z | x). It

provides a way to assess the closeness or divergence of these
two distributions in VI method,

KL(q(z)∥p(z|x)) =
ˆ

q(z) log
q(z)

p(z|x)
dz (25a)

= −
ˆ

q(z) log
p(z|x)
q(z)

dz (25b)

= −
(ˆ

q(z) log
p(x, z)

q(z)
dz

−
ˆ

q(z) log p(x) dz

)
(25c)

= −
ˆ

q(z) log
p(x, z)

q(z)
dz

+ log p(x)

ˆ
q(z) dz (25d)

= −LELBO(q) + log p(x) (25e)

where LELBO(q) is referred to as the variational lower bound
or evidence lower bound (ELBO). Equation 25e arises from the
fact that

´
q(z)dz = 1. Upon further dissection of ELBO,

LELBO(q) =

ˆ
q(z) log

p(x, z)

q(z)
dz (26a)

=

ˆ
q(z) (log p(x, z)− log q(z)) dz (26b)

=

ˆ
q(z) log p(x, z) dz −

ˆ
q(z) log q(z) dz

(26c)
= Eq[log p(x, z)] +H(q) (26d)
= Eq[log p(x, z)]− Eq[log q(z)] (26e)

where the entropy of q is denoted as H(q) =
−
´
q(z) log q(z) dz. The initial component in Equation 26d

is a form of energy that prompts q(z) to concentrate the
probability distribution where the model indicates high
likelihood p(x, z). The second component, entropy, promotes
q(z) to disperse throughout the space and prevent concentration
in a single location. The marginal likelihood is also referred to
as evidence, and it is evident that the ELBO indeed represents
a lower bound for the evidence, while KL divergence is
non-negative,

LELBO(q) = − (KL (q(z) ∥ p(z | x))− log p(x)) (27a)
log p(x) = LELBO(q) + KL (q(z) ∥ p(z | x)) (27b)
log p(x) ≥ LELBO(q). (27c)

Minimizing KL (q(z) || p(z | x)) results in the same outcome
as maximizing L(q),



q⋆(z) = argmin︸ ︷︷ ︸
q(z)∈Q

KL (q(z) ∥ p(z | x)) , (28a)

q⋆(z) = argmax︸ ︷︷ ︸
q(z)∈Q

L(q), (28b)

q⋆(z) = argmax︸ ︷︷ ︸
q(z)∈Q

{Eq[log p(x, z)]− Eq[log q(z)]} . (28c)

One widely recognized variational method is the mean-field
approximation framework, representing a factorized form of
VI [96]. In mean field variational Bayes (MFVB), we posit that
the variational distribution can be deconstructed into indepen-
dent distributions over separate groups (m is the total number of
such groups) of latent variables zj for j = {1, . . . ,m}, which
are mutually independent and each influenced by its variational
density,

q(z) =

m∏
j=1

qj(zj). (29)

This factorization simplifies the calculation of the ELBO, as it
reduces the complexity of the required integration. The ELBO
for MFVB is then given by,

LELBO(q) = Eq(z) [log p(z,x)]− Eq(z) [log q(z)] (30a)

=

ˆ m∏
i=1

qi(zi) log p(z,x) dz

−
ˆ m∏

i=1

qi(zi) log
m∏
i=1

qi(zi) dz. (30b)

In the subsequent steps, we optimize ELBO by concentrating
on a singular variational density qj(zj) while maintaining the
constancy of all others,

LELBO(qj) =

ˆ m∏
i=1

qi(zi) log p(z,x) dz

−
ˆ m∏

i=1

qi(zi) log
m∏
i=1

qi(zi) dz (31a)

=

ˆ
qj(zj)Eq(z−j) [log p(z,x)] dzj

−
ˆ

qj(zj) log qj(zj) dzj . (31b)

By introducing p̃(x, zj), we facilitate the derivation of the
optimal form for each factor q⋆j (zj) [96] within the mean-field
approximation,

log p̃(x, zj) = Eq(z−j) [log p(z,x)]− ϕ, (32)

where ϕ is the log normalizing constant ensuring that p̃(x, zj)
integrates to one. The ELBO can be expressed in a way that
involves p̃(x, zj),

LELBO(qj) ∝
ˆ

qj(zj) log p̃(x, zj) dzj

−
ˆ

qj(zj) log qj(zj) dzj (33)

=

ˆ
qj(zj) log

p̃(x, zj)

qj(zj)
dzj (34)

= −
ˆ

qj(zj) log
qj(zj)

p̃(x, zj)
dzj (35)

= −KL (qj(zj) || p̃(x, zj)) . (36)

The ELBO is maximized when the KL divergence between the
variational distribution qj(zj) and p̃(x, zj) is minimized. The
KL divergence is zero when the variational distribution qj(zj)
equals p̃(x, zj). The optimal variational density q⋆j (zj) can be
derived as,

q⋆j (zj) = exp
(
Eq−j(z−j) [log p(x, z)]− ϕ

)
=

exp
(
Eq−j(z−j) [log p(x, z)]

)
´

exp
(
Eq−j(z−j) [log p(x, z)]

)
dzj

.
(37)

This approach does not offer a straightforward solution as each
optimal variational density depends on the others. Therefore,
an iterative method is necessary. The process begins by ini-
tializing all factors qj(zi) and then iteratively updating each
one, utilizing the latest updates of the others. This technique is
known as coordinate ascent variational inference (CAVI) [96]–
[98]. The CAVI algorithm is based on the previously mentioned
equations, which are outlined in Algorithm 2 [92]. A Python
code example for performing coordinate ascent to optimize
mask parameters in TANGO is available online1.

Algorithm 2: Coordinate ascent variational inference
Input: A model p(z, x), a data set x
Output: A variational density q(z) =

∏m
j=1 qj(zj)

Initialize: Variational factors qj(zj)
1 while the ELBO has not converged do
2 for j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} do
3 Set qj(zj) ∝ exp{E−j [log p(zj |z−j , x)]};
4 Compute ELBO(q) = E[log p(z, x)] + E[log q(z)];
5 return q(z)

The Bayesian GNN explainer employs VI to approximate
the posterior distribution of the edges and nodes masks, which
indicates the importance of each edge and node feature in the
graph using observed data. The explainer outputs the node and
edge masks, Ix and Ii, respectively, along with their associated
uncertainties. Notice that in mathematical and conceptual terms,
the standard deviation represents the idea of uncertainty in the
Gaussian distribution [99].

1https://github.com/frezazadeh/papers/blob/main/TANGO/Coordinate_
Ascent_for_Mask_Parameter.py

https://github.com/frezazadeh/papers/blob/main/TANGO/Coordinate_Ascent_for_Mask_Parameter.py
https://github.com/frezazadeh/papers/blob/main/TANGO/Coordinate_Ascent_for_Mask_Parameter.py


2) TANGO Reasoner: The proposed methodology intro-
duces a novel approach to symbolic reasoning by leveraging a
custom-developed symbolic reasoner. This reasoner integrates
explainer outputs with graph features to derive actionable
insights. Functioning on a rule-based system, the reasoner
allows for dynamic evaluation and adjustment of nodes within
a network. The symbolic reasoning module is initialized with
the flexibility to manage and execute predefined rules and dy-
namically incorporate new rules. Rules serve as the foundation
of the reasoning process, each comprising a condition and an
action.

The condition is a logical [100] expression that evaluates the
state of a node based on its attributes, such as importance,
uncertainty, and similarity. These rules collectively form a
comprehensive rule base. For each node v in the set of nodes
V , it operates on the node features sx and edge index si.
Node is considered highly important if its importance (i.e.,
feature importance Ivx and importance of the connecting edges
Ivi ) surpasses predefined thresholds (Ivϱ , Iiϱ) and its uncer-
tainties fall below Uϱ threshold. This categorization assists in
identifying nodes that are both important and reliable. The
cosine similarity Z is calculated between the features of linked
nodes to assess the strength of their connections. Nodes with
strong connections (similarity exceeding a specific threshold,
i.e., cosine similarity > Zϱ) are specified, as these robust
connections can impact the reward shaping. For example, two
particular rules can be defined: firstly, nodes showing high
importance, low uncertainty, and strong relationship similarity
are positively adjusted to promote significant and reliable
nodes. Secondly, nodes with high importance but low similarity
receive a penalty, aiding in identifying and mitigating isolated
yet important nodes.

The module systematically applies each rule to the nodes,
checking the conditions against the current state of each node.
If a condition is satisfied, the associated action is performed,
and the result is recorded. The adjustments for each node are
determined by aggregating the results of all applicable rules.
The framework then sums the outcomes of the rule applications
to compute a final adjustment value for reward shaping in GRL.
The reward shaping process utilizes the symbolic reasoner to
adjust rewards based on the evaluated metrics between nodes
dynamically. The culminating reward is the summation of the
base reward R, and XAI reward r∗,

RFinal = R+ r∗. (38)

This approach paves the way for extracting symbolic knowl-
edge. The method bridges the gap between abstract neural
network patterns and symbolic knowledge by translating the
variational posterior distributions of the edge and node feature
masks into interpretable insights. Indeed, the edge and node
feature masks act as a bridge, translating the abstract, high-
dimensional patterns learned by the neural network into a form
that is analogous to symbolic knowledge. This translation and
symbolic representation elucidate the specific graph elements–
edges and nodes–most influential in the network’s predictions,

akin to identifying key variables and rules in a symbolic system.
The symbolic representation of the neural network’s decision-
making enhances interpretability. It relates interpretations to
specific components of the input graph, offering a robust tool
for explicating the complex mechanisms of neural network-
based decision-making.

VI. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we evaluate our proposed framework in the
decision engine of the testbed on a dedicated server equipped
with two Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 5218 CPUs @ 2.30GHz
and two NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPUs. The model
is implemented in PyTorch and PyTorch Geometric (PyG)2,
widely used deep learning frameworks. Our TANGO model,
integrates GCN with REINFORCE algorithm principles. The
detailed architecture of the neural network is comprehensively
discussed in Section V-B.

Hyperparameter: Delving into reasoner parameters, these
are calculated based on the output of the explainer to modify the
reward function to enhance learning efficiency. The Importance
Thresholds Ivϱ and Iiϱ establish a benchmark for assessing
feature and node importance within the graph, which are set
to 0.8. The Penalty is a negative reward applied under specific
conditions to direct the agent’s learning process, valued at -
1. The Uncertainty Threshold Uϱ sets the level of uncertainty
below which a node or feature is deemed important, established
at 0.2. The Relationship Strength Threshold Zϱ determines
the minimum level of inter-node relationship strength required
to be considered significant, set at 0.8. Moreover, the Alpha
Dropout Probability dictates the dropout rate during training,
a method employed to prevent overfitting, with a value of 0.1.
The Entropy Weight is utilized in the REINFORCE algorithm to
boost exploration, set at 0.01. The Step Size and the Gamma are
parameters of the learning rate scheduler, which optimally ad-
justs the learning rate during training to enhance convergence,
with values of 100 and 0.1, respectively.

Training phase vs. Inference phase: In DRL, the training
phase and inference phase serve different purposes. During
training, the algorithm interacts with the environment, learns
from these interactions, and adjusts its policy or value functions
based on the rewards it receives. This involves continuous
improvement through trial and error, often using techniques
such as Q-learning, policy gradients, or actor-critic methods
to maximize total rewards. In contrast, the inference phase
uses the trained model to make decisions in a real-world or
simulated environment without further learning. The model
applies the policy or value functions learned during training to
select actions and aims to achieve optimal performance based
on prior learning. The key distinction is that training focuses
on learning and improving the model, while inference focuses
on applying the learned model to make effective decisions.

Traffic generating: As shown in Figure 1, MGEN (Multi-
Generator) is a versatile software tool developed by the network

2https://pytorch-geometric.readthedocs.io/en/latest/.

https://pytorch-geometric.readthedocs.io/en/latest/


research group at the Naval Research Laboratory 3. Its purpose
is to generate real-time traffic patterns for assessing network
performance. MGEN can handle both UDP and TCP traffic,
accommodating a wide range of testing scenarios. The tool
utilizes script-based configurations [101] to define traffic flows,
enabling the specification of parameters such as packet size,
inter-packet intervals, and traffic duration. By executing these
scripts, MGEN generates traffic that can be observed and
analyzed, offering valuable insights into network performance,
capacity, and protocol efficiency under diverse conditions. For
example:

1 ./mgen instance mgen1 event "0.0 ON 1 UDP DST
192.168.2.14/5000 BURST [RANDOM 10.0
POISSON [1000 1024] EXP 10]" &

2 ./mgen instance mgen2 event "0.0 ON 1 UDP DST
192.168.2.14/5001 BURST [RANDOM 10.0
POISSON [1000 1024] EXP 15]" &

These commands create two instances of MGEN that generate
UDP traffic. The first instance (mgen1) sends bursts of packets
to 192.168.2.14 on port 5000 with a random inter-arrival
time following a Poisson distribution and an exponential burst
duration averaging 10 seconds. The second instance (mgen2)
sends similar traffic to port 5001 with an average burst duration
of 15 seconds. This example illustrates MGEN’s ability to
replicate complex traffic patterns for comprehensive network
testing.

Cell configuration: Table III provides details of the multi-
cell configuration for the Callbox Ultimate and Callbox Mini
setups using Amarisoft, specifically focusing on the 5G New
Radio (NR) technology within band n7. It includes four cells,
with the first three cells designated as part of the Ultimate
Callbox (Ultim.) and the fourth cell as part of the Mini
Box (Mini). All cells operate on band n7 (i.e., the down-
link frequency range of 2620 to 2690 MHz), with specific
downlink absolute radio frequency channel numbers (ARFCN)
and synchronization signal block (SSB) ARFCN provided for
precise frequency tuning. The setup maintains a consistent
bandwidth of 10 MHz and a subcarrier spacing of 15 kHz [102]
across all cells, ensuring uniformity in channel spacing and
frequency allocation. This analysis concentrates only on the
first cell, which handles all downlink traffic. According to the
configurations, it is important to note that each cell supports
52 PRBs, which is directly correlated with action space Amax.
We set ∆over to -2 and ∆under to 2, which establish the bounds
for over-provisioning and under-provisioning, respectively.

Table III: Multi-cell Configuration

cell gNB band type dl arfcn ssb arfcn bandwidth sub. spacing
1 Ultim. n7 NR 525000 524910 10 MHz 15 kHz
2 Ultim. n7 NR 528000 528030 10 MHz 15 kHz
3 Ultim. n7 NR 531000 530910 10 MHz 15 kHz
4 Mini n7 NR 525000 524910 10 MHz 15 kHz

Baseline and Benchmarks: In this study, the baseline used is
the GNN-REINFORCE algorithm, also referred to as TANGO,

3https://github.com/USNavalResearchLaboratory/mgen
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Figure 4: The graph compares TANGO’s average reward tra-
jectories per episode to Baseline (without symbolic subsystem)
and other DRL benchmarks during 70 episodes. The curves are
smoothed (Gaussian smoothing [106]) for visual clarity.

without the inclusion of the symbolic subsystem. This work em-
ploys comparison benchmarks, including Dueling DQN [103],
Double DQN [104], [105], DQN, and REINFORCE [42].
Dueling DQN improves upon the standard DQN by separately
estimating the state value and advantage functions, resulting
in enhanced learning efficiency and stability. Double DQN
addresses the overestimation bias of DQN by separating action
selection from value evaluation in Q-learning updates. The
traditional DQN employs a neural network to estimate Q-
values for action-state pairs and learns optimal policies through
experience replay and a target network for training stabilization.
On the other hand, REINFORCE is a policy gradient method
that directly optimizes the policy by updating it to increase
expected rewards using sampled trajectories.

A. AI Metric

Figure 4 shows a comparative analysis of the average re-
ward performance of various algorithms across a sequence
of episodes. Upon examination, it is observed that TANGO
consistently demonstrates high average rewards, outperforming
the Baseline algorithm throughout the observed episodes. There
is a significant spike in TANGO’s performance around episode
30, following which the algorithm maintains its lead, further
suggesting that it has found an efficient way to explore the
environment or a superior policy. On the other hand, the Base-
line algorithm shows fluctuating performance with a broader
range of average rewards, indicating potential instability or
inefficiency in learning or exploration. Although the Baseline
algorithm occasionally reaches comparable rewards to TANGO,
it fails to sustain or improve upon these highs, further highlight-
ing its inconsistency. The benchmark algorithms exhibit varied
performances.

Dueling DQN’s performance sometimes matched or ex-
ceeded that of TANGO, which was particularly noticeable in
certain episodes where it spiked. However, these instances
were inconsistent, with the average reward often dropping
significantly in subsequent episodes. Double DQN displayed
a trend of average rewards that were generally below that of

https://github.com/USNavalResearchLaboratory/mgen
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Figure 5: The heatmap provides a visual representation of the
TANGO reward pattern throughout the episodes in the training
phase. Each row is an episode, and each column represents
a step within that episode. The color intensity indicates the
amount of reward earned at each step.

TANGO and less volatile than Dueling DQN. Despite some
episodes where its performance closely approached TANGO’s,
it did not sustain these peaks. However, Double DQN did not
consistently outperform TANGO in this particular evaluation.
DQN’s average reward occasionally dipped significantly be-
low that of TANGO, especially notable in the early episodes
(before episode 20) and then again around episode 50. These
dips indicate that the algorithm was less stable or that it
struggled to maintain a policy that consistently maximized
rewards. REINFORCE showed an interesting pattern with a
sharp fluctuation in average rewards, indicating a high variance
in its performance. Like DQN, it also exhibited the potential for
high rewards but did not maintain them consistently. However,
REINFORCE’s rewards were generally lower than TANGO’s,
particularly in the later episodes, suggesting that it did not learn
as effectively as TANGO over time.

Overall, TANGO is a more effective learner, achieving higher
and more stable rewards compared to the Baseline and other
benchmark algorithms. This suggests that TANGO has a robust
learning approach, which can maintain stable performance even
as the learning conditions change throughout the episodes.

Figure 5 features a heatmap that visually represents the
rewards granted to the TANGO algorithm during its training
episodes. Each row within the heatmap represents an episode,
while each column indicates a step within that episode. The
color intensity in the heatmap corresponds to the amount of
reward that the algorithm received at each step, with darker
blues indicating higher rewards and lighter colors representing
lower rewards. The algorithm used a less effective strategy
in the early episodes (0 to around 20), resulting in lower
rewards. This is evident from the presence of many lighter
colors, especially in the beginning steps of each episode. As
the episodes progressed into mid-episodes (around 20 to 40),
we began to notice more occurrences of darker blues mixed

Min Q1 Median Q3 Max
Double DQN 49.23 56.05 56.52 57.32 65.81
Dueling DQN 43.4 43.84 43.97 44.08 44.49

Baseline 43.75 44.0 44.2 44.54 46.31
TANGO 43.26 43.97 44.06 44.35 48.06
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Figure 6: Comparative analysis of time complexities for differ-
ent approaches over a period of 70 episodes during the training
phase. The boxplot visually represents the distribution of total
computation time per episode for each algorithm.

with lighter colors. This suggests that the algorithm is starting
to learn strategies that yield more rewards, but its performance
still needs to improve. The learning process has begun, and the
algorithm is enhancing its policy to maximize the reward. In
later episodes (around 40 to 70), dark blue colors become more
prevalent, and the lighter colors are less frequent. This indicates
that TANGO has learned more effective strategies over time and
consistently achieves higher rewards as it navigates the steps
within each episode.

B. Complexity Metric

1) Time Complexity: The time it takes to solve a problem
based on its size is known as an algorithm’s time complexity.
Several factors, such as the size of the state and action spaces,
the architecture of the neural networks, the number of episodes
and steps, and the particular operations of the algorithm, can
influence the time complexity of DRL algorithms. As depicted
in Figure 6, the present study involves a comparative analysis
between the TANGO algorithm and other algorithms, focusing
on assessing time complexity over 70 episodes during the
training phase. From the boxplot, it is clear that TANGO has a
tighter interquartile range (IQR) compared to Double DQN and
Dueling DQN. The box length in the boxplot depicts the IQR,
and TANGO’s IQR is from approximately 43.97 s to 44.35
s, which is a narrow range of 0.38 s. This suggests that the
TANGO algorithm has less variation in its computation times
per episode, indicating a more consistent performance.

Moreover, TANGO’s median time per episode, marked by
the line within the box, is slightly less than the Baseline but
higher than Dueling DQN. It is significantly lower than Double
DQN. This implies that TANGO is generally faster than Double
DQN and the Baseline but slightly slower than Dueling DQN.
The median time for TANGO is indicated in the table as 44.06
s, close to its first quartile (Q1) of 43.97 s, which shows a
skewness towards the lower end of its range. As shown in the
table, the maximum value for TANGO is 48.06 s, which is



Min Q1 Median Q3 Max
Double DQN 2.3 4.32 5.6 6.9 10.1
Dueling DQN 2.4 4.2 5.3 7.0 10.8

Baseline 3.5 8.43 10.3 12.18 16.9
TANGO 2.9 6.95 9.9 12.48 17.7
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Figure 7: Beeswarm boxplot demonstrates the total CPU and
GPU utilization during training for each episode. Each point
represents the combined CPU and GPU usage for a single
episode, while the boxplot overlay summarizes the distribution.

significantly lower compared to Double DQN’s 65.81 s, but
higher than Dueling DQN’s 44.49 s. This implies that while
TANGO does not always have the shortest computation time, it
avoids the long computation times that can occasionally occur
with Double DQN. The presence of outliers is noted for the
Double DQN algorithm, as indicated by the points above the
upper whisker in the boxplot. TANGO, in contrast, shows no
such outliers, which suggests that it maintains a consistent
performance without episodes of extreme computation time.

Overall, TANGO offers a favorable balance between effi-
ciency and consistency when compared to Double DQN and
Dueling DQN. Despite TANGO being marginally faster on
average than the Baseline, as indicated by the slightly lower
median time, its superior performance could justify the extra
time spent per episode.

2) Computational Complexity : Figure 7 depicts a beeswarm
boxplot that effectively provides a comprehensive understand-
ing of algorithms’ resource requirements in terms of the total
CPU and GPU utilization during the training phase. TANGO
demonstrates a minimum utilization of 2.9%, which is slightly
lower than the Baseline’s 3.5%. However, TANGO’s minimum
utilization is higher than that of both Double DQN and Dueling
DQN, which are at 2.3% and 2.4%, respectively. This finding
suggests that TANGO’s resource usage does not drop as low
as the other algorithms, indicating a potentially higher lower
bound of resource needs.

The first quartile for TANGO stands at 6.95%, which is con-
siderably lower than the Baseline’s 8.43%. However, TANGO’s
first quartile is higher than both DQN variants. This implies
that the lower 25% of TANGO’s resource usage measurements
are generally higher than those of the DQN variations but still
more efficient than the Baseline. TANGO’s median value is
9.9%, placing it lower than the Baseline at 10.3%. However,
it is significantly higher than both Double DQN and Dueling
DQN, which have medians of 5.6% and 5.3%, respectively. This
means that the middle value of TANGO’s resource consumption
is less than the Baseline but not as efficient as the DQN

variations.
For TANGO, the third quartile is 12.48%, which is higher

than the Baseline’s 12.18% and higher than the DQN variations.
This suggests that 75% of TANGO’s resource usage measure-
ments are below 12.48%, indicating that TANGO generally
uses more resources than the Baseline and DQN variations.
TANGO’s maximum utilization peaks at 17.7%, which is
the highest among all the algorithms compared. This finding
suggests that TANGO has episodes where it can consume more
resources than any other algorithm, revealing potential spikes in
computational demands. The spread of data points (beeswarm
aspect of the plot) for TANGO shows a wide distribution
of values, with several potential outliers beyond the upper
whisker. This shows variability in its resource utilization, which
could imply that TANGO has episodes of training that are
significantly more resource-intensive than usual.

It is crucial to consider that an algorithm’s complexity cannot
be evaluated solely based on resource consumption metrics
without considering its performance. In AI/ML algorithms, par-
ticularly TANGO, there is often a trade-off between complexity
and performance. Despite TANGO exhibiting higher CPU and
GPU utilization as compared to the Double DQN and Dueling
DQN algorithms, and sometimes even surpassing the Baseline,
this does not necessarily imply inefficiency. An algorithm
including TANGO, which is slightly more resource-intensive
but provides substantial enhancements in performance, can be
more desirable in scenarios where computational resources are
abundant or when the advantages of improved performance
outweigh the cost of computation. Functions 1 and 2 calculate
the consumption of computational resources. Function 1 is
designed to evaluate GPU usage, while functions 2 is intended
to measure CPU usage.

1 def get_gpu_usage():
2 result = subprocess.run([’nvidia-smi’, ’--

query-gpu=utilization.gpu,memory.used’, ’--
format=csv,noheader,nounits’],

3 stdout=subprocess.
PIPE)

4 gpu_utilization, memory_used = result.
stdout.decode(’utf-8’).strip().split(’,’)

5 return float(gpu_utilization), float(
memory_used)

Function 1: Python function to get GPU usage.

1 def get_cpu_usage():
2 return psutil.cpu_percent(interval=1)

Function 2: Python function to get CPU usage.

C. Energy Metric

In this experiment, we monitor the GPU’s power consump-
tion throughout the algorithms’ training process. Function 3
is a Python function designed to retrieve information about
the power usage of NVIDIA’s GPU. According to Figure 8,
TANGO has clear potential optimizations or algorithmic effi-
ciencies (See Section V-B) that can be used for sustainability, as
it consumes slightly less energy than the Baseline algorithm.
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Figure 8: The bar chart illustrates the average GPU energy
consumption per episode. The results highlight the comparative
efficiency of each algorithm in terms of energy usage, providing
insights into their performance and sustainability.

This improvement in TANGO’s energy usage could indicate
advancements in algorithm design that contribute to a more
sustainable future. While the difference is not substantial, it
shows that TANGO is more energy-efficient than the Baseline,
albeit by a small margin. TANGO consumes significantly
more energy than Dueling DQN. Dueling DQN’s specialized
architecture that separately computes the value and advantage
streams is more energy-efficient while potentially providing
an enriched learning mechanism. This comparison suggests
that TANGO involves more complex computations, leading to
higher energy use. Compared with Double DQN, TANGO’s
energy consumption is notably higher. TANGO is more energy-
efficient than the Baseline, but Dueling DQN and Double DQN
outperform it in terms of energy consumption. This implies
that TANGO is better suited for scenarios where its potential
performance advantages outweigh energy considerations.

1 def get_gpu_power():
2 result = subprocess.run([’nvidia-smi’, ’--

query-gpu=power.draw’, ’--format=csv,
noheader,nounits’],

3 stdout=subprocess.
PIPE)

4 power_draw = float(result.stdout.decode(’
utf-8’).strip().split(’ ’)[0]) # Get
power in watts

5 return power_draw

Function 3: Python function to obtain GPU power.

D. Robustness Metric

Noise injection [107] is a technique used to evaluate the
robustness of an AI/ML model–particularly in DRL–by delib-
erately adding randomness or disturbances to the input data
during the inference phase. The main purpose of this approach
is to replicate real-world imperfections that the model may not
have faced during training. Examples of such imperfections
may include signal interference, environmental variations, or
other sources of uncertainty that may impact input data quality.
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Figure 9: Performance analysis of TANGO algorithm under
varying noise levels for radio resource allocation, showing
robustness across 40 trials in inference phase.

By examining the model’s reaction to artificially noised inputs,
developers can gain a clearer insight into its resilience and
ability to sustain performance under less-than-optimal circum-
stances. Figure 9 demonstrates the TANGO algorithm’s accu-
racy in assigning acceptable and optimal PRBs across 40 trials
during the inference phase as synthetic noise levels increase.
Synthetic noise, modeled as a normally distributed disturbance
with a mean of zero and a standard deviation ranging from
σ = 0 (no disturbance) to σ = 10, is injected into the network
states to emulate real-world interference. Remarkably, despite
the escalating noise levels, the TANGO algorithm remains
resilient, with only a modest decrease in performance. This
underscores the algorithm’s ability to effectively allocate radio
resources even under adverse conditions commonly encoun-
tered in communication networks. Here, accuracy refers to the
precision with which the GRL agent allocates radio resources
in accordance with the specified thresholds for the allocation
gap (as explained in the following). Specifically, we set ∆over
to -2 and ∆under to 2.

E. Network Metric

The allocation gap can measure the effectiveness of radio
resource allocation algorithms in 5G/6G networks [105], [108].
This refers to the disparity between the intended or preferred
distribution of radio frequencies and bandwidth and the ac-
tual deployment and utilization of these resources within the
network. This gap significantly impacts the overall network
performance, particularly in how it handles the amount and
type of traffic that the network encounters. The size of the
allocation gap is a crucial metric for assessing radio resource
allocation algorithms. A smaller gap indicates that the algorithm
is adept at forecasting and managing the network’s require-
ments, closely matching the theoretical allocation with the
actual usage. Conversely, a larger gap suggests inefficiencies
in the network, where the resource allocation is either over-
provisioning or under-provisioned. Over-provisioning arises
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Figure 10: The radio resource allocation performance for the
TANGO framework and Baseline during the inference phase.
The graph provides information about the distribution of alloca-
tion gaps, highlighting the zones where acceptable performance
is achieved (values within -2 to 2 Mbps).

when the network allocates more resources than necessary,
which may seem advantageous as it could theoretically handle
unexpected spikes in traffic but typically leads to wasteful
expenditure of resources, increasing operational costs without
a corresponding improvement in user experience. In contrast,
under-provisioning occurs when fewer resources than required
are allocated, leading to congestion and poor service quality, as
the available resources are insufficient to meet user demand.

As shown in Figure 10, the bar chart and cumulative dis-
tribution function (CDF) plots provide quantitative insights
into how each method addresses the allocation discrepancies,
emphasizing their respective capabilities in managing network
resources effectively during the inference phase. It is notewor-
thy that the range of -2 to 2 Mbps is defined as a practical
tolerance, considering that traffic demands do not always align
perfectly with fixed PRB sizes. This range allows the radio
resource allocation algorithm to function within a defined
action space, accommodating slight mismatches between PRB-
based allocations and the fluctuating traffic demands. The bar
chart reveals that the TANGO framework performs significantly
better than the Baseline method in terms of achieving optimal
allocation, with a high percentage of around 96%. This suggests
that TANGO has a stronger ability to match the actual allocation
of radio resources with what is optimally needed.

Additionally, the comparative sharpness of the CDF plot for
TANGO in the acceptable range (-2 to 2 Mbps) implies that
TANGO is not only consistent in meeting the targeted alloca-
tions but also does so with greater predictive accuracy. This
characteristic is essential for dynamic network environments,
where traffic patterns can vary significantly, necessitating adap-
tive and accurate resource allocation strategies. The CDF plot
indicates that TANGO manages resource over-provisioning and
under-provisioning more effectively than the Baseline method.
TANGO’s rapid approach to zero in the over-provisioning zone
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Figure 11: Evaluation of resource allocation precision in the
TANGO algorithm using different PRB chunk sizes (action
space dimension) during the inference phase.

suggests that it rarely allocates more resources than necessary,
thereby reducing wastage and potentially lowering operational
costs. On the other hand, the Baseline method exhibits a slower
decline in this area, indicating a tendency to over-allocate
resources, which could lead to inefficiencies and increased costs
without proportional benefits. TANGO again shows superior
performance in terms of under-provisioning by quickly de-
scending to a lower frequency of under-provisioning instances
beyond the acceptable range. This indicates that TANGO is
less likely to provide insufficient resources, thereby maintain-
ing service quality and user experience. In contrast, Baseline
extends further into higher values of under-provisioning, which
can result in service degradation and potential dissatisfaction
among end-users.

F. Scalability Metric

There are various approaches to consider when evaluating
the scalability of a DRL algorithm [109]–[111]. One effective
measure is to expand the size of the action space, which refers
to the range or number of potential actions an agent can take.
This approach increases complexity and requires the algorithm
to handle a larger set of possible decisions. By doing so, the
algorithm’s ability to maintain or improve performance under
increased complexity is put to the test. It also evaluates the
efficiency of its learning and decision-making processes in more
demanding scenarios. As such, the ability of a DRL algorithm
to effectively manage larger action spaces is a critical indicator
of its scalability and robustness.

As Figure 11 demonstrates that TANGO algorithm can
handle complex decision-making with action spaces with chunk
size 2. Indeed, using a chunk size of 2 increases the action
space dimension of TANGO compared with using a chunk
size of 5. Here, the action space for chunk size 2 is 2.6×
larger than the action space for chunk size 5. Despite the
complexity, TANGO performs well, indicating its advanced
ability to optimize decisions across a denser action space.
This precision enables it to accurately make resource allocation
adjustments, which is necessary when even minor discrepancies
in resource distribution can significantly affect system per-
formance. The TANGO algorithm’s ability to maintain high
performance even with dense and detailed decision-making



(chunk size 2) demonstrates its scalability. This feature is
precious in large-scale network environments that require high
precision and adaptability. Moreover, the success in managing
a more substantial number of decision points without a drop
in performance highlights its adaptability, making it capable of
responding appropriately to both minor and significant changes
in demand. TANGO, with a broader range of possible actions,
i.e., chunk size 5, benefits from a simplified learning process by
dealing with a smaller set of actions. This can result in faster
learning and convergence to effective strategies, especially
when demand changes are not highly detailed, and a coarser
adjustment can still efficiently meet the resource allocation
needs.

G. XAI Metric

Table IV highlights the feature importance and uncertainty
values for different nodes in the TANGO model during the
inference phase. The results provide insightful information on
how the model perceives and uses the features associated with
each node. Starting with Node 0, the table shows that both
features are maximally important. This indicates that all the
available features of Node 0 are crucial for the model’s predic-
tions. Regarding feature uncertainty, the values are relatively
low (0.1605 and 0.1140), which signifies high confidence in
their importance and stability in influencing the model’s output.
The results of Node 1 reveal a mixed importance, with one
feature being maximally important and the other considerably
less so. This suggests a disparity in how the features contribute
to the model’s decision-making process. The uncertainty values
are moderately low but slightly higher than Node 0, especially
for the less important feature. This implies less consistency in
the influence of the second feature across different scenarios.
For Node 2, the table indicates that one feature is minimally
vital while the other is maximally important. Such a disparity
indicates that the model relies heavily on specific characteristics
of the node while almost ignoring others. The uncertainty
is moderately high for both features, suggesting the model’s
reliance on the high-importance feature can be subject to
conditions or context. Lastly, the table shows that Node 3 has
a significant divergence in feature importance, with one being
relatively essential and the other not at all. This indicates a very
selective dependence on the features of Node 3. The uncertainty
is high for the non-important feature, which contrasts with
relatively low uncertainty for the important one. This reflects
the model’s variable confidence in how these features impact
the outcomes.

Table V provides valuable insights into the model’s be-
havior and reliability during both the beginning of training
and inference phases, which is crucial for XAI. The table
shows how the model values certain connections, referred to
as edges, differently in each phase and how confident it is
about those valuations. During the training phase, the edge
0 → 1 had maximum importance but no importance during
inference, with a significant drop in uncertainty. This suggests
that the model overfitted this connection during training but

Table IV: Node Attributes in Inference Phase

Node Feature Importance Feature Uncertainty
Node 0 [1.0, 1.0] [0.1605, 0.1140]
Node 1 [1.0, 0.4786] [0.1656, 0.1478]
Node 2 [0.2024, 1.0] [0.1805, 0.1561]
Node 3 [0.7958, 0.0] [0.1271, 0.2168]

recognized it as irrelevant when presented with new data. On
the other hand, the edge 0 → 2 had relatively low importance
during training, but during inference, it became critical with
maximum importance and consistently low uncertainty. This
shift highlights an underutilized connection during training
that became crucial when the model encountered new data,
showing the model’s adaptability. Overall, analyzing edges with
significant changes in importance can help optimize model
performance and improve its ability to handle new data.

Table V: Edge Attributes Comparison

Edge Training Phase Inference Phase
Importance Uncertainty Importance Uncertainty

0 → 1 1.0000 1.0000 0.0000 0.1196
0 → 2 0.1885 0.6331 1.0000 0.1226
0 → 3 0.3813 0.9956 0.9618 0.1506
1 → 0 0.1634 0.8188 0.9452 0.2286
1 → 2 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 0.1546
1 → 3 1.0000 0.9987 0.0000 0.1831
2 → 0 0.2367 0.9254 0.0000 0.1994
2 → 1 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 0.1436
2 → 3 0.0000 0.8972 0.8080 0.1993
3 → 0 0.4581 1.0000 0.8290 0.1594
3 → 1 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 0.2163
3 → 2 0.0323 0.9944 0.0000 0.1030

During inference, Edge 0→ 3 and Edge 1→ 0 both exhib-
ited an increase in importance and a decrease in uncertainty,
indicating that these connections are essential for generalizing
learned patterns to new data with increased confidence in their
influence. On the other hand, inference showed an increasing
importance in Edge 2 → 3 and Edge 3 → 0 with moderate
uncertainty. These changes suggest that these edges capture
relationships crucial for predictions under new conditions,
possibly revealing hidden patterns not evident during training.
Edges 1 → 2, 2 → 1, 3 → 1, and 3 → 2 consistently showed
no or minimal importance in both phases, with varying levels
of uncertainty. Therefore, these connections do not significantly
influence the model’s predictions, and the model is relatively
confident about their lack of impact.

The analysis of edge attributes reveals how specific connec-
tions behave differently during both training and inference. For
example, while Edge 0 → 1 holds the highest significance
during training, its importance decreases significantly during
inference, suggesting possible overfitting. Adapting and recon-
figuring the GRL algorithm can help mitigate the excessive
weighting of such connections during training. Overall, the
analysis helps to make the model’s decision-making process
transparent by showing how it interprets and assesses different
features and connections. We can create more robust models by
adjusting the training methods to focus on the most influential
and reliable features and connections. This can involve chang-



ing the training data and network states, refining the model’s
structure, or fine-tuning.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper presents TANGO, an innovative GRL framework
that enhances explainability and trustworthiness in AI-native 6G
networks. TANGO integrates a Bayesian-GNN explainer and
reasoner within a symbolic subsystem to provide in-hoc expla-
nations during learning. This approach is crucial for mission-
critical use-cases where traditional post-hoc XAI methods are
insufficient. Our implementation of TANGO in a real-world
testbed PoC for a gNB radio resource allocation problem
demonstrated substantial improvements in network manage-
ment operations. The framework effectively minimizes under-
and over-provisioning of PRBs while penalizing decisions
based on uncertain or unimportant edge-node relationships,
underscoring its efficacy. Experimental results have shown
that TANGO significantly expedites convergence compared to
baseline and other benchmarks. Notably, TANGO achieved an
impressive 96.39% accuracy in optimal PRB allocation during
the inference phase, surpassing the baseline by 1.22×. This
work paves the way for future research to explore the broader
applicability of in-hoc explainability in various AI-driven 6G
problems, enhancing trust and reliability in AI systems.
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