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Abstract—Modern telecommunication networks face an
increasing complexity due to the rapidly growing number
of networked devices and rising amounts of data. The
literature advocates for self-managing networks as a means
to tackle the resulting challenges. While self-managing
networks provide potential solutions to these challenges,
current research solely focuses on the perspective of
network operators. However, modern telecommunication
networks involve various stakeholders, such as service
providers and end users, and necessitate interactions be-
tween them. By transitioning from a single-stakeholder to
a multi-stakeholder perspective, we address the preferences
of all involved parties, acknowledging potential conflicts of
interest and constraints like information asymmetries. This
broader perspective facilitates the development of more
effective self-managing networks, significantly enhancing
their performance metrics compared to approaches that
solely prioritize the concerns of network operators.

Index Terms—self-managing networks, multi-
stakeholder, information asymmetry, preferences

I. INTRODUCTION

Modern telecommunication networks face an in-
creasing complexity, e.g., due to the rapidly growing
number of devices accessing these networks or the
rising amount of data transmitted and processed.
According to an Ericsson report, the total global mo-
bile network traffic reached 160 Exabyte per month
in 2023. For 2029, Ericsson expects a total global
mobile network traffic of 403 Exabyte per month,
an increase of more than 150% [1]. To cope with
the challenges this vast increase of network traffic
will introduce, the literature proposed various forms
of network management, such as active network
management, policy-based network management,
automatic network management, or zero-touch net-
work management, which we summarize as self-
managing networks [2]. Currently, the deployment

of self-managing networks is in its early stages,
with many research questions pending. However,
first examples of self-managing networks include
Automatic Neighbor Relation (ANR) of LTE and
later 3GPP networks or Cisco’s Zero-Touch Provi-
sioning feature for large enterprise networks.

While self-managing networks have the potential
to provide solutions to the challenges sketched
above, research in the area of self-managing net-
works currently focuses on improving technical
aspects of future networks only from the perspec-
tive of the network operator (NO), e.g., increasing
bandwidth or reducing latency. However, in modern
telecommunication networks, various stakeholders
own, use, and offer distributed communication,
computation, storage, and sensing resources. Ser-
vices and technologies in these networks, such as
fog computing facilities, mobile crowdsensing, and
NextG, involve interactions between these stake-
holders. Other research areas of modern telecom-
munication networks, e.g., in the area of edge
computing [3] or data platforms [4], showed that
considering multiple stakeholders greatly improves
their corresponding goals or achieves better results.

We advocate transitioning from a single stake-
holder to a multi-stakeholder perspective on self-
managing networks to encompass all stakeholders’
preferences, considering potentially conflicting in-
terests and constraints like information asymmetries.
Expanding the perspective from a single stakeholder
to a multi-stakeholder perspective introduces new
challenges. Stakeholders may have different goals
and conflicting preferences, and they may possess
different types of information, hindering finding
optimal solutions for given problems. However, they
may also have beneficial interdependencies, such as
spillovers making win-win-situations possible.
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Fig. 1. An overview of our proposed continuous cycle

In this article, we discuss important aspects of
a multi-stakeholder perspective on self-managing
networks for the first time and propose solutions
to researchers and practitioners of self-managed
networks. We first introduce a system model of self-
managing networks, highlighting the shortcomings
of the current, single stakeholder model described
in the literature (Section II). Afterwards, we discuss
these shortcomings and potential solutions. This
includes the definition and identification of stake-
holders in self-managing networks (Section III).
Each of the stakeholders has different goals and
preferences, which require assessment and inclusion
in a specific stakeholder’s utility function. Other im-
portant aspects include conflicting interests between
different stakeholders and information asymmetries.
In Section IV, we discuss how to address these
issues. Finally, in Section V we present three case
studies where we highlight the benefits of a multi-
stakeholder perspective on self-managing networks.

II. SELF-MANAGING NETWORKS AS A
CONTINUOUS CYCLE

Operating a self-managing network follows a
continuous cycle [2] (Figure 1), which begins with
continuously monitoring the system. This step en-
compasses monitoring technical factors of the net-
work, such as the achieved quality of service (QoS),
but also special events such as errors or network
outages. The monitored data necessitates continuous
analysis, a consideration crucial for designers of
self-managing networks. Finally, the information
gained from continuous monitoring and analysis
might suggest that the performance of the self-
managing network may not be optimal or degrad-
ing over time due to outages. Therefore, a self-
managing network needs the ability to adapt to

a new situation. The information gathered through
monitoring and analysis contributes to a common
knowledge base. The knowledge base contains all
relevant, monitored, and analyzed data and contin-
uous updates throughout the process. The right part
of Figure 1 visualizes this basic process.

We extend this approach described in the liter-
ature by an initial deploy step, as shown in the
left part of Figure 1. During this step, researchers
and practitioners need to gather relevant information
about the given scenario. We argue that knowing and
understanding other stakeholders for a given sce-
nario is essential. Each stakeholder in self-managing
networks has its own preferences and utilities that
must be considered, since they fundamentally in-
fluence the performance, but are also influenced
by the perceived QoS of a network. Therefore, the
first step is to identify relevant stakeholders for a
given scenario, including the stakeholders’ prefer-
ences and utilities. This information contributes to
a knowledge base future decision making rests on.
Finally, the addition of stakeholders into the contin-
uous cycle also requires adjustments to the process.
Properties regarding the stakeholders themselves
require continuous monitoring, as their preferences
might change over time.

III. STAKEHOLDERS IN SELF-MANAGING
NETWORKS

A. Types of Stakeholders

The process of designing and developing a self-
managing network entails the crucial step of iden-
tifying pertinent stakeholders specific to the sce-
nario and problem at hand. Stakeholders are au-
tonomous decision makers capable of influencing
others or being influenced by decisions made by
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Fig. 2. An overview of the stakeholders in modern telecommunication networks

other stakeholders [5]. Additionally, each stake-
holder maximizes its utility function, encompassing
technical and potentially economic attributes, and
factoring in cost-benefit analyses along with individ-
ual stakeholder preferences. This approach ensures
a comprehensive consideration of diverse factors
in optimizing the functionality and performance of
a self-managing network. We identified the fol-
lowing stakeholders in the field of self-managing
networks [2], forming two categories:

1) Primary Stakeholders: Primary stakeholders
are directly involved in the self-managing network
and its outcome (Figure 2). They either provide
resources or services to or through the network, or
use them via the network.

a) Network Operators: They are stakeholders
responsible for operating a self-managing network,
e.g., an Internet Service Provider like T-Mobile
operating their cellular network or the IT department
of a company operating an enterprise network. NOs
play a critical role in defining high-level objec-
tives and goals achievable through the use of self-
managing networks. They design, implement, con-
figure, and maintain the network, its infrastructure
and solutions for self-managing networks, taking
into account the identified objectives. The main
objective of NOs is ensuring a high QoS in their
networks and alignment with business objectives,
such as reducing network operation cost.

b) Service Providers: They offer various
network-based services, services that use network
connectivity or services that other stakeholders use
over the network. For example, Video-on-Demand
SPs such as Netflix use T-Mobile’s network to
deliver their content to end users or the accounting
department uses a company’s network for their ac-
counting service. SPs’ main objective is maintaining
a high QoS to their end users adhering to existing,
financial constraints.

c) End Users: They are the ultimate recipients
of network services. Their experience and feed-
back influences the strategy, development, and opti-
mization of self-managing networks. In the men-
tioned examples, end users are either the com-
pany’s accountants or recipients of Netflix’ Video-
on-Demand service. End users benefit from im-
proved network performance and reliability through
self-managing networks.

2) Secondary Stakeholders: These are not di-
rectly involved, but influence or are affected by
self-managing networks (Figure 2). They neither
provide nor use resources or services, but define
conditions, develop novel technology or enforce
legal frameworks. Below, we do not consider their
role in self-managing networks any further, since
this exceeds the scope of this article.

a) Technology Providers: These include com-
panies like Cisco or researchers from universities
who research, develop, produce, and supply the
hardware and software solutions required by NOs.

b) Regulators and Standardization Organiza-
tions: Regulators like the Federal Communications
Commission set regulations that guide and influ-
ence the legal and ethical framework of researchers
and practitioners. Standardization organizations like
3GPP develop and enforce standards that ensure
interoperability and consistency between different
solutions for self-managing networks.

B. Stakeholder Identification
Researchers and practitioners of self-managing

networks must first identify the stakeholders rele-
vant for a given scenario or the application under
consideration. To illustrate stakeholder identifica-
tion, consider an exemplary scenario of a corporate
network where the network needs to self-configure
new employee devices and then self-optimize to
make the best use of available resources. Depend-
ing on the focal problem, different stakeholders
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emerge. For example, for the self-configuration of
the network, the relevant stakeholders could be
an employee in the role of an end user on the
one hand, and the NO of the corporate network
on the other hand. The problem analyzed in this
scenario could be the provisioning of the employee’s
device, where the employee’s goal is to access the
company’s network resources with the best possible
QoS, while the NO pursues to provide this service
simultaneously meeting the company’s requirements
regarding, e.g., IT security standards or other service
level agreements. However, in the same scenario,
but with different problem statements, the stake-
holders could be different, e.g., SPs providing an
accounting service to end users aiming to achieve a
good QoS and increasing its net profit.

In some scenarios, researchers and practitioners
of self-managing networks may not be able to distin-
guish between stakeholders. Factors such as vertical
integration, driven by SPs’ significant investments
in infrastructure, blur the distinction between SPs
and NOs. This evolving landscape necessitates con-
sidering varying levels of abstraction when model-
ing stakeholders. While specific companies can be
individually modeled with unique utility functions
and preferences, researchers and practitioners of
self-managing networks may represent more ab-
stract stakeholders by generalizations that capture
essential characteristics which multiple stakeholders
fulfilling similar roles in the given scenario share.

C. Preferences

1) Assessment of Relevant Factors: First, re-
searchers and practitioners of self-managing net-
works need to assess the technical and potentially
economic factors in a given scenario. For each
stakeholder, researchers and practitioners of self-
managing networks need to identify those param-
eters of relevance to the respective stakeholder and
consider each stakeholder individually. For example,
for the ANR example mentioned above, relevant
technical factors include the end users’ mobility,
transmission range, and transfer speeds.

2) Translation of Terminology: Given that stake-
holders may lack expertise in all domains (e.g.,
end users may lack technical knowledge about self-
managing networks), it is essential to translate eval-
uated factors into comprehensible terms for each
stakeholder [6]. This translation involves tailoring

terms and explanations in user studies to suit respon-
dents with varying levels of technical proficiency.
For example, user studies may employ different
terminology compared to interviews conducted with
technical teams at NOs, who possess a deeper
understanding of technical fundamentals. For user
studies, it is ineffective to refer to ANR or request
transfer speeds in Bits per second, which would
be appropriate for expert NOs. Following prefer-
ence elicitation (see Section III-C3), the obtained
results require rephrasing into technical terms. For
example, asking an end user how they rate their
transfer speeds requires translation into quantita-
tive, technical terms, such as Bits per second. This
ensures that stakeholders involved in implementing
or researching self-managing networks effectively
utilize and interpret findings.

3) Preference Elicitation:
a) Quantitative Preference Elicitation: To ob-

tain realistic stakeholder preferences, researchers
and practitioners of self-managing networks can em-
ploy quantitative preference elicitation methods like
experiments. Experiments entail creating a prede-
fined and consistent environment where participants
engage in tasks. By systematically altering specific
parameters, researchers and practitioners of self-
managing networks can monitor how participants’
behavior changes, allowing for the exploration of
interrelationships among various technical factors.
These methods facilitate the analysis of stakeholder
preferences, the assessment of the significance of
technical factors, and the estimation of adoption
rates for technologies. As an example, a NO could
ask thousands of end users about different technical
aspects of their network, such as transfer speeds
or general QoS in non-technical terms, and then
use this data to understand how different handover
algorithms affect the end users.

b) Qualitative Preference Elicitation: These
methods allow gathering non-numerical data to de-
cipher how technical factors reflect onto the stake-
holders utility functions. This approach enables the
exploration of stakeholder preferences when the
sample size is inadequate for quantitative methods.
Implementing qualitative preference elicitation in-
volves, e.g., using surveys with open-ended ques-
tions, allowing for the collection of data on as-
pects such as use cases, implementations, technical
requirements, operational costs, and risk tolerance
without rigid constraints. Afterwards, researchers



5

and practitioners of self-managing networks can
analyze this data set, detect recurring patterns, cat-
egorize them, and empirically explain stakeholder
behavior. For example, when a NO must design a
handover algorithm in ANR, the NO could equip
participants with prepared mobile devices that log
achieved transfer speeds using different handover
algorithms and ask the participants afterwards about
how they rate the network’s quality.

D. Utility Functions

When stakeholders develop or utilize new tech-
nologies, they face critical decision-making pro-
cesses. For example, as part of the ANR, a cell tower
in a self-managing cellular network needs to select
the best neighboring cell tower for vertical han-
dovers due to a mobile device’s mobility. Technical
aspects such as network coverage and service avail-
ability, but also the other stakeholders’ preferences
influence such decisions. Additionally, researchers
and practitioners of self-managing networks might
also consider economic factors, such as opera-
tional costs. The interdependency of these factors
contributes to the complexity of decision-making,
given the multitude of potential alternatives. To
address this complexity, multi-criteria decision mak-
ing research offers various methodologies [7]. Our
proposed approach involves constructing a unified
utility function by assigning weights to each factor
and adjusting them in accordance with stakeholder
preferences.

IV. CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

A multi-stakeholder perspective on self-managing
networks presents challenges related to stakeholder
interactions. Each stakeholder possesses distinct
preferences and objectives possibly conflicting with
those of other stakeholders. Contrarily, interactions
among stakeholders, including efforts to reduce in-
formation asymmetry, can lead to mutually benefi-
cial improvements.

A. Conflicts of Interests

In multi-stakeholder scenarios, conflicts of inter-
est among stakeholders are common. A common
example is the conflicting interest of end users
and a NO running a mobile network. While end
users desire the highest possible QoS (e.g., high

bandwidth and low latency) for the lowest price
possible, the NO wants to maximize its profits while
providing a service accepted by end users. To solve
these conflicts, stakeholders’ intentions play a key
role to determine whether they seek a collaborative
solution and engage in cooperative problem-solving
or opt for non-cooperation and foster competitive re-
lationships. In cases of non-cooperation, additional
costs arise for all participants. These may stem
from the necessity of involving a neutral third party,
such as a broker, to facilitate a resolution, or from
decentralized approaches possibly not yielding opti-
mal results. However, there are methods from game
theory such as the Nash Bargaining Solution (NBS)
or Double Auction games to optimize strategies in
scenarios with multiple selfish stakeholders [2].

B. Information Asymmetries
Information asymmetries refer to situations in

which one stakeholder has more or better informa-
tion that is not shared with other stakeholders [8].
For example, only the SP knows about the usage
of a particular service, and only the NO knows
the network’s actual operational costs. Stakeholders
may be committed not to share information due to
economic or technical reasons. For example, the NO
could hide the true cost structure of the network
operation from the SP in order to achieve a higher
profit margin for the use of the network. There
are four methods to reduce information asymme-
try [8]: Signaling and information exchange, where
the better informed stakeholder shares information
either before or after the agreement; screening and
monitoring, where the less informed stakeholder
observes behavior, actions or third-party information
before or after the agreement. Machine learning
approaches enable stakeholders to optimize their
utility in the given scenario by learning from past
decisions, interactions, or screened and monitored
information. For example, since the NO might not
know the mobility of its end users, it can monitor
the end users, learn their movement patterns and
thus improve the vertical handover of ANRs using
machine learning.

C. Mutually Beneficial Interdependencies
Despite conflicting interests and information

asymmetries, stakeholders in self-managing net-
works may also experience beneficial interactions.
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For instance, if a NO enhances the handover ca-
pabilities of its mobile network using an ANR
protocol designed with preferences of end users of
a particular service, all other end users might also
experience better handover capabilities. Simultane-
ously, the introduction of new capabilities can attract
new end users, opening up novel opportunities for
the NO and paving the way for future enhancements.

V. BRINGING IT TOGETHER

We present three case studies, where we applied
the proposed multi-stakeholder perspective on self-
managing networks: a device-to-device (D2D) data
transfer application [9], an application providing
an energy-optimal multi-hop network for Internet-
of-Things (IoT) scenarios [10], and a placement
application for edge computing scenarios [11].

In the first case study on a D2D application, the
objective is implementing an algorithm for optimiz-
ing data throughput between two mobile devices
within a local self-managing network tailored for
data transfer applications such as Apple AirDrop
or Google Quick Share. The stakeholders involved
are a NO that ensures that the end users accessing
the network at the same time receive a satisfac-
tory level of service, and two end users desiring
to exchange data as fast as possible. The NO’s
utility function contains technical parameters like
allocated bandwidth per end user, while end users’
utility functions contain transfer speed and mobility.
To enhance data transfer speed within the local
network, we employ the Wi-Fi Tunneled Direct
Link Setup (TDLS) technology, introduced by IEEE
802.11z, to seamlessly transition between Access
Point (AP) and peer-to-peer (P2P) communication
modes based on Received Signal Strength Indica-
tor (RSSI) thresholds as an estimate of the dis-
tance between the two end users. Here, information
asymmetry is not an issue, since the stakeholders
themselves can sense all required information. By
dynamically switching modes based on RSSI levels,
i.e., using the AP mode when the two end users
are far apart and TDLS is in close proximity, we
achieve optimal data transfer rates while balancing
data transmission range and speed capabilities. This
dynamic approach maximizes end users’ utility by
increasing the average thoughput by up to 230%
(from 12 MBit/s without switching from AP mode
to P2P compared to 40 MBit/s when switching to

P2P mode in close proximity). Furthermore, it opti-
mizes the NO’s utility by effectively managing Wi-
Fi capacity between AP and P2P modes to utilize
available Wi-Fi spectrum and bandwidth efficiently.
This result shows that using the proposed multi-
stakeholder perspective on self-managing networks
achieves better results for both the NO as well as
the end users.

In our case study of an energy-optimal IoT
network, the focus lies in establishing an energy-
efficient network for transmitting data from a single
source to all other nodes while preserving energy.
The stakeholders involved in this scenario are the
NO and a SP, where the NO aims to minimize
energy consumption to prolong the network’s op-
erational lifespan, in contrast to the SP’s objective
of fast data dissemination. The conflicting goals
of these stakeholders necessitate the considera-
tion of energy consumption and QoS in the NO’s
utility function, whereas the SP’s utility focuses
solely on data transmission aspects. To address
this challenge, we designed a network protocol to
optimize energy consumption by constructing an
energy-efficient spanning tree, leveraging a game-
theoretic approximation to overcome the NP-hard
nature of the spanning tree construction problem.
Through simulation-based scalability and real-world
IoT testbed evaluations, we showed that the pro-
posed multi-stakeholder perspective enhances en-
ergy efficiency for data transmission of up to an
average of 70% within the self-managing network.

The preceding applications highlighted how
adopting a multi-stakeholder perspective enhances
technical aspects within self-managing networks
during operation. In contrast, the third case study
on edge placement application focuses on opti-
mizing economic factors at the deployment stage
of an edge-computing use case, emphasizing cost
reduction for the NO and SP while maintaining
or improving QoS for end users. The use of edge
computing, particularly cloudlets, offers cost sav-
ing opportunities by strategically placing services
on highly utilized cloudlets, thus minimizing data
transfer across the NO’s network. The stakeholders’
utility functions include operational costs, costs
for processing on cloudlets, for data transfer, for
hardware provisioning, and for maintenance. Some
of this information, however, is private to the
stakeholders, necessitating an agreement on service
deployment locations and payment terms under
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information asymmetries. To address information
asymmetries, we apply the game-theoretic NBS to
negotiate cloudlet usage, with stakeholders utiliz-
ing publicly available data to further optimize cost
reductions in service placement. Using this multi-
stakeholder approach, the NO can reduce its cost for
operating the cloudletinfrastructure up to an average
of 47%. The SP can achieve a cost reduction of
an average of about 44% by placing its service
using the multi-stakeholder approach compared to
a selfish approach. This case study illustrates the
advantages of a multi-stakeholder perspective in
achieving better cost efficiencies for both parties.

VI. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We demonstrated the importance of a multi-
stakeholder perspective on self-managing networks
by highlighting its potential for enhancing effi-
ciency, effectiveness, and overall performance of
modern telecommunication networks. We discussed
important aspects of multiple stakeholders, their
preferences and utility functions and presented three
case studies to illustrate the benefits of embracing
a multi-stakeholder perspective on self-managing
networks.

Future research areas include investigating strate-
gies to foster collaboration among stakeholders with
potentially conflicting interests and resolving such
conflicts, further enhancing the effectiveness of self-
managing networks. Given the significance of in-
formation asymmetries, developing technologies to
mitigate such disparities and improve transparency
potentially lead to more informed decision-making
processes. Finally, more practical implementations
to prove the efficacy of multi-stakeholder ap-
proaches in real-world scenarios may provide fur-
ther valuable empirical evidence.
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