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Abstract— Recent advancements in autonomous driving have
seen a paradigm shift towards end-to-end learning paradigms,
which map sensory inputs directly to driving actions, thereby
enhancing the robustness and adaptability of autonomous
vehicles. However, these models often sacrifice interpretability,
posing significant challenges to trust, safety, and regulatory
compliance. To address these issues, we introduce DRIVE –
Dependable Robust Interpretable Visionary Ensemble Frame-
work in Autonomous Driving, a comprehensive framework
designed to improve the dependability and stability of explana-
tions in end-to-end unsupervised autonomous driving models.
Our work specifically targets the inherent instability problems
observed in the Driving through the Concept Gridlock (DCG)
model, which undermine the trustworthiness of its explanations
and decision-making processes. We define four key attributes of
DRIVE: consistent interpretability, stable interpretability, con-
sistent output, and stable output. These attributes collectively
ensure that explanations remain reliable and robust across dif-
ferent scenarios and perturbations. Through extensive empirical
evaluations, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our framework
in enhancing the stability and dependability of explanations,
thereby addressing the limitations of current models. Our
contributions include an in-depth analysis of the dependability
issues within the DCG model, a rigorous definition of DRIVE
with its fundamental properties, a framework to implement
DRIVE, and novel metrics for evaluating the dependability of
concept-based explainable autonomous driving models. These
advancements lay the groundwork for the development of more
reliable and trusted autonomous driving systems, paving the
way for their broader acceptance and deployment in real-world
applications.

“We can only see a short distance ahead, but we can
see plenty there that needs to be done.” - Alan Turing

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving has seen rapid advancements in re-
cent years, driven by innovations in deep learning and artifi-
cial intelligence [1, 2]. However, despite these technological
strides, a notable lack of public trust persists, primarily due to
feelings of loss of control and the opacity of decision-making
processes within these systems. For autonomous vehicles
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to achieve widespread commercial adoption, it is crucial to
foster public acceptance and confidence. A key challenge
in achieving this is the development of models that provide
robust and interpretable explanations of their behaviors [3].

Currently, many autonomous driving models based on
deep learning operate as black boxes, lacking transparency
which hinders understanding and trust. Previous approaches
have attempted to address this issue through post-hoc ex-
planations, such as those generated by GPT models [4, 5],
but these methods fall short because they offer justifications
after the fact, rather than providing clear insights into the
decision-making process as it unfolds [6, 7].

Anticipatory or prospective explanations, which aim to
clarify the reasoning behind decisions before they are
made, could significantly enhance trustworthiness. However,
achieving this level of interpretability presents numerous
challenges. To address these issues, we explored the Driving
through the Concept Gridlock (DCG) model [8](See Section
III for details), a post-hoc explainable autonomous driving
framework designed to enhance the interpretability of deep
learning models [9]. The DCG model offers several advan-
tages, including its ability to generate detailed explanations
of the decision-making process, thereby increasing the trans-
parency and trustworthiness of autonomous driving systems
[10]. This framework has demonstrated effectiveness in pro-
viding clear insights into how decisions are made, making
it a valuable tool for understanding the inner workings of
complex models.

Although the advanced DCG model in explainable au-
tonomous driving excels in prediction, our research has iden-
tified dependability issues. Specifically, the model exhibits
sensitivity to input perturbations, differences in concept
space, and variations in parameters (See in Figure 1), which
lead to inconsistent behavior and unstable performance. This
instability makes the reasoning process of the DCG model
opaque, thereby undermining its credibility. This instability
is particularly problematic in scenarios involving unlabelled
data and self-supervised training, where the model’s reason-
ing becomes opaque and its credibility is undermined [11].

To illustrate, the European Union (EU) has taken steps
to ensure transparency in autonomous systems, such as
the introduction of the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR) [12], which includes provisions for the right to
explanation, granting individuals the ability to seek clarity
on decisions made by such systems. Additionally, Article 22
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Input DCG (base) with clean input image 

DCG (base) with noise on input image DRIVE (ours) with noise on input image 

Fig. 1. Top right and bottom left figures show that the interpretable and predicted outputs of DCG are sensitive to perturbations, and on the contrary, our
optimization framework DRIVE (bottom right) can cope with this very well.

of the GDPR sets forth guidelines concerning the rights and
responsibilities of stakeholders when employing automated
decision-making technologies [13]. Therefore, developing
stable and interpretable autonomous driving models capable
of providing consistent and reliable explanations is not only
a foundational step towards ensuring safe integration but
also a critical aspect of meeting regulatory expectations and
building public trust [14, 15].

To address these challenges, we introduce the concept
of DRIVE – Dependable Robust Interpretable Visionary
Ensemble Framework in Autonomous Driving, which ideally
possesses four key attributes within the same concept space:

(i) Consistent Interpretability: There should be a signifi-
cant overlap between the top-k indices of ”DRIVE” and the
original DCG’s explainable outputs, ensuring the consistent
of explanations.

(ii) Stable Interpretability: The explainable outputs should
be stable to noise and perturbations.

(iii) Consistent Output: The prediction distribution should
closely resemble the original DCG’s output, maintaining its
superior performance.

(iv) Stable Output: The distribution of outputs should
remain robust during self-supervised learning and LLM
concept set generation, even under disturbances.

Based on this definition of DRIVE, we devise a framework
to find a DRIVE. Our empirical evaluations demonstrate
the effectiveness of our framework. Our contributions are
as follows:

• In-depth Analysis of DCG Dependability. We identify
a significant dependability issue in generating textual
descriptions from visual data due to alignment instabil-
ity between text and images.

• Rigorous Definition of DRIVE. Based on our findings,

we formally define DRIVE and its four fundamental
properties, offering a clear framework for evaluating
explainable autonomous driving.

• A Framework to Find a DRIVE. To address DCG
fidelity issues, we propose a framework that optimizes
parameters with minimal alteration, preserving the in-
tegrity of pre-trained large model parameters and align-
ing with our dependability definition. Our experiments
have validated the effectiveness of this framework.

II. RELATED WORK

Explainable Autonomous Driving. End-to-end approaches
in autonomous driving show significant potential but are
criticized for their opaque decision-making, lacking trans-
parency and interpretability. This opacity hinders debugging,
reliability, and public trust [16]. Researchers have explored
methodologies to enhance interpretability, such as attention
mechanisms to highlight critical areas [17], intermediate
attention maps to focus on relevant driving tasks [18], and
analyzing object targets to reveal decision-making intentions
[19]. Zeng et al. [20] developed a neural motion planner
that generates interpretable representations, and Echterhoff
et al. [21] introduced the Concept Bottleneck Model (CBM)
for linking decisions to specific objects. Real-world driving
conditions, marked by environmental and regional variabil-
ity, introduce noise and interference, challenging model
interpretability [22–24]. Creating conceptually interpretable
annotations becomes costly, and unsupervised methods may
yield unstable results [25, 26]. This paper aims to enhance
the robustness of interpretable models in diverse scenarios,
focusing on maintaining interpretability through intermediate
outputs under challenging conditions.



Dependability for Explainable Method. Dependability in
explicable methodologies involves reliably reflecting the true
reasoning process, encompassing principles like sensitivity,
implementation invariance, input invariance, and complete-
ness [27–31]. Completeness ensures all relevant factors
are captured, while stability under various perturbations
ensures adaptability to significant changes and robustness
against minor perturbations [32–34]. Initial strategies, such
as smoothing techniques [31] and iterative gradient descent
algorithms [33], have aimed to achieve stable interpreta-
tions. In autonomous driving, post-hoc enhancements fail
to provide reliable real-time decision support, as accidents
can be sudden and initial deviations may lead to irreversible
outcomes [35, 36]. Therefore, this paper proposes a frame-
work ensuring stable, real-time interpretability for end-to-
end decision support. This method aims to enhance real-
time interpretability and improve decision-making robustness
in perturbed environments, increasing the applicability of
autonomous driving algorithms.

III. PRELIMINARY-DCG
This section outlines the methodology employed in devel-

oping concept bottleneck models for automated driving (AD)
applications named DCG, focusing on predicting a target
value y ∈ R from an input x ∈ Rd, while also providing
reasoning c ∈ Rk for the prediction.
Problem Formulation. Given a set of training examples
{(x(i), y(i))}ni=1, the goal is to predict y(i) and its associated
reasoning c(i) using a model of the form f(g(x)). Here,
g : Rd → Rk maps the input into a concept space, and
f : Rk → R maps the concepts to the final prediction. These
models are referred to as concept bottleneck models [37, 38].
Feature Extraction. The feature extraction component, de-
noted by g, plays a critical role in mapping the input x
into a meaningful concept space. In this previous work, a
pre-trained concept-aware backbone inspired by video vision
transformers [39, 40] is utilized, which extracts features Finput
for further processing.
Concept Bottleneck. To incorporate explainability, a concept
bottleneck is introduced. Driving scenarios s are constructed
to describe scenes and encode contextual information, such
as road conditions, traffic density, and weather. These sce-
narios are generated using the generative capabilities of
GPT-3.5 [41] and complemented with human-created scene
descriptions from the NuScenes dataset [42], following the
template of a photo of... [43].

For each scenario, an image encoder gimage : Rd → Rl and
a text encoder gtext : Rs → Rl are used to embed the images
and scenarios, respectively. The similarity between the image
embeddings and the scenario embeddings is measured using
cosine similarity:

simcos(x, s) =
gimage(x) · gtext(s)

∥gimage(x)∥2∥gtext(s)∥2
(1)

where · denotes the dot product and ∥ · ∥2 is the Euclidean
norm.
Temporal Encoding. The temporal encoding component
employs a Longformer architecture [44] to capture the tem-
poral dynamics of the input sequences. Given a sequence of

features Finput and a sliding window size w, the attention
mechanism is defined as:

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax
(
QK⊤
√
dk

)
V (2)

where Q, K, and V are the query, key, and value matrices,
respectively, and dk is the dimensionality of the key vectors.
The Longformer’s sliding window attention reduces the
computational complexity from O(n2) to O(w × n).

A special token ([CLS]) is prepended to the sequence,
and the Longformer maintains global attention on this token.
The final state of the features related to the [CLS] token is
used as the representation of the video. This representation
is then passed through a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) head
for regression tasks, consisting of two linear layers with a
GELU activation function [45] and dropout [46].
Training. The models are trained using the root mean
squared error (RMSE) loss:

Linit =

√∑N
i=1(f(g(x

(i)))− y(i))2

N
(3)

where g(x(i)) = sim(x(i), s), and N denotes the number of
training examples.

Despite its advanced predictive capabilities, the DCG
model exhibits vulnerabilities such as sensitivity to input per-
turbations, parameter variations and the difference of concept
spaces, leading to inconsistent performance. These short-
comings raise concerns about its reliability and suitability
for real-world scenarios where dependability is paramount.
Specifically, the reliance on GPT-3.5 for generating driving
scenarios may introduce inaccuracies, and the use of pre-
trained models for the concept bottleneck, especially in
an unsupervised or self-supervised manner, may not fully
capture the nuanced relationships between driving concepts
and their visual representations. Addressing these limitations
is crucial for enhancing the trustworthiness of vision-based
explainable AD systems.

IV. ANALYSIS AND DEFINATION
Dependability Issues in DCG. The state-of-the-art DCG
model in explainable autonomous driving excels in prediction
but shows sensitivity to input perturbations, concept space
differences, and parameter variations, leading to inconsistent
performance. These issues undermine its reliability for real-
world applications. Our focus is on stabilizing DCG to
enhance trust in vision-based explainable driving systems.
Addressing these challenges will contribute to developing
more dependable and resilient models, boosting confidence
in their predictive accuracy across various applications.
What is “Dependably Explainable Automated Driv-
ing”? ”Dependably Explainable Automated Driving” denotes
an AD system that offers clear, understandable explana-
tions for its decisions and ensures reliable performance
across various scenarios. By providing transparent and in-
terpretable decision-making, this concept enhances trust and
promotes safety, emphasizing reliability, transparency, and
interpretability in the deployment of AD technologies.
Definition 1 for Top-k Overlaps. This definition quantifies
the overlap of the top-k concept weights to measure the



−LCi(g̃(·))(Eq.10)

Ex[D1(Tk1
(g̃(x)),Tk1

(g(x)))]

−LSi(g̃(·)))(Eq.11)

Ex, ϵ1[D2(Tk2
(g̃(x)),Tk2

(g̃(x + ϵ1)))]

−LCo(f̃(·))

Ex[D3(f̃(g(x)), f(g(x)))]

−LCo(f̃(·))

Ex[D3(f̃(g(x)), f(g(x)))]

Fig. 2. Overall pipeline of DRIVE. The input is processed by a feature extractor and a temporal encoder, followed by a concept bottleneck with scenario
encoding. The DRIVE model incorporates a multi-objective optimization process, balancing consistent interpretability (Ci), stable interpretability (Si),
consistent output (Co), and stable output (So) through auxiliary loss functions. The model is trained using PGD to enhance robustness against perturbations
while maintaining interpretability and predictive consistency.

similarity between concepts. For a vector x ∈ Rd, we define
the set of top-k components Tk(·):

Tk(x) = {i : i ∈ [d] and |{j : xj ≥ xi and j ∈ [d]}| ≤ k}.

Given two vectors x and x′, the top-k overlap function
Vk(x, x

′) is defined as the ratio of the intersection of their
top-k components:

Vk(x, x
′) =

1

k
|Tk(x) ∩ Tk(x

′)|.

DEFINATION 2 for a Dependable Robust Interpretable
Visionary Ensemble (DRIVE) Model

A DRIVE model is designated as (γi, ϵj, ρq,Dk) where
i, k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} and j, q ∈ {1, 2} - Dependable if it meets
the following criteria for any input x ∈ Rd:
(i) Consistent Interpretability (Ci): The interpretability of
the model’s output should be within a bounded distance from
that of its original counterpart. Formally, D1(g̃(x), g(x) ≤ γ1
for some non-negative threshold γ1 ≥ 0. Here D1 denotes a is
measure of probabilistic divergence, g(x) is the interpretable
ouput of the baseline DCG and ˜g(x) is the corresponding
output of the DRIVE model.
(ii) Stable Interpretability (Si): The interpretability must
remain stable under perturbations to the input. Specifically,
D2(g̃(x), g̃(x + ϵ1)) ≤ γ2 for all perturbations ∥ϵ1∥ ≤ ρ1.
In this context, D2 is a measure of probabilistic divergence,
∥ · ∥ is a norm, and ρ1 ≥ 0 sets the maximum allowable
perturbation magnitude.
(iii) Consistent Output (Co): The output of the model
should closely match that of the original DCG. This is
quantified as D3(f̃(g(x)), f(g(x))) ≤ γ3 for some non-
negative threshold γ3 ≥ 0. Here, D3 is a measure of
probabilistic divergence, f(g(x)) represents the predictive
output of the baseline DCG, and f̃(g(x)) is the output of
the proposed DRIVE model.

(iv) Stable Output (So): The predictive output should also
exhibit stability when subjected to input perturbations. Thus,
D4(f̃(g(x)), f̃(g(x+ϵ2))) ≤ γ4 for all perturbations ∥ϵ2∥ ≤
ρ2. In this case, D4 is a measure of probabilistic divergence,
∥·∥ is a norm, and ρ2 ≥ 0 defines the maximum perturbation
magnitude allowed.

A DRIVE model, defined by its unwavering reliability,
distinguishes itself through consistent predictive accuracy,
robust interpretability, and stable performance despite varia-
tions in input data or internal model dynamics.

V. CONSTRUCTING DRIVE
In order to construct a (γi, ϵj, ρq,Dk) - DRIVE, we

formulate a multi-objective optimization problem that aligns
with the attributes defined in Section IV. This formulation
leads to a comprehensive objective function that balances the
four critical aspects of the model: consistent interpretability
(Ci), stable interpretability (Si), consistent output (Co), and
stable output (So). The framework is depicted in Figure 2.

Given the definitions of Ci, Si, Co, and So, we aim to find
a set of model parameters f̃(·), g̃(·) that satisfy the following
optimization problem. Formally,

min[LCi(g̃(·)) + LSi(g̃(·)) + LCo(f̃(·)) + LSo(f̃(·))], (4)

where each loss term corresponds to one of the four attributes
of a dependable model:

LCi(g̃(·)) = Ex[D1(Tk1
(g̃(x)),Tk1

(g(x)))], (5)
LSi(g̃(·)) = Ex, ϵ1[D2(Tk2

(g̃(x)),Tk2
(g̃(x+ ϵ1)))], (6)

LCo(f̃(·)) = Ex[D3(f̃(g(x)), f(g(x)))], (7)

LSo(f̃(·)) = Ex, ϵ2[D4(f̃(g(x)), f̃(g(x+ ϵ2)))], (8)

and Di for i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} are measures of probabilistic
divergence, ϵi is a perturbation with norm constrained by ρi
for i ∈ {1, 2}, Ex,ϵi denotes the expectation over both the
input space and perturbation space and Tki(·) for i ∈ {1, 2}
denotes the top-k function.



To achieve this, we incorporate the following loss terms
into the optimization process:

L = Linit + λ1 · LCi + λ2 · LSi + λ3 · LCo + λ4 · LSo, (9)

where Linit is the base loss function of DCG, and λi for
i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} are regularization parameters that control the
influence of each auxiliary loss term.

However, a major challenge is that the top-k
overlap functions for interpretable concept output
D1(Tk1

(g̃(x)),Tk(g(x))) and D2(Tk2
(g̃(x)),Tk(g̃(x +

ϵ1))) are non-differentiable, which makes it impossible
to use gradient descent. Therefore, we need to consider a
surrogate loss for LCi(g̃(·)) and LSi(g̃(·)).

To address this issue, we propose minimizing the distance
between g̃(x) and g(x) constrained on the top-k entries
only. Specifically, we minimize ||g(x)

S
k1
g(·)

− g̃(x)
S

k1
g̃(·)

||1,

where g(x)
S

k1
g(·)

, g̃(x)
S

k1
g̃(·)

∈ Rk are the vectors g(x) and

g̃(x), respectively, constrained on the top-k indices set
Sk1

g(·) of g(x). Similarly, we minimize ||g̃(x)
S

k2
g̃(·)

− g̃(x+

ϵ1)Sk2
g̃(·)

||1, where g(x+ ϵ1)Sk2
g(·)

, g̃(x+ ϵ1)Sk2
g̃(·)

∈ Rk are

the vectors g̃(x) and g̃(x + ϵ1), respectively, constrained
on the top-k indices set Sk2

g̃(·) of g̃(x+ ϵ1). We use both top-
k indices sets for both vectors to involve the top-k indices
formation. Therefore, our surrogate loss functions are:

LCi =

||g(x)
S
k1
g(·)

− g̃(x)
S
k1
g̃(·)

||1 + ||g̃(x)
S
k1
g̃(x)

− g(x)
S
k1
g(x)

||1

2k1

(10)

LSi =

||g̃(x)
S
k2
g̃(·)

− g̃(x + ϵ1)
S
k2
g̃(·)

||1 + ||g̃(x + ϵ1)
S
k2
g̃(·)

− g̃(x)
S
k2
g̃(·)

||1

2k2
(11)

Inspired by the Projected Gradient Descent (PGD) method
as described by Madry et al. [47], we iteratively update
the perturbation ϵi (we define ϵ1 = ϵ2 = ϵ the sake of
simplicity) and the model parameters f̃(·), g̃(·) such that the
model remains robust against adversarial perturbations while
maintaining interpretability and predictive consistency. The
iterative process involves the following steps for the p-th
iteration. Mathematically,

ϵp = ϵ∗p−1 +
αp

|Ap−1|
∑

x∈Ap−1

∇δ∗
p−1

(LCi + LSi + LCo + LSo) ,

(12)
where ϵ∗p = argmin||ϵ||≤max(ρ1,ρ2) ||ϵ − ϵp||, Ap−1 is a
batch of samples, αp is the step size parameter for PGD.

After obtaining ϵP after P iterations, we update f̃ t−1(·)
and g̃t−1(·) to f̃ t(·) and g̃t(·) using batched gradients. The
final objective function ensures that the model adheres to the
principles of consistent interpretability, stable interpretabil-
ity, consistent output, and stable output, thereby achieving
dependable performance across varying conditions.

VI. EXPERIMENTS
Under various interference conditions, such as concept

differences based on the output of large language models and
the degradation of image quality, we have conducted a series
of comparative experiments to demonstrate the significant
improvement of our strategy in terms of output stability and
robustness compared to the baseline (DCG) and non-CBM
structured models. The experimental results will be presented

through the model’s predictive performance (measured by
Mean Absolute Error, MAE) and the stability of the top K
concepts in the intermediate concept layer.
A. Perturbations

To evaluate the robustness and stability of the DRIVE
model, we applied three distinct levels of noise perturbations:
(P1) Gaussian Noise on Input Images. Thermal noise
is a prevalent form of image degradation. We introduced
Gaussian noise with a mean µ of 0 and a standard deviation
σ of 0.03/0.08/0.10 to each frame of the real driving images
in the test set, maintaining the frame size of 224× 224.
(P2) Randomness in the Concept Set. Concepts generated
by large language models, such as GPT-3.5, exhibit inherent
randomness and uncertainty, leading to non-identical concept
data upon repeated generations. To simulate this, we created
an additional conceptual dataset by replacing 5%/10%/15%
of the conceptual statements with synonyms. Training the
model on this dataset revealed the impact of conceptual set
instability on overall model performance.
(P3) Perturbation to Model Parameters. Noise in model
parameters, though rare, can significantly degrade predictive
capabilities. In our experiment, we added Gaussian noise
with µ = 0 and σ = 0.01/0.02/0.03 to all model parameters
to assess the effect of such perturbations.
B. Dataset and Backbones:

Comma2k19. This dataset, released by comma.ai, includes
over 33 hours of commute data on California’s Highway
280, divided into 2019 one-minute segments. Each segment
covers a 20-kilometer stretch between San Jose and San
Francisco. The dataset is partitioned into chunks, with each
containing approximately 200 minutes of data. For our study,
the first three chunks were used for training, validation, and
testing. Data was preprocessed following Jessica Echterhoff
et al.’s method [21], down-sampling from 20 to 4 frames per
second to reduce redundancy. Each sequence is divided into
240 samples, resized to 224 × 224 pixels, and split into a
0.85/0.05/0.1 train/val/test distribution.
CLIP. Proposed by Radford et al. [43], CLIP is a pretrained
image-text encoder used in multi-modal tasks [26, 48, 49].
It consists of an image encoder and a text encoder, trained
through contrastive learning to understand semantic connec-
tions between images and text.
VIT. The Vision Transformer (ViT) serves as our experi-
mental backbone, using a transformer encoder to process
image patches extracted via a convolutional projection layer,
facilitating the capture of global image features.
LongFormer. As a temporal encoder, LongFormer utilizes
an efficient self-attention mechanism to process video frame
sequences, capturing long-range temporal dependencies.
C. Evaluation Metrics

MAE. Following DCG [21], we use the Mean Absolute
Error (MAE) to evaluate the models’ accuracy in predicting
steering angles and forward distances in sequential scenes.
Concepts Top-k Overlap. Concepts represent the rationale
behind driving decisions. However, under input perturba-
tions, these concepts may not accurately reflect real-world



TABLE I
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS FOR DRIVE AND BASELINE DCG. P1, P2, AND P3 DENOTE THREE DIFFERENT PERTURBATIONS (SEE SECTION VI-A).

a-MAE ↓ d-MAE ↓ (a,d)-MAE ↓ Top-k ↑ a-MAE ↓ d-MAE ↓ (a,d)-MAE ↓ Top-k ↑ a-MAE ↓ d-MAE ↓ (a,d)-MAE ↓ Top-k ↑

No P1(0.08) P3(0.01)

DCG 2.336 4.593 (2.339,6.1938) \ 2.5743 6.2599 (2.6876,6.7961) 0.336 2.614 19.701 (2.6026,16.8892) 0.301
DRIVE 2.317 4.399 (2.291,6.0187) \ 0.667 5.868 (2.0214,6.3694) 0.489 2.398 8.927 (2.307,8.972) 0.4425

P2(10%) P1(0.10) P3(0.02)

DCG 3.287 6.2457 (3.411,8.1054) 0.295 1.7519 6.7574 (2.6852,14.0672) 0.274 42.622 23.507 (29.8753,45.1413) 0.325
DRIVE 2.5801 5.333 (3.278,5.291) 0.415 1.6182 5.7461 (2.3252,8.187) 0.4145 10.372 11.428 (11.3861,11.4262) 0.4532

TABLE II
RESULTS OF ABLATION EXPERIMENTS AT P1 (0.08) BY DRIVE.

A BC DE a-MAE ↓ d-MAE ↓ (a,d)-MAE ↓ Top-k ↑

✓ × × 2.5743 6.2599 (2.6876,6.7961) 0.336
✓ ✓ × 1.9427 6.0311 (2.4434,6.5846) 0.472
✓ × ✓ 0.9291 5.9277 (2.2778,6.4438) 0.395
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.667 5.868 (2.0214,6.3694) 0.489

information. Therefore, we use the Top-k concepts overlap,
to measure the impact of perturbations.
D. Hyperparameters and Device

For training the DCG model, we used 200 epochs, with
an additional 40 epochs for the DRIVE model. The Adam
optimizer was employed with a learning rate of 1e-5 and a
weight decay of 1e-5. The batch size was set to 4 to balance
computational efficiency and model performance. All models
were trained on an Nvidia A40 GPU, utilizing CUDA version
12.2. For PGD, eps = 0.08 and α = 0.001. The number of
PGD iterations, which is the number of times the gradient
updates are performed during the generation of adversarial
samples. In this implementation, it is set to 5. λ1, λ2 = 1e+2
and λ3, λ4 = 1e− 2.
E. Performance Results

Table I presents the test results of our proposed DRIVE
framework compared to the baseline method DCG under
both non-perturbed conditions and varying levels of pertur-
bation. The metrics evaluated include angles MAE, distances
MAE, angles&distances MAE (multi-tasks) and concepts
top-k overlap.

It is evident from Table I that DRIVE outperforms
DCG even in the original setting without any perturbation.
Interestingly, our framework not only maintains but also
enhances performance in the absence of additional distur-
bances, achieving SOTA results. This superior performance
can be attributed to the intrinsic noise present in the task
data, which our method effectively mitigates, thus improving
generalization capabilities.

Moreover, Table I also illustrates the predictive regression
task performance using MAE across three distinct perturba-
tion levels. It is clear that DRIVE consistently exhibits better
accuracy than the baseline approaches across all perturbation
scenarios. This indicates that our method not only sustains
stability but also achieves higher precision relative to the
baselines. Overall, our approach demonstrates consistent
high accuracy under all perturbation conditions, underscoring
its robustness in maintaining precision while integrating high
interpretability and stability across various datasets.

Additionally, Table I analyzes the interpretability output
stability of DRIVE and the baseline methods under diverse

perturbations, measured by the Top-K overlap of concepts.
The table indicates that DRIVE shows greater stability in
concept weights, with smaller differences in the top K con-
cept matrices before and after perturbations. These findings
suggest that DRIVE successfully combines interpretability
with strong perturbation resilience, establishing itself as a
faithful and robust model.

Collectively, the results presented in Table I substanti-
ate the superior stability of DRIVE over baseline models.
DRIVE successfully provides faithful explanations of au-
tonomous driving decisions, positioning itself as a promising
concept-based modeling approach.

F. Ablation Study

In our ablation studies, we conducted a comprehensive
assessment of each component detailed in Equation (9), with
the goal of evaluating the significance and efficacy of each
element in enhancing model performance. To accomplish
this, we designated Linit, the first term in Equation (9), as
our primary loss function. We then systematically evaluated
various configurations by selectively omitting pairs of regu-
larizers LCi–B, LSi–C, LCo–D, and LSo–E.

The results of our investigation (as shown in Table II)
unequivocally demonstrate that each regularizer within our
objective function is essential and effective. Each component
makes a unique contribution to the enhancement of the
model’s performance. Of particular note is the inclusion of
LCi and LSi, which significantly bolsters the stability of
the model’s concept outputs. And LCo and LSo bolsters the
stability and performance of the model’s prediction outputs.
This finding highlights the crucial role this regularization
module plays in advancing model performance.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, this study addresses the critical challenge
of instability in end-to-end unsupervised explainable au-
tonomous driving models, exemplified by DCG model. We
introduce DRIVE — a Dependable, Robust, Interpretable,
Visionary Ensemble Framework—to enhance the reliability
and robustness of explanations and outputs. Through rigorous
empirical evaluations, we demonstrate that DRIVE achieves
consistent and stable interpretability and output, making
significant strides toward more trustworthy autonomous driv-
ing systems. Our work lays the foundation for broader
acceptance and deployment of autonomous vehicles by en-
suring they meet stringent safety and regulatory standards.
Future research could further refine DRIVE and explore its
application in more diverse and challenging environments.
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