
Score-Based Metropolis-Hastings Algorithms

Ahmed Aloui Ali Hasan Juncheng Dong Zihao Wu Vahid Tarokh
Duke University Morgan Stanley Duke University Duke University Duke University

Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a new approach
for integrating score-based models with the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. While tradi-
tional score-based diffusion models excel in
accurately learning the score function from
data points, they lack an energy function,
making the Metropolis-Hastings adjustment
step inaccessible. Consequently, the unad-
justed Langevin algorithm is often used for
sampling using estimated score functions.
The lack of an energy function then prevents
the application of the Metropolis-adjusted
Langevin algorithm and other Metropolis-
Hastings methods, limiting the wealth of
other algorithms developed that use accep-
tance functions. We address this limitation
by introducing a new loss function based on
the detailed balance condition, allowing the
estimation of the Metropolis-Hastings accep-
tance probabilities given a learned score func-
tion. We demonstrate the effectiveness of
the proposed method for various scenarios,
including sampling from heavy-tail distribu-
tions.

1 Introduction

Sampling from probability distributions with only ac-
cess to samples is a longstanding problem with signif-
icant attention devoted to it in the statistics and ma-
chine learning communities (Goodfellow et al., 2020;
Kingma, 2013; Ho et al., 2020; Dinh et al., 2016; Song
et al., 2021). A wealth of literature and research is
devoted to studying efficient methods for sampling
from densities where only a function proportional to
the density is known (Hastings, 1970; Wang et al.,
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2024). A particular instance of this is the Metropolis-
Hastings (MH) method, which provides a condition for
accepting or rejecting new samples based on knowledge
of the function proportional to the density (Robert
et al., 2004). The MH algorithm builds a Markov
chain based on a proposal distribution and an ac-
ceptance function and its convergence is guaranteed
when the process satisfies the detailed balance condi-
tion. The success of this framework led to a signifi-
cant amount of research effort devoted to algorithms
that make use of the detailed balance criterion. Var-
ious MH algorithms have been introduced, defined
by their choice of proposal distributions, such as the
RandomWalk Metropolis (RW) algorithm (Metropolis
et al., 1953), the Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algo-
rithm (MALA) (Roberts and Tweedie, 1996; Roberts
and Stramer, 2002), and the preconditioned Crank-
Nicolson (pCN) algorithm (Hairer et al., 2014).

While these methods are theoretically well-grounded
and provide strong empirical performance, they re-
quire knowledge of the unnormalized density, which
may be difficult to obtain when only given samples.
In recent years, score-based models have gained promi-
nence due to their ability to learn the score function,
i.e., the gradient of the log-density, directly from data
samples (Song and Ermon, 2019; Song et al., 2020).
Consequently, score-based sampling methods, such as
the unadjusted Langevin algorithm, have primarily
been employed to leverage the learned score function
to sample from the target distribution (Grenander and
Miller, 1994; Roberts and Tweedie, 1996).

With only knowledge of the score function, the re-
search devoted to sampling using MH criteria is not
used within the context of score-based generative mod-
eling. This work proposes a unifying framework that
bridges this gap, enabling the application of MH algo-
rithms using only samples and a learned score function.
Our analysis is motivated by two questions:
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1. Can the acceptance function of an MH algo-
rithm be estimated solely based on the knowl-
edge of an estimated score function?
2. Does including an MH adjustment step im-
prove sample quality for score-based models?

We answer these questions affirmatively by develop-
ing an approach to estimate an acceptance probability
function from data and evaluating its effectiveness by
comparing to ULA algorithms.

2 Related Work

A significant area of related work begins with esti-
mating a score function for the data and then find-
ing efficient ways of sampling using this estimated
score function. While majority of such methods fo-
cus on designing sampling schemes that converge to
the target distribution faster (e.g. through different
numerical integrators), we consider our work as a par-
allel approach which uses an acceptance function to
accept or reject different samples. This work lies at
the intersection of the literature on score-based mod-
els and the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) tech-
niques that use Metropolis-Hastings acceptance func-
tions. We then review recent works on score-based
models and Metropolis-Hastings algorithms.

Score-Based Models. As mentioned within the in-
troduction, many of the empirically successful sam-
pling techniques involve sampling using an estimated
score function (Song and Ermon, 2019; Song et al.,
2021). These methods are trained using the score loss
function by minimizing the Fisher divergence between
the true and the predicted score (Hyvärinen, 2005;
Vincent, 2011). A significant research effort is con-
cerned with understanding the efficacy of these sam-
pling algorithms, with some papers investigating the
asymptotic error of score-based diffusion models, as
in (Chen et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2024). Differ-
ent sampling schemes have been proposed to improve
sampling speed and quality (Dockhorn et al., 2021;
Lu et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2024). These methods
have relied heavily on various score-based samplers
such as ULA or the reverse-time SDE of a diffusion
process (Song et al., 2021). Notably, Sjöberg et al.
(2023) describe a line integration method to compute
the acceptance probabilities.

Metropolis-Hastings Methods. Metropolis-
Hastings (MH) algorithms are a class of MCMC
algorithms that use an acceptance function to sample
from target distributions (Metropolis et al., 1953;
Hastings, 1970). These algorithms generate a se-

quence of samples by proposing a candidate state from
a proposal distribution and accepting or rejecting
the candidate based on an acceptance criterion that
ensures convergence to the target distribution. The
efficiency of MH algorithms heavily depends on the
choice of the proposal distribution, and significant
research effort has focused on designing efficient
proposal mechanisms (Rosenthal et al., 2011; Song
et al., 2017; Titsias and Dellaportas, 2019; Davies
et al., 2023; Lew et al., 2023).

Recent developments in MH algorithms have explored
the use of adaptive and state-dependent proposals to
improve convergence rates and reduce autocorrelation
in the generated samples (Andrieu and Thoms, 2008;
Haario et al., 2001). These adaptive MH methods
adjust the proposal distribution during the sampling
process to better capture the geometry of the tar-
get distribution, leading to faster and more accurate
sampling (Roberts and Rosenthal, 2009; Brooks et al.,
2011; Hirt et al., 2021; Biron-Lattes et al., 2024).

3 Score-Based Metropolis-Hastings

Let X ∼ p be a random variable, with support
supp(X) = X ⊂ Rd and p be its probability density
function. We assume that p is unknown, and only sam-
ples of X are observed. Denote these observed samples
by {x(i)}Ni=1, where N is the number of observed sam-
ples.

The MH algorithm involves an acceptance function a :
X × X → [0, 1], which defines the probability a(x′, x)
of transitioning from the current x ∈ X to a proposal
x′ ∈ X . The common choice of the acceptance function
is given by:

a(x′, x) = min

{
1,

p(x′)q(x|x′)

p(x)q(x′|x)

}
(1)

where p(x) is the target distribution and q(x|x′) is the
proposal distribution. The MH algorithm proceeds as
follows:

• Initialize: Set x1 ∈ X , number of iterations T ,
and proposal distribution q(x′|x).

• For t = 1, . . . , T :

– Propose x′ ∼ q(x′|xt).

– Compute a(x′, xt) in (1) as the acceptance
probability.

– Draw u ∼ Uniform(0, 1). If u ≤ a(x′, xt),
accept xt+1 = x′, otherwise set xt+1 = xt.

Note that for computing a(x′, xt) in (1), a function
proportional to p(x) is needed. On the other hand,
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(0.8, 0.2).
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(b) ULA samples, weights
(0.52, 0.48).
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(c) RW samples, weights
(0.79, 0.21).
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(d) MALA samples, weights
(0.79, 0.21).

Figure 1: Comparison of sampling methods for a mixture of two Gaussians: (a) Original distribution, (b) ULA
with the true scores, (c) RW with the true distribution, and (d) MALA with true scores and distribution. The
plots demonstrate the impact of slow mixing between modes, highlighting the challenges in low-density regions.
We report the empirical weights of the mixture given by each sampling method.

when sampling from p(x), a common strategy is to es-
timate the score function ∇x log p(x) from data. In
this work, we will assume that ∇x log p(x) is known
through prior knowledge or estimated from the ob-
served samples.

Detailed Balance. Although the acceptance func-
tion is often chosen according to (1), under mild con-
ditions, the sufficient condition for convergence to the
target distribution is that the acceptance ratio satis-
fies the detailed balance condition. The detailed bal-
ance condition, also known as the Markov reversibility
condition, is defined as:

∀x, x′ ∈ X ,
a(x′, x)

a(x, x′)
=

p(x′)q(x | x′)

p(x)q(x′ | x)
. (2)

Acceptance functions satisfying the detailed balance
condition allow the Markov chain to have the target
distribution as its unique stationary distribution under
some mild assumptions. In particular, (1) is a partic-
ular solution to this condition. Our goal is then to use
the knowledge of the stationary condition in (2) such
that our sampling scheme is informed by this regime.

Balance Matching. To do this, we develop a loss
function to estimate a valid acceptance function from
only the score function based on the detailed balance
condition given in (2). In the following proposition, we
present the main observation motivating our method.
We denote by ∇ the gradient with respect to x, x′ ∈
Rd, i.e., ∇ = ∇x,x′ . Thus, for a function f with values
in R, the gradient ∇f has values in R2d.

Proposition 1. If the gradients of the log acceptance
ratio satisfy the following condition: for every x, x′ ∈
X ,

∇ log

(
a(x′, x)

a(x, x′)

)
= ∇ log

(
p(x′)

p(x)

)
+∇ log

(
q(x | x′)

q(x′ | x)

)
(3)

then the acceptance function a(x′, x) must satisfy the

equality:
a(x, x′)

a(x′, x)
=

p(x′)q(x | x′)

p(x)q(x′ | x)
.

Proof. Proof is provided in appendix C.

It follows from Proposition 1 that matching the gradi-
ents of the left-hand side and right-hand side in (2) is
a sufficient condition for verifying the detailed balance
condition. In other words, if:

∇ log a(x′, x)−∇ log a(x, x′)

= ∇ log p(x′)−∇ log p(x) +∇ log q(x | x′)

−∇ log q(x′ | x),

then the detailed balance condition is satisfied.

The acceptance function a(x′, x) can be modeled us-
ing an expressive class of functions, such as neural
networks, and this function can be optimized to sat-
isfy the condition in (3). In this setup, the gradi-
ents ∇ log a(x′, x) and ∇ log a(x, x′) correspond to the
model’s gradients, which can be efficiently computed
via backpropagation when the model is differentiable.
The terms ∇ log p(x) and ∇ log p(x′) represent the
score functions at x and x′, which can be approxi-
mated with a score model. We can express these score
functions as:

∇ log p(x) = ∇x,x′ log p(x) = (∇x log p(x),0)
⊤
,

and, similarly,

∇ log p(x′) = (0,∇x′ log p(x′))
⊤
,

where 0 ∈ Rd is the zero vector. Finally, we note that
the gradients of the proposal distribution q(x′|x) are
typically known by design when the proposal function
is specified.

MH with an Estimated Acceptance Functions.
In cases where the only a score function is avail-
able, we propose to estimate the acceptance func-
tion with balance matching using the estimated score
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function so that MH algorithms can be applied. We
term this approach Score-Based Metropolis-Hastings.
For the scope of this paper, we will instantiate our
method on three representative MH algorithms, spec-
ified by their proposal functions: the Random Walk
Metropolis-Hastings (RW), the Metropolis-Adjusted
Langevin Algorithm (MALA), and the Preconditioned
Crank-Nicolson (pCN) algorithm. We next briefly re-
view these methods.

Random Walk Metropolis-Hastings: In the RW
algorithm, the proposal function is typically a Gaus-
sian centered at the current state, i.e., q(x′ | x) =
N

(
x, σ2I

)
, where σ2 controls the step size of the ran-

dom walk. This proposal is simple and symmetric,
making it easy to implement.

Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm:
MALA uses both the current state and the gradient
of the log-probability. The proposal distribution is de-

fined as q(x′ | x) = N
(
x+ ε2

2 ∇ log p(x), ε2I
)
, where

ε is a step size parameter. This approach leverages the
local gradient information to propose moves that are
more likely to be accepted.

Preconditioned Crank-Nicolson: The pCN algo-
rithm modifies the standard Crank-Nicolson approach
by introducing a preconditioning step. The proposal
function for pCN is given by x′ =

√
1− β2x + βξ,

where ξ ∼ N (0, I) is a standard Gaussian noise term
and β controls the step size.

When the acceptance function is learned using balance
matching, as defined in (3), we refer to these meth-
ods as Score RW, Score MALA, and Score pCN,
respectively. While we illustrate our results on these
three MH algorithms, we note that the proposed frame-
work is general and can be applied to other proposal
functions.

Slow Mixing. There are two main motivations for
our approach. The first is the challenge of apply-
ing traditional MH algorithms to generative model-
ing without requiring knowledge of the unnormalized
density, while assuming that the score function can
be accurately learned. The second motivation arises
from limitations of the unadjusted Langevin algorithm
(ULA), which, although commonly used for sampling
from score-based models, does not guarantee conver-
gence to the true distribution due to the impact of
discretization.

Consequently, by incorporating an MH adjustment
step, we address a key limitation observed in the
ULA when sampling from distributions with multiple
modes, particularly when these modes are separated
by regions of low density. Specifically, when the data
distribution is a mixture p(x) = πp1(x)+(1−π)p2(x),

where p1(x) and p2(x) are distinct and largely dis-
joint distributions, the gradient of the log probability
density, ∇x log p(x), becomes problematic. In regions
where p1(x) dominates, the score is driven solely by
p1(x), and similarly for p2(x). Consequently, ULA,
which relies on these score gradients, fails to correctly
sample from the mixture distribution as it does not
properly account for the mixing proportions π and
1 − π. This leads to an incorrect estimation of the
relative densities between the modes. The faster mix-
ing time of MALA compared to Langevin has been
well-established in the literature as in (Dwivedi et al.,
2019; Wu et al., 2022).

To illustrate this, we conduct experiments to gener-
ate a mixture of Gaussian distributions with p1 =
N

(
(5, 5)⊤, I

)
and p2 = N

(
(−5,−5)⊤, I

)
, with π =

0.8. As can be observed in Figure 1, ULA produces
samples that misrepresent the relative weights of the
modes. On the other hand, we observe that the orig-
inal MH algorithms significantly alleviate this prob-
lem, generating samples with mode weights close to
the truth. This leads to our Score-Based MH frame-
work, which facilitates the application of MH algo-
rithms when only score functions are available.

4 Algorithm

4.1 Acceptance Loss Function

Ideal Acceptance Loss. We begin with the ideal
scenario where the true score function ∇ log p is
known. In this scenario, we propose the following loss
function

Li(a) = E
[
∥∇ log a(X ′, X)−∇ log a(X,X ′)

− ∇ log p(X ′) +∇ log p(X)

−∇ log q(X | X ′) +∇ log q(X ′ | X)∥2
]
, (4)

with X ∼ p and X ′ ∼ q, and the optimization objec-
tive is to learn an acceptance function a∗ ∈ F , where
F is a set of hypotheses, such that

a∗ = argmin
a∈F

Li(a).

Practical Acceptance Loss. Typically, only sam-
ples from the data-generating process are observed,
and the true ∇ log p is unknown. However, score pa-
rameterization through a neural network has proven
successful in practice. We assume that we have an
approximation of the score function previously esti-
mated through a model s̃ (x) ≈ ∇ log p (x). Note that
this is often the case in practice where an estimated
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(a) Standard Random Walk Sampling.
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(b) Score-based RW with true scores.
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(c) Score-based RW with learned score.

Figure 2: Comparison of sampling methods from a Gaussian distribution N (3, 2) using three approaches: (a)
Standard Random Walk Sampling with the acceptance function defined in (1), (b) Score-based RW with an
acceptance network trained using true scores, and (c) Score-based RW with an acceptance network trained using
a learned score.
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Figure 3: Visualizing the acceptance probabilities for different values of x′ for a given initial state x = (0.0, 0.0).
We plot the results for training an acceptance network with three different regularization values λ ∈ {0, 0.1, 1.0}
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Figure 4: Comparison of different methods on the Moons dataset.
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Figure 5: Comparison of different methods on the Pinwheel dataset.

score function s̃ is used in conjunction with ULA for
sampling. In this scenario, the proposed practical loss

function is

Lp(a) = E
[
∥∇ log a(X ′, X)−∇ log a(X,X ′)

− s̃(X ′) + s̃(X)−∇ log q(X | X ′)

+∇ log q(X ′ | X)∥2
]
, (5)
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with X ∼ p and X ′ ∼ q, and the optimization objec-
tive is to learn an acceptance function ã ∈ F where

ã = argmin
a∈F

Lp(a).

Illustrative Example. We present the sampling
results from a Gaussian distribution N (3, 2) using
the original Random Walk Metropolis-Hastings Algo-
rithm, as shown in Figure 2a. Next, we show the re-
sults of training with the ideal loss function for the
Score-based RW in Figure 2b, followed by the results
using the practical loss function for Score-based RW
in Figure 2c.

4.2 Entropy Regularization

Moreover, our algorithm involves an entropy regular-
ization term alongside the proposed loss function de-
fined in Section 4.1. To illustrate its effectiveness, we
present the following result as motivation.

Proposition 2 (Estimated Acceptance Function).
Let x, x′ ∈ X , and let M ≥ 1. Then, the acceptance
function defined as:

aM (x′, x) = min

{
1

M
,
1

M

p(x′)q(x | x′)

p(x)q(x′ | x)

}
satisfies the detailed balance condition in (2).

Proof. Proof is provided in the appendix.

It follows from Proposition 2 that there are infinitely
many solutions to the detailed balance condition, and
the acceptance probabilities can become infinitesi-
mally small. While each of these acceptance functions
is a mathematically valid solution to the detailed bal-
ance condition, in practice, sampling with these low-
acceptance probability functions can lead to always re-
jecting the proposal, resulting in a lack of convergence
within a reasonable timeframe.

Therefore, if we solely optimize the loss functions in (4)
and (5), we risk converging to minima that are legit-
imate solutions but impractical due to their very low
acceptance probabilities. To address this issue, we pro-
pose adding an entropy regularization term to our loss
function. The modified loss function is given by:

L(a) = E
[
∥∇ log a(X ′, X)−∇ log a(X,X ′)

− s̃(X ′) + s̃(X)−∇ log q(X | X ′)

+∇ log q(X ′ | X)∥2
]
+ λE [H(log a(X ′, X))] ,

(6)

where

H(a(X ′, X)) = log(a(X ′, X))a(X ′, X)

+ log(1− a(X ′, X)) (1− a(X ′, X)) .

and λ ≥ 0 is the weight of the regularization term.
This regularization term encourages acceptance func-
tions with higher entropy acceptance probabilities,
thereby avoiding minima that result in very low ac-
ceptance probabilities.

To illustrate the importance of the regularization term,
we present the results using the Moons dataset from
scikit-learn (Pedregosa et al., 2011). Based on an
estimated score function, we estimate an acceptance
function to sample from the Moons dataset using the
proposed Score RW algorithm. Training is done for
different values of the regularization parameter λ, and
the results are plotted in Figure 3. It can observed that
the acceptance probability is significantly enhanced
with the regularization whereas training without the
entropy regularization results in acceptance probabil-
ity close 0. Although this acceptance probability re-
mains mathematically valid (i.e., it will still converge
to the target distribution), the convergence time may
become impractically long.

4.3 Implementation

The final loss function used to train the acceptance
network in our score MH framework consists of two
components: the primary loss term, which enforces the
reversibility condition, and an entropy regularization
term. The primary loss is designed to minimize the
difference between the gradients of the log acceptance
probability and the gradients of the log posterior and
proposal distributions.

Lemp(a) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

li(a) +
λ

N

N∑
i=1

hi(a) (7)

with

li(a) =

∥∥∥∥∇ log a
(
x′(i), x(i)

)
−∇ log a

(
x(i), x′(i)

)
− s̃

(
x′(i)

)
+ s̃

(
x(i)

)
−∇ log q

(
x(i) | x′(i)

)
+∇ log q

(
x′(i) | x(i)

)∥∥∥∥2
and

hi(a) = log a
(
x′(i), x(i)

)
· a

(
x′(i), x(i)

)
+ log

(
1− a

(
x′(i), x(i)

))
·
(
1− a

(
x′(i), x(i)

))
.

and where x′(i) = αv′ + (1 − α)x̃, with x̃ ∼ p and
v′ ∼ q(· | x̃), where α ∈ [0, 1] controls how much x′
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(a) Original samples.
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(b) ULA.
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(c) Score RW.
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(d) Score MALA.
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(e) Score pCN.

Figure 6: Comparison of different methods on the S-curve dataset.
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(b) ULA.
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(c) Score RW.
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(d) Score MALA.
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(e) Score pCN.

Figure 7: Comparison of different methods on the Swiss Roll dataset.

deviates from the data distribution towards the pro-
posal. In the first epochs of training, we begin with
smaller values of α to favor data from the true dis-
tribution, and then gradually increase α to estimate
the acceptance function around the proposal region.
This approach is motivated by the fact that the score
function may not be well-estimated outside of the data
region, and starting with smaller α helps prevent bi-
asing the training with poorly learned scores.

We present the pseudo-code for the proposed loss func-
tion in Algorithm 1 and the training procedure in Al-
gorithm 2. We made several design choices that we ob-
served to be beneficial for learning stable acceptance
probabilities:

• Using residual blocks akin to He et al. (2016).

• Employing smooth activation functions, such as
GeLU or Softplus.

• Implementing annealed sampling from the pro-
posal distribution, where instead of directly sam-
pling from the target distribution, we start from a
weighted combination of the observed data sam-
ples and the proposal samples.

5 Empirical Results

In this section, we present the empirical results on
benchmark datasets including (Moons, Pinwheel, S-
curve, and Swiss Roll), to demonstrate the validity
of our approach. The results are presented in Fig-
ures 4, 5, 6, and 7.

Algorithm 1 Acceptance Loss Function

Input: Acceptance net a(x′, x), Score Net s, batch
of samples bx, batch of proposals bx′ , regularization
parameter λ, gradient clipping threshold C.

Step 1: Compute gradients ∇ log a(x′, x) and
∇ log a(x, x′) using Autograd for every (x, x′) ∈ bx ×
bx′ .

Step 2: Compute score gradients s(x) and s(x′) for
every (x, x′) ∈ bx × bx′ .

Step 3: Compute proposal gradients ∇q(x|x′) and
∇q(x′|x) for every (x, x′) ∈ bx × bx′ .

Step 4: Clip all gradients to avoid instability using
threshold C.

Step 5: Compute the loss Lemp as defined in (7).

Output: Lemp

Results Analysis. The results in Table 1 illustrate
the performance of four sampling methods: ULA,
Score-based RW, Score-based MALA, and Score-based
pCN, across four datasets using three evaluation met-
rics: Wasserstein-1 (W1), Wasserstein-2 (W2), and
Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD).

Overall, the Score RW method consistently achieves
lower W1 and W2 values compared to ULA across
all datasets, highlighting its efficiency in sample-based
inference. This trend is especially noticeable on the
Moons and Pinwheel datasets, where the W2 metric
significantly outperforms that of the ULAmethod. For
more complex datasets like Swiss Roll, the score MH
algorithms show noticeable improvements, with Score
RW and Score MALA achieving significantly lower W1
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Table 1: Quantitative comparison of methods across the datasets using the following metrics: Wasserstein-1
(W1), Wasserstein-2 (W2), and Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD).

Dataset ULA Score RW Score MALA Score pCN

Metric W1 W2 MMD W1 W2 MMD W1 W2 MMD W1 W2 MMD

Moons 0.143 0.096 0.054 0.019 0.007 0.004 0.018 0.004 0.002 0.039 0.021 0.012
Pinwheel 0.106 0.062 0.022 0.012 0.001 0.001 0.086 0.064 0.027 0.016 0.007 0.003
S-curve 0.082 0.055 0.016 0.050 0.015 0.004 0.046 0.014 0.004 0.090 0.051 0.017
Swiss Roll 2.881 14.409 0.811 2.270 8.470 0.400 1.399 4.575 0.245 14.167 113.824 6.903

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

step size

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

W
1

W1 ULA
W1 Score-MALA

(a) W1 vs step size

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

step size

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

20.0

22.5

W
2

W2 ULA
W2 Score-MALA

(b) W2 vs step size

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

step size

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

M
M

D

MMD ULA
MMD Score-MALA

(c) MMD vs step size

Figure 8: Influence of step size on the performance of Score-based MALA vs. ULA, evaluated on the Swiss Roll
dataset.

Algorithm 2 Training the Acceptance Network

Input: Acceptance Network a, Score Network s,
dataset D, number of epochs N , sequence {αi}Ni=1 ⊂
[0, 1] (increasing).

For each epoch i = 1 to N :

1. Sample a batch bx and a batch bx̃ from D.

2. For each x̃ ∈ bx̃, sample v′ ∼ q(· | x̃) and set
x′ = αiv

′ + (1− αi)x̃.

3. Compute the loss as defined in Algorithm 1.

4. Update the Acceptance Network a using the
Adam optimizer.

Output: Trained Acceptance Network a.

and MMD scores when compared to the other meth-
ods.

Stability with respect to Step Size: Score
MALA vs. ULA. The results demonstrate that
Score MALA is more robust to variations in step size
compared to ULA. As seen in Figure 8, the W1, W2,
and MMD metrics consistently show lower sensitivity
to changes in step size for Score MALA, indicating its
stability across different settings.

Effect of Entropy Regularization. We study the
effect of the entropy regularization term on the Moons

0 2 4 6 8 10
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

Average Acceptance Ratio

Figure 9: Average acceptance ratio as a function of λ.
The average acceptance ratio is calculated by evaluat-
ing the acceptance network over a uniform grid of x′

values, with ranges [−1.5, 2.25] for the first dimension
and [−1, 1.5] for the second dimension, while keeping
x = (0, 0) fixed. The mean acceptance ratio is then
obtained by averaging uniformly over the grid.

dataset. As shown in Figure 9, the relationship be-
tween the entropy regularization parameter λ and the
average acceptance ratio indicates a significant impact
on the sampling efficiency. As λ increases from 0 to
around 4, the average acceptance ratio rises sharply,
suggesting that stronger entropy regularization en-
hances learning more practical acceptance functions.
Beyond λ = 4, the acceptance ratio plateaus. This
demonstrates that the performance remains robust for
larger values of the entropy regularization term.
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6 Discussion

In this work we describe a method for estimating the
acceptance function given only knowledge of samples
and an estimated score function. We demonstrated the
successful estimation of an acceptance function appli-
cable across various MH sampling algorithms. While
we empirically evaluate on three particular instances,
this work opens the door for further implementations
and techniques for sampling using acceptance func-
tions. Additionally, we discussed a particular class
of acceptance functions that are amenable for effi-
cient sampling using entropy regularization. The pro-
posed methods provide new avenues for combining MH
within the context of score-based generative modeling.

Limitations. The main limitation of the method is
the additional computational cost required to train the
acceptance network. Furthermore, more advanced ar-
chitectures need to be proposed to extend this frame-
work to high-dimensional data. Additionally, further
theoretical analysis is needed to provide more appro-
priate priors on which acceptance function should be
chosen.
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Appendix
In this appendix, we first discuss an alternative approximation of the acceptance function that relies solely on the
score functions, derived using the Taylor expansion of the log densities. Next, we consider sampling with score-
based MALA for heavy-tailed distributions. Third, we provide the proofs for the theoretical results. Finally, we
present additional details of the experiments.

A Taylor Score-based Metropolis-Hastings

In this section, we propose an approximation of the acceptance function based on the Taylor expansion of the
log densities.

For an acceptance function a(x′x) as defined in Equation 1, the ratio r(x′, x) = p(x′)q(x|x′)
p(x)q(x′|x) can be rewritten as:

log (r(x′, x)) = log p(x′)− log p(x) + log q(x | x′)− log q(x′ | x) (8)

Let τ = x′ − x. Assuming that ∥τ∥ is sufficiently small, we perform a second-order Taylor series expansion of
the logarithmic terms around the point x.

Taylor Expansion of log p(x′) Around x: Expanding log p(x′) = log p(x + τ) using a second-order Taylor
series:

log p(x+ τ) = log p(x) +∇ log p(x) · τ +
1

2
τ⊤∇2 log p(x) τ + o(∥τ∥2) (9)

Therefore,

log p(x′)− log p(x) = ∇ log p(x) · τ +
1

2
τ⊤∇2 log p(x) τ + o(∥τ∥2) (10)

Taylor Expansion of log p(x) Around x′: Similarly, expanding log p(x) = log p(x′ − τ):

log p(x′ − τ) = log p(x′)−∇ log p(x′) · τ +
1

2
τ⊤∇2 log p(x′) τ + o(∥τ∥2) (11)

Rearranging gives:

log p(x)− log p(x′) = −∇ log p(x′) · τ +
1

2
τ⊤∇2 log p(x′) τ + o(∥τ∥2) (12)

Final Result Therefore, we have that,

log p(x′)− log p(x) =
1

2
(log p(x′)− log p(x)) +

1

2
(log p(x′)− log p(x))

=
1

2
[∇ log p(x) · τ +∇ log p(x′) · τ ]

+
1

4
τ⊤

(
∇2 log p(x)−∇2 log p(x′)

)
τ + o(∥τ∥2)

Simplifying, we obtain:

log p(x′)− log p(x) =
1

2
(∇ log p(x) +∇ log p(x′)) · τ +

1

4
τ⊤

(
∇2 log p(x)−∇2 log p(x′)

)
τ + o(∥τ∥2) (13)

Combining the above results, we have:

log r(x′, x) =
1

2
(∇ log p(x) +∇ log p(x′))·τ+1

4
τ⊤

(
∇2 log p(x)−∇2 log p(x′)

)
τ+o(∥τ∥2)+log q(x | x′)−log q(x′ | x)

If the distance between the Hessian is negligible, we can approximate the acceptance function as

log r(x′, x) ≈ 1

2
(∇ log p(x) +∇ log p(x′)) · τ + [log q(x | x′)− log q(x′ | x)]
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We denote this approximation of the acceptance function as Taylor-1 (Averaging). Figure 10 illustrates how
this approximation can provide a better result compared to the first-order and second-order Taylor series from
Equation 10, while achieving very similar performance to the original Equation 13, which utilizes the Hessian
terms. This is particularly important because computing the Hessian numerically (by backpropagation through
a score model) is computationally expensive and unstable.

(a) MMD Comparison (b) W1 Comparison (c) W2 Comparison

Figure 10: Comparison of Taylor approximations: Taylor-1 and Taylor-2 methods (with and without averaging)
evaluated using MMD, W1, and W2 metrics. The experiments were conducted on the Moons dataset.

Additionally, Figure 11 compare the performance of Taylor-1 (Averaging) to score-based Metropolis-Hastings.
We can see that for some range the Taylor approximation provides a very good approximation of the Acceptance
function as it yields good sampling quality. However, even though some robustness is observed score-based
MALA still outperforms the Taylor approximation.

Figure 11: MMD distance comparison between ULA, Taylor-1 (Averaging), and Score-based MH.

B Metropolis-Hastings and Generalized Extreme Value Distributions

In this section, we study the effect of sampling using ULA, MALA, and score-based MALA algorithms. We
analyze the impact of the adjustment step on distributions with heavy tails and hypothesize that as the tail
becomes heavier, the adjustment step becomes increasingly more important. This observation suggests that, to
accurately model and generate extreme events using score-based models, incorporating the adjustment step is
essential.

Generalized Extreme Value (GEV) Distribution The Generalized Extreme Value (GEV) distribution is
commonly used to model the maxima of datasets and is defined by its probability density function (PDF):
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f(x; ξ, µ, σ) =

{
1
σ

(
1 + ξ x−µ

σ

)−1− 1
ξ exp

(
−
(
1 + ξ x−µ

σ

)− 1
ξ

)
, if ξ ̸= 0,

1
σ exp

(
−x−µ

σ

)
exp

(
− exp

(
−x−µ

σ

))
, if ξ = 0,

where: - µ is the location parameter, - σ > 0 is the scale parameter, - ξ is the shape parameter (controls the tail
heaviness).

The GEV distribution unifies three types of distributions: Gumbel (ξ = 0), Fréchet (ξ > 0), and Weibull (ξ < 0),
making it highly flexible for extreme value analysis.

For the Fréchet distribution, moments of order k exist only if k < 1
ξ . If k ≥ 1

ξ , the moment diverges, leading
to infinite values. This property makes the Fréchet distribution particularly suited for modeling heavy-tailed
distributions, as it captures the behavior of distributions with heavy tails and undefined higher-order moments.

Figure 12: Comparison between ULA and MALA sampling methods for GEV(0, 1, ξ), highlighting the effect of
the adjustment step on heavy-tailed distributions. We fix the step size of both ULA and MALA to 0.1.

In Figure13, we illustrate that score-based MALA achieves competitive performance compared to the ground
truth MALA. While MALA uses the standard acceptance function defined in Equation 1, score-based MALA
learns a potentially different acceptance function.

(a) W1 Distance comparison. (b) MMD comparison.

Figure 13: Comparison between score-based MALA (the score network is trained from data), score-based MALA
(True Score) where the acceptance network is trained with the true score function, and the original MALA
algorithm. Left: W1 distance. Right: MMD.
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C Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1. Let x, x′ ∈ X . Suppose that the gradients on both sides are equal, i.e.,

∇ log a(x′, x)−∇ log a(x, x′) = ∇ log p(x′)−∇ log p(x) +∇ log q(x | x′)−∇ log q(x′ | x),

then integrating this equality gives:

log a(x′, x)− log a(x, x′) = log p(x′)− log p(x) + log q(x | x′)− log q(x′ | x) + C,

where C ∈ R is a constant. Therefore, the acceptance function a(x, x′) can be expressed as:

a(x′, x)

a(x, x′)
= eC · p(x

′)q(x | x′)

p(x)q(x′ | x)
.

as eC does not depend on x, setting x = x′, we get that

1 = eC

Therefore we have that C = 0, which concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 2. To prove that the acceptance function aM (x, x′) satisfies the detailed balance condition,
we need to show that:

p(x)q(x′ | x)aM (x′, x) = p(x′)q(x | x′)aM (x, x′).

Substituting the definition of the acceptance function aM , we consider two cases based on the value of the

expression p(x′)q(x|x′)
p(x)q(x′|x) . Without loss of generality we consider the case when p(x′)q(x|x′)

p(x)q(x′|x) ≤ 1, then by definition:

aM (x′, x) =
1

M

p(x′)q(x | x′)

p(x)q(x′ | x)
.

Substituting this into the detailed balance equation, we have:

p(x)q(x′ | x) · 1

M

p(x′)q(x | x′)

p(x)q(x′ | x)
=

1

M
p(x′)q(x | x′).

Similarly, since p(x)q(x′|x)
p(x′)q(x|x′) ≤ 1 in this case, we have:

aM (x, x′) =
1

M
.

Thus, the right-hand side of the detailed balance condition becomes:

1

M
p(x′)q(x | x′)

Therefore, both sides are equal:
1

M
p(x′)q(x | x′) =

1

M
p(x′)q(x | x′),

which confirms that the detailed balance condition holds in this case.

D Experiments Details

In this section, we provide descriptions of the datasets used to generate the empirical results from the main text,
and outline the neural network architectures and hyperparameter choices. All presented empirical results were
compiled using an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.
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D.1 Dataset Descriptions

We use four datasets generated using scikit-learn (Pedregosa et al., 2011) and custom code. The parameters
provided ensure reproducibility of the results:

• Moons: This dataset consists of two interlocking crescent-shaped clusters. We generate 10000 samples with
a noise level of 0.1 using sklearn.datasets.make moons(n samples=10000, noise=0.1).

• Pinwheel: Data points are arranged in six spiral arms. We generate 10000 samples with a radial standard
deviation of 0.5, tangential standard deviation of 0.05, and a rate of 0.25 (which controls the spread of the
arms). The dataset is generated using custom code and the following parameters:

– num classes=5,

– radial std=0.5,

– tangential std=0.05,

– rate=0.25.

Algorithm 3 Pinwheel Dataset Generation

1: Input: Number of samples n, number of classes K, radial standard deviation σr, tangential standard
deviation σt, rotation rate α

2: Output: Dataset X ∈ Rn×2

3: Generate random class labels y ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1} for n samples
4: Compute angles θk = 2πk

K for each class k ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K − 1}
5: Generate radial components ri ∼ N (1, σ2

r) for each sample i
6: Compute tangential noise δi ∼ N (0, σ2

t ) for each sample i
7: Compute angle for each point: ϕi = θyi

+ α · ri
8: Compute Cartesian coordinates:

xi = ri · cos(ϕi) + δi

yi = ri · sin(ϕi) + δi

9: Return the dataset X = {(xi, yi)}ni=1

• S-curve: This dataset consists of 10000 points distributed along an ”S”-shaped 3D manifold with
added Gaussian noise of 0.1. It is generated using sklearn.datasets.make s curve(n samples=10000,

noise=0.1).

• Swiss Roll: This dataset contains 10000 points arranged along a 3D spiral-shaped surface, with Gaus-
sian noise of 0.5 added. It is generated using sklearn.datasets.make swiss roll(n samples=10000,

noise=0.5).

All datasets are converted to PyTorch tensors for further processing. The experiments were performed using an
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

D.2 Neural Network Architectures

We now provide detailed descriptions of several different neural network architectures designed for learning the
score function (Score Nets), and the acceptance networks (Acceptance Nets).

Score Nets. The Score Nets architecture is a simple feed-forward neural network consisting of an input layer,
two hidden layers, and an output layer. The input dimension is the same as the output dimension, ensuring
that the output matches the shape of the input data. The Softplus activation function is applied after each
hidden layer to introduce non-linear transformations. The output layer does not use an activation function, as
it directly produces the estimated score of the input.
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Acceptance Nets. The Acceptance Nets architecture is a feed-forward neural network designed to compute the
acceptance function for a pair of inputs. The network takes two input vectors, concatenates them, and passes
the result through an initial fully connected layer with a customized hidden dimension. Following this, the
network consists of three residual blocks, each containing fully connected layers with the same hidden dimension,
enhanced by GELU activation functions to improve non-linearity and gradient flow. Finally, the output is passed
through a fully connected layer, followed by GELU and a Sigmoid activation to ensure the output is between 0
and 1, representing the acceptance probability.

D.3 Hyperparameters

Score Nets. We summarize the huyperparameters used to train the Score Nets in Table 2.

Table 2: Score-Net Training Hyperparameters

Dataset Optimizer Learning Rate (LR) Epochs Hidden Dimension
Moons Adam 1× 10−3 5000 64

Pinwheel Adam 5× 10−4 2000 512
S-curve Adam 5× 10−4 2000 512

Swiss Roll Adam 5× 10−4 2000 512

Acceptance Nets. We provdie below the detailed for training the Acceptance network for the various score-
based Metropolis-Hastings algorithms.

Table 3: Acceptance-Net Training Hyperparameters

Dataset Optimizer LR Hidden Dimension Residual Layers Epochs λ
Moons Adam 5× 10−4 256 3 1000 2

Pinwheel Adam 5× 10−4 256 4 200 2
S-curve Adam 5× 10−4 512 4 200 2

Swiss Roll Adam 5× 10−4 512 4 200 1
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