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Abstract

Diffusion models can be parameterised in terms of either a score or an energy
function. An energy parameterisation is appealing since it enables an extended
sampling procedure with a Metropolis–Hastings (MH) correction step, based on the
change in total energy in the proposed samples. Improved sampling is important
for model compositions, where off-the-shelf models are combined with each other,
in order to sample from new distributions. For model composition, score-based
diffusions have the advantages that they are popular and that many pre-trained
models are readily available. However, this parameterisation does not, in general,
define an energy, and the MH acceptance probability is therefore unavailable, and
generally ill-defined. We propose keeping the score parameterisation and computing
an acceptance probability inspired by energy-based models through line integration
of the score function. This allows us to reuse existing diffusion models and still
combine the reverse process with various Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
methods. We evaluate our method using numerical experiments and find that score-
parameterised versions of the MCMC samplers can achieve similar improvements to
the corresponding energy parameterisation.

Keywords—Diffusion models, Energy-based models, Model composition, Line integration

1 Introduction

Significant advancements have been achieved in generative modelling across various domains in
recent years [2, 3, 13]. These models have become potent priors for a wide range of applications,
including code generation [19], text-to-image generation [28], question-answering [3], and many
others [9,37]. Among the generative models, diffusion models [13,31,33] have arguably emerged as
the most powerful class. Diffusion models learn to denoise corrupted inputs in small, gradual steps
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and are capable of generating samples from complex distributions. They have been successful
in many domains, such as generating highly realistic images [6], modelling temporal point
processes [21] and even generating neural network parameters [36].

Diffusion models also offer the capability of composed sampling, which combines pre-trained
models to generate samples from a new distribution. This approach, known as model composition,
has a rich history [12, 16, 20, 22]. For diffusion models, the most common form of composition
is classifier-guided sampling, where the reverse process is augmented by a separate classifier
model [6, 14, 31], but other compositions have also been explored [7]. The ability to compose new
models without having to re-learn the individual components is especially appealing for diffusion
models since their ever-increasing size and data hunger make them exceedingly costly to train [1].
Therefore, it is valuable to develop sampling methods that work for pre-trained diffusion models.

The foundation of composed sampling for diffusion models is score-based, where we interpret
diffusion models as predictors of the score function for the marginal distribution at each diffusion
step [34]. From this perspective, MCMC methods, such as the Langevin algorithm (LA) [27]
or Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) sampling [8], emerge as viable options to incorporate.
Augmenting the standard reverse process with additional MCMC sampling has been shown to
improve composed sampling for diffusion models [7]. However, we are restricted to unadjusted
variants of these samplers, namely Unadjusted LA (U-LA) and Unadjusted HMC (U-HMC),
which only require utilization of the score. This limitation means we cannot incorporate a
Metropolis-Hastings (MH) correction step [10,23], which requires evaluating the unnormalized
density.

An intriguing alternative to directly modeling the score function is to model the marginal
distribution with an energy function, from which the score can be obtained through explicit
differentiation [29, 33]. This parameterization connects diffusion models and energy-based models
(EBMs) [18] and offers several desirable properties. With an energy parameterization, we can
evaluate the unnormalized density and guarantee a proper score function. This, in turn, enables
an MH correction step when employing a MCMC-method, where the MH acceptance probability
is computed from the energy function. Adding such a correction step has been shown to improve
sampling performance in composed models [7]. Nevertheless, the score parameterization remains
far more popular, as it avoids the direct computation of the gradient of the log density.

In this study, we build on the work in [7] and introduce a novel approach to obtain a form of
MH-like correction directly from pre-trained diffusion models without relying on an energy-based
parameterisation. Specifically, we use a connection between the score and the energy to estimate
the MH acceptance probability by approximating a line integral along the vector field generated
by the score of the composed diffusion models. This enables an improved sampling procedure for
various pre-trained score-parameterised diffusion models.

We approximate the line integral using the trapezoidal rule and validate the effectiveness
of our MH-like correction by sampling from different composed distributions and comparing it
with an energy-based parameterisation. We find that our approximate method quantitatively
results in improvements comparable to the energy parameterisation, without having to estimate
the energy directly.

2 Background

2.1 Diffusion Models

We consider Gaussian diffusion models initially proposed by [31] and further improved by [33]
and [13]. Starting with a sample from the data distribution x0 ∼ q(·), we construct a Markov
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chain of latent variables x1, . . . , xT by iteratively introducing Gaussian noise to the sample

q(xt|xt−1) = N
(
xt;
√
1− βtxt−1, βtI

)
, (1)

where βt ∈ [0, 1), ∀t = 1, . . . , T are known. For large enough T we have q(xT ) ≈ N (xT ; 0, I).
A diffusion model learns to gradually denoise samples by modelling the distribution of the

previous sample in the chain pθ(xt−1 | xt), t = 1, . . . , T . Approximate samples from the data
distribution q(x0) are obtained by starting from xT ∼ N (0, 1) and sequentially sampling less
noisy versions of the sample until the noise is removed. This is called the reverse process.

The reverse distribution is typically modelled as

pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t), Σθ(xt, t)) , (2)

since the posterior, reverse, distribution q(xt−1|xt) can be effectively approximated by a Gaussian
distribution, when the magnitude βt of the noise added at each step is sufficiently small. The
mean of this distribution is parameterised as

µθ(xt, t) =
1

√
αt

(
xt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)

)
, (3)

where the parameters αt and ᾱt are functions of {βt}Tt=1 [13]. The noise prediction model ϵθ(xt, t)
is typically parameterised as a neural network and learned from data. A common choice is to set
Σθ(xt, t) = βtI, which we assume throughout this paper unless stated otherwise.

A useful property that simplifies the training is that the conditional diffusion probability
q(xt|x0) can be computed in closed form

q(xt | x0) = N
(
xt;
√
1− σ2

t x0, σ
2
t I

)
, (4)

for any t, where σt is a function of {βt}Tt=1. We refer to [13] for a detailed derivation.

2.2 Energy-based models

Energy based-models (EBM) represent probability distributions with a scalar, non-negative energy
function Eθ, by assigning low energy to regions of the input space where the probability is high
and high energy to regions where the distribution has little or no support:

pθ(xt, t) =
1

Zθ(t)
exp (−Eθ(xt, t)) , Zθ(t) =

∫
exp (−Eθ(xt, t)) dxt. (5)

Here, we let Eθ depend on the time step t to make the connection to diffusion models more
apparent. This can be interpreted as a sequence of energy functions, one for each diffusion step
t. The normalisation constant Zθ is typically intractable, prohibiting computing a normalised
density. However, Zθ does not depend on the input xt, making the so-called score function easy
to compute for an EBM:

∇x log pθ(xt, t) = −∇xEθ(xt, t), (6)

even though the gradient of the energy function can be costly to compute in practice.
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2.3 Energy and score parameterised diffusion models

The foundation of this paper is that the diffusion noise prediction model ϵθ(xt, t) can be interpreted
as estimating a quantity proportional to the score function of the marginal distribution q(·) at
diffusion step t [34]

ϵθ(xt, t) ≈ −σt∇x log q(xt). (7)

This property provides a connection between diffusion and energy-based models. We can now
model

1

σt
ϵθ(xt, t) = −∇x log pθ(xt, t) = ∇xEθ(xt, t). (8)

That is, the marginal distribution q(xt) can be approximated using either an energy function
Eθ or a noise prediction model ϵθ. This results in two methods for parameterising the model of
q(xt): the energy parameterisation, using Eθ, and the score parameterisation, using ϵθ.

Both parameterisations have their advantages and disadvantages. The energy parameterisation
can evaluate the density pθ(xt, t) up to a normalisation Zθ(t), which enables various MCMC
methods. Furthermore, by making the score equal to the gradient of an actual scalar function,
we ensure a proper score, i.e., a conservative vector field. On the other hand, to evaluate the
score function, Eθ must be explicitly differentiated, which can be costly.

The score parameterisation is more flexible since it predicts an arbitrary vector field. There
is limited empirical evidence that this results in better sampling performance with the diffusion
process [7], although it has been suggested that this performance difference is mainly due to
model architecture [29]. Regardless, the fact that the score parameterisation directly estimates
the score function makes it more efficient for sampling with the reverse process, and the score
parameterisation is, by far, the more popular variant.

This paper aims to develop methods that improve the standard sampling with the reverse
process while still retaining the ability to compose pre-trained diffusion models. Since the score
parameterised diffusion models are more prevalent, developing similarly corrected MCMC samplers
for the score parameterisation is desirable.

3 MCMC sampling for diffusion models

MCMC sampling is a promising strategy for improving diffusion model sampling since it can be
used in combination with the reverse process. Just like the reverse process, there are MCMC
methods which base their kernels on the score function, such as the Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm
(U-LA) and the Unadjusted Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (U-HMC) [8,24,27]. For example, with
U-LA we use the kernel

kt
(
xτ+1 | xτ

)
= N

(
xτ+1;xτ + δt∇x log pθ(x

τ , t), 2δtI
)
, (9)

at diffusion step t, where x0 = xt, δt is the step size, and the chain is iterated for L steps.
These methods are called unadjusted, since as L grows, these samplers will converge to the

target distribution, but only for infinitesimal step sizes δt. By adding, for instance, a Metropolis–
Hastings (MH) correction step, we can sample with larger step sizes and still converge to the
target distribution [10, 23]. With the correction, we sample a candidate x̂ ∼ kt (· | xτ ) and accept
it as the new iterate with probability

α = min

(
1,

pθ(x̂, t)

pθ(xτ , t)

kt (x
τ | x̂)

kt (x̂ | xτ )

)
. (10)
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That is, we set the new iterate xτ+1 = x̂ with probability α, otherwise xτ+1 = xτ .
The model pθ appears in the acceptance probability as a ratio, meaning that we do not require

a normalised density to compute α, since the normalisation constant depends only on the relative
probability between the current and proposed sample. Furthermore, if pθ is an EBM (see eq. (5)),
the probability ratio can be expressed as

pθ(x̂, t)

pθ(xτ , t)
= exp(Eθ(x

τ , t)− Eθ(x̂, t)). (11)

This means that with an EBM we can evaluate the MH acceptance probability to construct an
adjusted MCMC sampler. This is an important advantage compared to the score parameterisation,
where we only have access to ∇x log pθ (see eq. (8)).

3.1 Sampling from composed models

Augmenting the reverse process with additional MCMC sampling appears to be important in
diffusion model composition [7,33], which combines pre-trained score functions to sample from new
marginal distributions using the reverse process. The most common form of model composition is
called guidance [6], where the goal is to sample from a distribution conditioned on a class label y

q(x0 | y) ∝ q(x0)q(y | x0). (12)

This is achieved by composing a score function from an unconditional diffusion model (using
eq. (8)) for the marginal distribution and a classifier for the likelihood

∇x log pθ′(xt | y, t) = ∇x log pθ(xt, t) + λ∇x log pφ(y | xt, t), (13)

i.e., the classifier guides the reverse process by modifying the score function towards samples
whose predicted class is y. In practice, a hyperparameter λ is introduced in order to control the
strength of the guidance.

Several proposed variations exist for the guidance model. The most straightforward way
is to learn a sequence of classifiers for each noise level t, which was proposed by [6], which we
term classifier-full guidance. Another option is to use a single noise-free classifier p(y|x0) and
use the score function to de-noise the input x0 ≈ x̂θ(xt, t), this method is called reconstruction
guidance [4, 15,32]. Finally, there is classifier-free guidance, which does not use a classifier but
composes a conditional and an unconditional diffusion model [14]. Note that this no longer
corresponds to sampling from the posterior distribution in eq. (12).

In [7], they investigate further forms of compositions: products, mixtures, and negations. For
example, they model a product distribution as

qprod(x0) ∝
∏
i

qi(x0). (14)

While this factorisation generally only holds at t = 0, they form a composed model

pprodθ (xt, t) ∝
∏
i

piθi(xt, t) = exp

(
−
∑
i

Ei
θi(xt, t)

)
(15)

and perform MCMC sampling with this as the target distribution, resulting in increased sampling
performance. Note that the composition in eq. (15) is also viable with a score parameterisation,
where the composed score

∇x log p
prod
θ (xt, t) ∝ ∇x log

∏
i

piθi(xt, t) =
∑
i

∇x log p
i
θi(xt, t) = − 1

σt

∑
i

ϵiθi(xt, t) (16)

is the sum of the component scores.
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4 MCMC-correction with the score parameterisation

We propose to combine the properties of the energy parameterisation with the performance and
greater availability of the score parameterization. Instead of using an energy parameterization and
computing the score by differentiation, we take the reversed approach, use a score parameterization
and compute the change in (pseudo-)energy by integrating the score.

4.1 Recovering pseudo-energy difference from the score

This section describes how MCMC acceptance probabilities can be approximated given a score
function. The MH acceptance probability in eq. (10) is based on the relative probability of the
new candidate x̂ and the current sample xτ . The transition probabilities given by the kernel
kt (· | ·) are assumed to be simple to compute and we focus on the quotient pθ(x̂)/pθ(x

τ ). To
compute the MH acceptance probability α, we only need to evaluate the unnormalised target
distribution. For an EBM, this requirement can be further relaxed since α can be expressed in
terms of the difference in energy at x̂ and xτ , see eq. (11). That is, we do not need to compute
the absolute value of the energy, only the difference.

To express the acceptance probability in terms of the score function, we write the difference
in energy as a line integral on a curve C

Eθ(x
τ , t)− Eθ(x̂, t) = −

∫
C
∇rEθ(r, t) · dr = −

∫ 1

0

∇rEθ(r(s), t) · r′(s) ds, (17)

where r(s) is a parameterisation of C such that r(0) = xτ and r(1) = x̂. The curve parameterisation
is arbitrary (under mild conditions) since Eθ is a scalar field.

For a score-parametrised diffusion model, we propose to use the relation between the score
function and ϵθ from eq. (8) to calculate an MH-like ratio as

α = min

(
1, exp [f(x̂, xτ , t)]

kt (x
τ | x̂)

kt (x̂ | xτ )

)
(18)

where

f(x̂, xτ , t) = −
∫ 1

0

ϵθ(r(s), t)

σt
· r′(s) ds, (19)

representing our constructed pseudo-energy difference. Note that if the score − ϵθ(x,t)
σt

= ∇xF (x, t)
for some function F , eq. (19) can be interpreted as recovering an (unknown) energy function, and
in this case eq. (18) agrees with eq. (10). In general, however, no such function F exists, and
the expression eq. (19) depends on the path r that is integrated over. Nevertheless, we propose
to use eq. (18) to directly model an MH-like acceptance probability, to be used in an MCMC
sampling scheme. An overview of our proposed sampling method is given in algorithm 1.

Since eq. (19) in general depends on the path r between xτ and x̂, we propose two variants
for the curve C: first is the obvious option of a straight line connecting the two points and the
second is a curve running through points where we have already evaluated the score function.
The motivation for the latter option is to reduce the computational burden since evaluating the
score is a bottleneck. Some MCMC methods (notably HMC), require the score at some additional
points apart from the current sample. By choosing a curve which incorporates these points, we
achieve greater numerical accuracy, essentially for free.

Specifically, we approximate the line integral with the trapezoidal rule, where the number of
line segments used to approximate the curve C is treated as a hyperparameter. Note that we have
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Algorithm 1 MCMC reverse diffusion sampling

Require: ϵθ(·, t), βt, αt, ᾱt, T , L, δt, ψ (remaining hyperparameters for MCMC method)
xT ∼ N (0, I)
for t = T, . . . , 1 do ▷ Reverse diffusion

ϵ ∼ N (0, I)

xt−1 =
1

√
αt

(
xt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)

)
+
√
βtϵ

xτ=0 = xt−1

if t > 1 then ▷ MCMC-sampler at each t− 1
for τ = 1, . . . , L do

xτ = MCMC-sampler(ϵθ, x
τ−1, τ, t− 1, δt−1, ψ)

end for
xt−1 = xτ=L

end if
end for
return x0

to evaluate ϵθ at some internal points on C, incurring an additional computational burden (except
for those we can re-use in the HMC case), but we avoid differentiating the model by estimating
the score function directly, using ϵθ. Conversely, the energy parameterisation only evaluates the
energy at xτ and x̂, but has to differentiate Eθ to obtain the score.

4.2 MH-correction for composition models

Our proposed method applies to product compositions and, consequently, enables guidance. For
a product distribution in eq. (15), we have a sum of energies in the exponent, which we can
approximate from the score models ϵiθi(xt, t), using the line integral in eq. (17)

Eprod
θ (x̂, t)− Eprod

θ (xτ , t) =
∑
i

Ei
θi(x̂, t)−

∑
i

Ei
θi(x

τ , t) =

∫ 1

0

∑
i

∇rE
i
θi(r(s), t) · r

′(s) ds

=
1

σt

∫ 1

0

∑
i

ϵiθi(r(s), t) · r
′(s) ds. (20)

For guidance, the score is composed of two terms according to eq. (13), where the first term
is an unconditional diffusion model ϵθ and the second term is the score of a classifier pφ(y | xt, t).
The energy difference for the composed guidance score can in principle, be estimated using
eq. (20), but since we can evaluate pφ(y | xt, t) directly, only the energy difference for ϵθ needs to
be estimated with the line integral.

The score for a negation composition (as formulated in [7]) can be computed analogously.
Mixtures, however, are less suitable for this method as they cannot be described as a pseudo-
energy difference. One could argue that a similar integration idea can be employed to recover
an pseudo-energy at x simply by integrating from an arbitrary fixed point x0 to x. However,
this would involve integration along a potentially lengthy curve, which has several disadvantages.
Firstly, it requires a more refined mesh for the numerical integration. Secondly, as the estimated
score is generally not a proper conservative field, the choice of curve will have a greater effect
over long distances, making the method less robust.
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5 Results

We investigate the impact of our MH-like correction step on different forms of model composition,
aiming to draw samples from a composed distribution using diffusion models trained solely on the
individual components’ distributions. That is, the model components are fixed, and we sample
from the composed distribution, incorporating MCMC steps at each diffusion step. Our code is
available at our GitHub repo1.

In the first two experiments, we train the diffusion models ourselves with both energy and score
parameterization. The experimental setups for these cases are similar: the score parameterization
is defined by a noise prediction model ϵθ(xt, t). For the energy parameterization, we follow the
setup in [7] and estimate the energy function as

Eθ(xt, t) = ∥xt − sθ(xt, t)∥22 , (21)

where sθ is a vector-valued output of a neural network with the same dimension as xt. The
score-based ϵθ has an identical network architecture to sθ. Both score and energy-parameterized
models are trained with the standard diffusion loss [13], with the score function of the energy-based
model obtained through explicit differentiation.

In the third and fourth experiments, we utilize larger pre-trained score-based diffusion models
to test our proposed method. However, we do not have energy-based models for comparison in
these cases.

We evaluate both unadjusted and MH-corrected versions of LA and HMC. We compare the
sampling performance of the score and energy-parameterized models, when available, to the
standard reverse process, which serves as the baseline.

For the MH-like correction, we evaluate two types of curves along which the score is integrated:
line and curve. Line corresponds to a straight line from xτ to x̂ (see eq. (19)), while curve
corresponds to integration along a curve that incorporates the internal points of an MCMC
method (in this case, the leapfrog steps of HMC). Furthermore, the number of points used for
the trapezoidal rule’s mesh for the line integral per MCMC step is treated as a hyperparameter.
However, since several points are evaluated regardless in the MCMC method, e.g., xτ and x̂ , we
let the hyperparameter describe the number of points in addition to those we get for free. These
additional points are evenly distributed along the curve.

5.1 2D composition

We repeat the 2D product composition example from [7]. The experimental setup is identical to
theirs unless otherwise specified. Further details are given in appendix A.1

A pair of 2D densities are composed by multiplication into a more complex distribution, as in
eq. (15). We consider a Gaussian mixture with 8 modes evenly distributed along a circle and a
uniform distribution that covers two modes of the Gaussian mixture. For a visual representation
of the two individual distributions and their resulting product distribution together with samples
from the reverse diffusion and HMC corrected samples, see fig. 1. For the baseline reverse diffusion
process, we use T = 100 diffusion steps. The MCMC versions add an extra sampling procedure at
each diffusion step t, refining the samples of the reverse process. In [7], they omit the reverse step
from the sampling, and we do the same to make the comparison more similar, but it is trivial to
reinstate the reverse step into the sampling process. The MCMC sampling is run for L = 10 at
each t, where (U-)HMC uses 3 leapfrog steps per MCMC step.

1https://github.com/FraunhoferChalmersCentre/mcmc corr score diffusion
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Figure 1. The two leftmost figures illustrate samples from two individual distributions: a
Gaussian mixture and a uniform distribution. The third figure presents samples from the true
product distribution. The fourth figure exhibits samples obtained through the reverse process
utilizing score parameterization. On the right side, the last two figures display samples acquired
through HMC sampling using both score and energy parameterization.

We consider three metrics to evaluate performance. The first metric is the log-likelihood
(LL), where we compare the likelihood of generated samples under the true data distribution,
following [7]. We may, however, sample points outside the support of the true distribution. It is
unclear how this issue is handled in [7], but we address it by adding a small uniform probability
to extend the support to the sampled points. Full details are provided in the appendix A. The
second metric is referred to as a Gaussian mixture model (GMM). In this metric, we sample from
both the true and data distributions. Then, we fit a bi-modal GMM to each set of samples and
compute the Frobenius norm of the mean difference of the variances. Finally, we supplement the
metrics with the Wasserstein-2 distance (W2) to quantify a measure between the data and model
distribution [35]. To achieve this, we draw samples from the data and model distributions and
compute W2 by finding the optimal assignment between the two sampled sets.

We report quantitative results for the 2D composition in table 1. The results are averaged over
10 independent trials. In each trial, we train the two diffusion models from scratch and sample
2000 points with different MCMC methods. The results demonstrate superior performance of the
adjusted sampling methods compared to the unadjusted approaches. Additionally, the HMC-
variants achieve better results than Langevin, while the reverse process performs worse. Score
and energy parameterisations exhibit similar overall performance in LL and GMM within their
respective sampling procedures. However, when paired with HMC, the score parameterisation
significantly outperforms the energy parameterisation in terms of Wasserstein 2-distance. Further,
we note that the performance plateaus when using as few as four points in the trapezoidal rule.

5.2 Guided diffusion for CIFAR-100

We evaluate our proposed sampling methods for guided diffusion sampling on the CIFAR-100
image dataset [17]. The sampling process is based on a score function defined in eq. (13), composed
of the score functions of a marginal distribution ∇x log pθ(xt, t) and a likelihood of the class y,
∇x log p(y | xt, t), at each diffusion step t = 1, . . . , T .

The score of the marginal distribution ∇x log pθ(xt, t) is estimated with an unconditional
diffusion model. The score parameterised model is ϵθ : RDx×1 → RDx , where Dx = 3 · 322,
takes a noisy image and t as input and outputs a noise prediction of the same shape as xt. It is
parameterised by a neural network with a UNet architecture. We use the same architecture and
training settings as [13] used for the CIFAR-10 image dataset [17]. The energy parameterised
model uses the same architecture and is parameterised as in eq. (21).

For the guidance model, we use classifier-full guidance, that is, we train a classifier model

9



Table 1. Quantitative results for 2D composition. The mean and standard deviation for the LL,
W2, and GMM metrics are computed for the product compositions in fig. 1, for both score and
energy parameterised models. The metrics are based on 10 independent trials, wherein each trial,
we re-train the diffusion model components and generate 2000 samples. For the score
parameterisation, we report results for different numbers of additional points in the trapezoid
rule and integration curves (”line” indicates a straight path, while ”curve” means integrating
along the trajectory formed by exploratory points used by HMC to propose new points).

Model Sampler LL↑ W2↓ GMM ↓

Energy

Reverse −8.22± 0.21 5.81± 0.19 0.02701± 0.00134
U-LA −7.52± 0.22 4.19± 0.45 0.01461± 0.00135
LA −6.50± 0.30 4.24± 0.55 0.01466± 0.00146

U-HMC −5.72± 0.18 4.19± 1.25 0.00653± 0.00091
HMC −4.09± 0.14−4.09± 0.14−4.09± 0.14 4.12± 1.444.12± 1.444.12± 1.44 0.00333± 0.000650.00333± 0.000650.00333± 0.00065

Score

Reverse −8.15± 0.24 5.80± 0.20 0.02688± 0.00120
U-LA −7.57± 0.12 4.44± 0.63 0.01499± 0.00062

LA-1-line −6.45± 0.20 4.03± 0.52 0.01428± 0.00107
LA-3-line −6.61± 0.17 4.22± 0.46 0.01519± 0.00092
LA-8-line −6.53± 0.17 4.20± 0.51 0.01475± 0.00091
U-HMC −5.77± 0.12 3.39± 0.77 0.00690± 0.00071

HMC-1-line −4.29± 0.13 2.92± 1.02 0.00372± 0.00061
HMC-3-line −4.07± 0.13−4.07± 0.13−4.07± 0.13 2.68± 1.202.68± 1.202.68± 1.20 0.00308± 0.00069
HMC-8-line −4.07± 0.14−4.07± 0.14−4.07± 0.14 2.87± 0.89 0.00317± 0.00056
HMC-curve −4.07± 0.12−4.07± 0.12−4.07± 0.12 2.94± 0.90 0.00306± 0.000540.00306± 0.000540.00306± 0.00054
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to predict the class label of an image at all diffusion steps pφ(y | xt, t), where the classifier
parameters φ are independent of θ. The classifier model is parameterised by a neural network
with the first half of the UNet structure used for the unconditional diffusion model extended
with a dense layer. To train the classifier, we use labelled pairs (xt, y), where y is the class and
xt ∼ q(xt | x0) is a sample from the forward diffusion process in eq. (4), conditioned on a sample
x0 from the data distribution.

The sampling is based on the standard reverse process with T = 1000. The MCMC samplers
add L = 2 or 6 extra MCMC steps at each diffusion step t for (U-)HMC and (U-)LA, respectively,
whereas (U-)HMC uses 3 leapfrog steps per MCMC step. All sampling methods use the same
guidance scale λ = 20.0.

For this experiment, we need to use more points in the trapezoidal rule’s mesh than in the
2D experiment. Based on the insights from that experiment, for HMC we integrate only along
the curve obtained from the leapfrog steps. However, we also evaluate a point in the middle of
each leapfrog step to obtain a better energy estimation, resulting in three extra model evaluations
per HMC step. For LA, we use seven evaluation points along the line, which means eight extra
evaluations per step.

Recognising the impact of the step length on MCMC methods in general, we parameterise
the step length as a function of the beta-schedule δt = aβb

t . We conducted a simple parameter
search for parameters a and b, to determine suitable step length for each MCMC variant. Further
details are provided in appendix A.2.

We sample 50k images with each sampling method, for both the energy and score parameteri-
sations and compute the FID score [11] (based on the validation set) and the average accuracy2

of a separate classifier model, trained only on noise-free pairs (x0, y) from the CIFAR-100 dataset.
The model architecture of the classifier is VGG-13-BN from [30]. The results are shown in table 2.
From the table, we note a general trend of improvement of the baseline reverse process when
additional MCMC steps are added. In particular, the MH-corrected samplers LA and HMC show
significant improvement in the FID score, which is arguably the more important metric for image
generation.

Comparing the score and energy parameterisations, the respective performances have largely
shared characteristics. Interestingly, the basic reverse process favours the score parameterisation
supporting the claim that this less restricted parameterisation better models the score function of
the marginal distribution. However, the energy parameterisation sees larger improvements from
the added MCMC steps. This indicates, perhaps, that the direct energy estimation provides a
better correction step compared to our method of approximating the pseudo-energy difference
from ϵθ, though it should be noted that the same difference is also observed in the unadjusted
samplers U-LA and U-HMC. Despite the performance edge of the energy parameterisation, our
proposed MH-corrected sampling methods can provide essentially the same improvement, without
having to train an energy parameterised diffusion model.

5.3 Guided diffusion for ImageNet

We extend the evaluation of our proposed method for guided diffusion sampling on the ImageNet
dataset [5]. We utilize pre-trained score models from [6], available on the OpenAI GitHub
repository3.

As in the CIFAR-100 experiments, the score of the marginal distribution ∇x log pθ(xt, t)
is estimated using an unconditional diffusion model. For the ImageNet dataset, the score

2We classify an image as correctly generated if the classifier has predicted the specified class and is
50% certain or greater.

3https://github.com/openai/guided-diffusion
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Table 2. Average accuracy and FID score for classifier-full guidance on CIFAR-100. The metrics
are based on 50k generated samples for each sampling method with both energy and score
parameterisations. We use the guidance scale λ = 20.0, the (U-)LA methods use L = 6 MCMC
steps, and (U-)HMC use L = 2 with 3 leapfrog steps for the variants, the step length at diffusion
step is aβb

t . The accuracy is based on a separate model, which has only been trained on noise-free
samples, i.e., it predicts p(y | x0). Both parameterizations benefit from the added MCMC steps,
especially the MH-corrected versions. The energy parameterisation appears to perform worse in
the standard reverse process but sees a larger improvement from the extra MCMC steps.

Model Sampler Accuracy [%]↑ FID↓

Energy

Reverse 72.6 33.4
U-LA 87.387.387.3 24.6
LA 80.0 12.7

U-HMC 87.2 25.4
HMC 84.9 12.412.412.4

Score

Reverse 74.2 31.8
U-LA 82.982.982.9 25.9

LA-8-line 75.2 15.5
U-HMC 79.0 28.6

HMC-3-curve 75.8 13.313.313.3

parameterized model, ϵθ : RDx × 1 → RDx , where Dx = 3 · 2562, is also parameterized by a neural
network with a UNet architecture. Again, we use classifier-full guidance, and the classifier model
is parameterised by a neural network with the structure of the corresponding encoder part of the
UNet.

Given the high computational demands due to both the large models and high-dimensional
input, we have chosen to focus solely on evaluating HMC (with our MH-like correction) and
compare it to the baseline, which is the standard reverse process with T = 1000. The HMC
sampler adds L = 2 extra MCMC steps at each diffusion step t, where each MCMC step constitutes
three leapfrog steps. Both sampling methods use the same guidance scale λ = 20.0. Again, we
incorporate the points given by the leapfrog steps, but due to the high dimension, two additional
points between each leapfrog step are needed for the line integration. We conduct the same type
of parameter search of the step length for the HMC method as in the CIFAR-100 experiment.
Further details are provided in appendix A.3.

We sample 50k images with both sampling methods and compute the FID score [11] (based on
the validation set), the average accuracy4, and the top-5 average accuracy, i.e., correct prediction
if the specified label is within the top-5 predictions. Once again, we utilize a separate classifier
model, in this case, a RegNetX-8.0GF [26], for evaluation. This time, however, the model is
pre-trained. The results are shown in table 3.

The reverse process and HMC perform very similarly in average accuracy, but our method
shows a slight improvement in top-5 average accuracy. However, augmenting with some extra
MCMC steps with MH-like correction significantly improves the FID score.

4Again, an image is considered correctly generated if the classifier’s prediction for the specified class is
at least 50%.
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Table 3. Average accuracy, top-5 accuracy, and FID score for classifier-full guidance on
ImageNet. The metrics are based on 50k generated samples for both sampling methods with score
parameterisations. We use the guidance scale λ = 20.0, L = 2 with 3 leapfrog steps for HMC, the
step length at diffusion step is aβb

t . The accuracy is based on an independent classifier model.

Model Sampler Accuracy [%]↑ Top-5 Accuracy [%]↑ FID↓

Score
Reverse 50.050.050.0 83.9 14.5

HMC-6-curve 49.9 85.185.185.1 11.611.611.6

5.4 Image tapestry

We conduct a so-called image tapestry experiment, similar to the one in [7] and based on their
code5, as our final experiment. This experiment involves not only the composition of guidance—in
this case, classifier-free guidance—but also the composition of combining multiple overlapping
text-to-image models. This approach allows us to construct an image with specified content at
different spatial locations. Here, we use a pre-trained DeepFloyd-IF6 model. For each diffusion
step (T = 100), 15 extra LA steps were added, with three additional evaluation points for line
integration for each step. The guidance scale λ = 20.0. For more details, see the appendix A.4.
In fig. 2a, we can see a generated tapestry image, and in fig. 2b, we can see the specified content
at the corresponding spatial locations. There are, in total, nine overlapping content boxes: four
are positioned in each corner with different content, while the remaining five are arranged to
create a unified image using the same content prompt.

(a)

A fearsome mighty dragon with large wings
A fairytale castle
A sparkling lake with water lilies
Stunning scenery with a beautiful butterfly
Beautiful fantasy landscape

(b)

Figure 2. In (a), the generated tapestry image is shown with different content at various spatial
locations. In (b), the specified content and their positions are illustrated: on the left, four
different contents are displayed in each corner, and on the right, five overlapping content boxes
with the same prompt are used to create a unified image.

5https://github.com/yilundu/reduce reuse recycle
6Available at https://huggingface.co/DeepFloyd/IF-I-XL-v1.0
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6 Discussion

The choice between score and energy parameterisations remains intriguing. We have provided
additional empirical evidence that the score parameterisation performs better in the standard
reverse process, but that accurate energy estimates can improve more complex sampling methods.
We have also demonstrated that most of the gains that may be achieved by using an energy
parameterisation can be obtained directly in a score-based model by approximating pseudo-energy
differences (probability ratios) using a curve integral of the score function. That is, even though
we do not explicitly train an energy-based model, we can perform MH-like correction steps in
different MCMC samplers and obtain comparable performance gains.

Particularly interesting is that our trick of using a curve only containing the score evaluations
from the standard HMC method seems to perform just as well as the straight line. This
means we achieve the correction at practically no extra cost. However, in higher dimensions,
additional intermediate steps may be needed, increasing the computational burden. This issue
might be mitigated with more efficient integral approximation techniques. Furthermore, it is
addressed in latent diffusion, whose primary purpose is to reduce dimensionality. Note, the energy
parameterisation always requires an extra differentiation to obtain the score.

The score parameterization is not a proper score function in general, because the vector field
it produces is not guaranteed to be conservative. Nevertheless, sampling with the estimated score
still performs well in practice. Likewise, using it for the MH-like correction step proposed in
our work, seems to achieve significant improvement to the reverse process. However, the invalid
assumption of a conservative vector field might explain the small performance edge of the energy
parameterisation in the CIFAR-100 experiment, and seeking improved methods for estimating
the pseudo-energy difference from a score model is a highly relevant future topic.

7 Conclusion

We have presented a method for extending the reverse diffusion process with MCMC sampling
based on an MH-like correction step. Such extended sampling is vital for the composition of
pre-trained diffusion models. The MH correction was first presented in [7], where it requires
a diffusion model parameterised by an energy function. We propose a method for defining a
pseudo-energy difference, which reduces to proper energy differences in the case of a proper
score function, and approximating it by numerical integration. This allows us to retain the
more common score parameterisation and still perform the MH-like correction. Furthermore, it
allows us to use any pre-trained diffusion model in model compositions. MCMC methods that
compute internal points, such as HMC, can compute this MH-like correction essentially without
any overhead. However, our experiments seem to indicate that the overhead introduced appears
to increase with the dimensionality of the diffusion process. We have also presented experiments
where the score-parameterised models achieve results comparable to the energy parameterization,
indicating that our defined pseudo-energies, although in principle ill-defined, are sufficient to
replicate the results from [7] for any diffusion model.
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A Experimental details

Here we provide more details about the four different conducted experiments: 2D composition,
guided diffusion for CIFAR-100, guided diffusion for ImageNet, and Image tapestry.

A.1 2D composition

The composed distribution is defined by a product of two components, a Gaussian mixture and a
uniform distribution with non-zero values on

□ = {x ∈ R2 : −si ≤ xi ≤ si, i = 1, 2}, (22)

where s1 and s2 are equal to 0.2 and 1.0, respectively. The eight modes of the Gaussian mixture
are evenly distributed on a circle with a radius of 0.5 at the angles π

4 i for i = 0, . . . , 7, respectively.
The covariance matrix at each mode is 0.032 · I, where I is the identity matrix.

The metric log-likelihood is ill-defined as we may generate samples where the true distribution
has no support (due to the uniform distribution). We address this problem by expanding the
definition set of the uniform distribution and redistributing one percent of the probability mass
into this extended region. The whole set is defined as (22) except s1 = s2 = 1.1. Note that 99
percent probability mass remains inside the original definition set □.

We use the same neural network architectures as the base for both the score and energy
models. It is a residual network consisting of a linear layer (dim 2 → 128) followed by four blocks,
and concluding with a linear layer (dim 128 → 2). Within each block, the input x passes through
a normalization layer, a SiLU activation, and a linear layer (dim 128 → 256). Subsequently, it
is added with an embedded t (dim 32) that has undergone a linear layer transformation (dim
32 → 256). The resulting sum passes through a SiLU activation and is further processed by a
linear layer (dim 256 → 256). After that, another SiLU activation is applied, followed by a final
linear layer (dim 256 → 128). The output of this linear layer is then added to the original input
x within the block. The embedding of t is also learnable.

The parameter βt follows the cosine schedule proposed in [25]. For (U-)HMC, the damping
coefficient is set to 0.5, the mass diagonal matrix has all diagonal elements equal to 1, and the
stepsize for each t is 0.03. For (U-)LA, the stepsize for each t is set to 0.001.

A.2 Guided diffusion for CIFAR-100

The parameter βt has a linear schedule as originally proposed in [13]. For (U)-HMC is the
damping coefficient equal to 0.9 and the diagonal elements in the massmatrix are equal to βt
for each t. The values of the stepsize parameters a and b were determined through a simple
parameter search for the different MCMC methods and they can be found in table 4. This was
done for both the score and energy parameterizations, where the stepsize is defined as δt = aβb

t .

A.3 Guided diffusion for ImageNet

Again, the parameter βt follows a linear schedule. The hyperparameters for the HMC include
a damping coefficient set at 0.9, with the diagonal elements of the mass matrix being equal to
βt for each t. The stepsize parameters for HMC, obtained from a simple parameter search, are
a = 1.87 and b = 1.51.
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Table 4. The values of the stepsize parameters a and b obtained from a random parameter
search for the different MCMC methods for both score and energy parameterization in the
CIFAR-100 experiment, where the stepsize is defined as δt = aβb

t .

Model MCMC
Stepsize Parameters

a b

Energy

U-LA 9.22 1.40
LA 9.84 0.83

U-HMC 0.26 1.53
HMC 9.33 1.48

Score

U-LA 1.96 1.04
LA 9.84 0.83

U-HMC 0.26 1.53
HMC 4.03 1.34

A.4 Image tapestry

A cosine schedule is used for the parameter βt. The stepsize parameters in this case is simply
a = 1 and b = 1, i.e., δt = βt.
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