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Real-time and accurate prediction of aerodynamic flow fields around airfoils is crucial for flow control and aerody-
namic optimization. However, achieving this remains challenging due to the high computational costs and the non-
linear nature of flow physics. Traditional Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) methods face limitations in balancing
computational efficiency and accuracy, hindering their application in real-time scenarios. To address these challenges,
this study presents AeroDiT, a novel surrogate model that integrates scalable diffusion models with transformer archi-
tectures to address these challenges. Trained on Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) simulation data for high
Reynolds-number airfoil flows, AeroDiT accurately captures complex flow patterns while enabling real-time predic-
tions. The model demonstrates impressive performance, with average relative L2 errors of 0.1, 0.025, and 0.050 for
pressure p and velocity components ux,uy, confirming its reliability. The transformer-based structure allows for real-
time predictions within seconds, outperforming traditional U-net diffusion models. This work underscores the potential
of generative machine learning techniques to advance computational fluid dynamics, offering potential solutions to
persistent challenges in simulating high-fidelity aerodynamic flows.

I. INTRODUCTION

Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) plays a pivotal role
in solving and analyzing fluid flow problems, serving as an
indispensable tool across diverse fields such as aerospace
engineering, environmental science, industrial design, and
biomedical research. Despite its broad applicability, a major
challenge of CFD lies in its high computational cost. Tech-
niques like Direct Numerical Simulation (DNS) and Large
Eddy Simulation (LES) are computationally intensive, of-
ten making them impractical for many applications. While
Reynolds-Averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) models offer a
more efficient alternative, they still fall short for real-time
applications. These constraints limit CFD’s applicability in
areas such as optimal flow control and airfoil optimization.
To overcome these limitations, there is a critical need for the
development of alternative methods and frameworks that im-
prove computational efficiency without compromising simu-
lation accuracy.

In recent years, the emergence of deep learning techniques
has opened new avenues for efficient flow field predictions. A
growing body of research has integrated deep learning meth-
ods with fluid flow simulation, yielding promising results.
Notably, neural network architectures such as U-net1–5, gener-
ative adversarial networks (GANs)6–8, and physics-informed
neural networks (PINNs)9–12 have shown considerable po-
tential in tasks such as flow field reconstruction. These ap-
proaches demonstrate the power of deep learning to capture
the complex dynamics of fluid flow, signaling a shift in the
future of CFD research. Guo et al.1 proposed a convolu-
tional neural network (CNN)-based surrogate model for real-
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time prediction of steady laminar flow fields, achieving sig-
nificantly faster velocity field estimation compared to tradi-
tional CFD solvers while maintaining low error rates. Wu et
al.8 proposed a data-augmented Generative Adversarial Net-
work (daGAN) for rapid and accurate airfoil flow field pre-
diction, demonstrating strong generalization capabilities with
sparse training data through pre-training and fine-tuning mod-
ules. Raissi et al.9 introduced physics-informed neural net-
works , a deep learning framework that integrates physical
laws governed by nonlinear partial differential equations to
solve forward and inverse problems, enabling data-efficient
spatio-temporal function approximation and scientific discov-
ery even in small data regimes.

The deep learning landscape is still rapidly evolving,
with newer architectures—such as Transformers13–15 and de-
noising diffusion probabilistic models (DDPMs)16,17—along
with scalable diffusion models integrated with Transformers
(DiT)18, showing superior performance in tasks like image
generation. This evolution raises an important question: Can
the latest advancements in machine learning enable real-time,
accurate predictions of flow fields, effectively addressing the
challenges of computational efficiency and accuracy?

Although recent advancements using DDPMs have shown
promising results in fluid dynamics prediction, these models
have primarily been applied to relatively simple flow fields.
For instance, methods like FluidDiff17 and the approach by
Shu et al.19 have demonstrated success in prediction and re-
construction tasks, but they are generally limited to simple
flow conditions. Furthermore, the time-consuming sampling
process inherent in U-Net-based DDPMs makes them unsuit-
able for real-time predictions. These limitations highlight the
urgent need for more efficient and practical methods capable
of handling complex, real-time fluid field predictions.

Efficient and accurate prediction of high Reynolds number
airflow around airfoils is crucial for advancements in aero-
dynamics research and the aviation industry, as it directly im-
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pacts airfoil optimization, optimal flow control, and the design
of more efficient aerodynamic systems. However, due to the
complexity of the flow—characterized by turbulence and flow
separation—achieving both efficiency and accuracy in these
predictions remains a significant challenge.

This study proposes a novel approach, Adaptive Diffusion
Transformers for Airfoil Flow Simulation (AeroDiT), which
utilize diffusion transformers to predict high Reynolds num-
ber airfoil flow by learning the data generated from RANS
simulations. The primary objective is to improve the ef-
ficiency of airflow predictions using a generative surrogate
model without compromising accuracy. The key contributions
of this work can be summarized as follows.

First application of DiTs in aerodynamic flow predic-
tion: This study pioneers the application of Scalable Diffu-
sion Models with Transformers (DiTs) as surrogate models
for flow field prediction, effectively addressing the prohibitive
computational costs associated with conventional CFD meth-
ods.

Experimentally-validated accurate real-time prediction
capability: The results demonstrate that the model achieves
low relative L2 prediction errors in the experiment. Further-
more, the model enables real-time predictions in seconds,
offering computational efficiency while accurately capturing
complex flow characteristics around airfoils.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Sec-
tion II reviews related work our work has been built on, and
provide an overview of the background information. Sec-
tion III outlines the fundamental methodology used in this
work. Section IV presents the experimental evaluation, de-
tailing datasets, configurations, and results obtained through
extensive testing. Section V discusses the implications of the
results, highlighting the strengths and limitations of the pro-
posed approach while suggesting future research directions.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Diffusion Models in Fluid Dynamics

Recent advances in deep learning-based fluid dynamics pre-
diction have utilized generative models to address the chal-
lenges of simulating complex flow fields. Yang et al.17 intro-
duce FluidDiff, a novel generative model based on Denoising
Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs). FluidDiff employs
a diffusion process to learn a high-dimensional representation
of dynamic systems and uses Langevin sampling to predict
flow states under specific initial conditions. Trained on finite,
discrete fluid simulation data, FluidDiff achieves competitive
performance, accurately predicting test data without the need
for explicit encoding of the underlying physical system’s prior
knowledge. Similarly, Shu et al.19 propose a DDPM-based
model for flow field super-resolution, trained on high-fidelity
data to reconstruct detailed flow fields from low-fidelity or
sparsely sampled data. This model also incorporates physics-
informed conditioning through partial differential equations
(PDEs), improving its predictive accuracy. Hu et al.20 in-
troduce the Geometry-to-Flow (G2F) diffusion model, which

generates flow fields around obstacles by conditioning on ob-
stacle geometry. Zhou et al.21 present Text2PDE, a latent
diffusion model framework for PDE simulation that uses au-
toencoders and text-based conditioning to generate full spatio-
temporal solutions. Liu et al.22 proposed an uncertainty-aware
surrogate model for turbulence simulations using DDPMs,
demonstrating superior accuracy and uncertainty quantifica-
tion compared to Bayesian neural networks and heteroscedas-
tic models. While these studies show promising results, many
of them primarily focus on simpler flow fields, leaving room
for further exploration in more complex and high-dimensional
flow prediction scenarios. To address these limitations, there
is increasing interest in developing more advanced architec-
tures capable of modeling such complexities, such as the Dif-
fusion Transformer, which is introduced in the next section.

B. Diffusion Transformer

In recent years, Transformers have achieved remarkable
success across various domains, including natural language
processing and computer vision13. Meanwhile, diffusion
models, as a class of generative models, have shown sig-
nificant potential in image generation tasks. The Diffusion
Transformer (DiT) combines the strengths of Transformers
with a diffusion-based architecture, demonstrating outstand-
ing performance in diverse applications18. Despite these ad-
vances, the application of DiT models to aerodynamic sim-
ulation remains unexplored. To the best of our knowledge,
this study represents the first application of a DiT-based model
trained on Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS) simula-
tion data, with a particular focus on predicting flow around
airfoils. In addition, in line with prior DiT-based work23, our
study addresses the challenge of real-time inference. A de-
tailed description of the methodology is provided in the fol-
lowing section.

III. METHODOLOGY

This study employs Diffusion Transformers to predict the
airfoil flow field at high Reynolds numbers. The framework
of DiTs is shown in Figure 1. By leveraging the generative
nature of diffusion models, DiTs serve as a surrogate model
that learns the statistical distribution of flow field data. Once
trained, the model can predict velocity and pressure fields
based on input airfoil geometry and flow conditions.

The training process consists of two key steps: forward dif-
fusion and reverse denoising, as shown in Figure 2. In the for-
ward diffusion step, Gaussian noise is progressively added to
the input flow field, gradually transforming it into a noise dis-
tribution. The reverse denoising process then reconstructs the
original flow field iteratively, utilizing Bayesian inference to
model the transition probabilities. Together, these processes
enable the model to effectively approximate the underlying
distribution and generate accurate predictions. The following
sections introduce the relevant notations and learning objec-
tives, followed by a detailed description of the forward and
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FIG. 1: The framework and learning process of the proposed AeroDiT. (a) The AeroDiT framework consists of a condition
encoder, a function space decoder, and a transformer-based diffusion module. The encoder and decoder are asymmetrically

trained. (b) Training process of the DiT model, illustrating the data flow through the AeroDiT architecture. (c) Inference
process of the final model, where the desired output is generated from noise given condition inputs.

reverse diffusion processes.

A. Notations

To ensure clarity, we define the key symbols used through-
out this study:

• x: Flow field, including pressure p and velocity com-
ponents ux (along x-axis) and uy (along y-axis).

• Ψ: Input conditions, including airfoil geometry and in-
flow conditions ux, uy.

• p: Pressure field. Here, we bold p to distinguish it from
the probability distribution p.

• S(Ψ): The AeroDiT surrogate model.

• R(Ψ): The real physical system.

• ε ∼N (0,I): Gaussian noise added during forward dif-
fusion.

• αt , ᾱt : Variance scaling factors in the diffusion process.

B. Learning Target

The primary objective is to develop a surrogate model, S,
that approximates the real physical system, R, governed by the
Navier-Stokes equations. As discussed before, solving these
equations numerically for real flow fields R(Ψ) is computa-
tionally expensive. To address this, the learning target is de-
fined as identifying the optimal parameters θ of the surrogate
model S such that:

x= Sθ (Ψ)≈ R(Ψ), (1)

From the perspective of generative modelling, this can be
achieved by learning the conditional distribution p(x|Ψ) from
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FIG. 2: Illustration of the forward and backward diffusion
process.

our dataset D, which captures the statistical relationship be-
tween the input conditions Ψ and the resulting flow field x.
To approximate the real physical system, the model optimizes
parameters θ by maximizing the likelihood of observed flow-
field data:

max
θ

Ex,Ψ

[
log pθ (x|Ψ)

]
. (2)

Therefore we formulate our learning target as learning the
conditional distribution p(x|Ψ) from our dataset D. By
learning this distribution, the model can generate accurate pre-
dictions efficiently, bypassing the computational complexity
of solving the Navier-Stokes equations numerically. To ap-
proximate such distribution, our AeroDiT model goes through
a forward diffusion process and a reverse denoising process,
as discussed in the following sections.

C. Forward Diffusion Process

In the forward diffusion process, we followed the canonical
procedures described in literature16,24. As shown in Figure 2,
we gradually add noise to the data x0 (the true flow field) over
several time steps given the input conditions Ψ, transforming
it into a noisy sample xT . The noise schedule βt is pre-defined
and fixed, increasing with each timestep. At each timestep t,
the conditional probability for adding noise is given by:

q(xt |xt−1,Ψ) = N (xt ;
√

1−βtxt−1,βtI) (3)

where xt represents the flow field at timestep t, and βt is the
pre-defined noise variance at that timestep. The noise is added
progressively until, at the final timestep T , the data becomes
almost entirely noise.

The main goal of this process is to transform the data into a
noise distribution that can be efficiently learned by the reverse
denoising process. Since the variable Ψ does not break the
Markovian nature of the forward diffusion process, the for-
ward diffusion process for t ∈ [1,T ] is formally described as:

q(xt |x0,Ψ) = N (xt ;
√

ᾱtx0,(1− ᾱt)I) (4)

where ᾱt =∏
t
i=1(1−βi) and x0 is the original clean data. The

term ᾱt is the cumulative product of the noise schedule, deter-
mining the level of corruption at each timestep. The noise
becomes larger as t increases, leading to a greater amount of

information lost by timestep T . The denoising process will
learn to remove the noise and hence learn the conditional dis-
tribution, as discussed in the next section.

D. Reverse Denoising Process and the Loss

In the reverse denoising process, we start with the noisy
data xT obtained from the forward diffusion process and iter-
atively remove the noise to recover the original data x0. The
ultimate goal for the denoising process is to help achieve our
learning target discussed in Section III B.

By constructing the forward diffusion process, we can
employ variational inference to show that minimizing the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence

KL
(
q(xt−1 | xt ,Ψ)∥ pθ (xt−1 | xt ,Ψ)

)
effectively maximizes the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) of

Ex,Ψ

[
log pθ (x|Ψ)

]
.

Here, the KL divergence measures how closely two prob-
ability distributions align. This insight allows us to refor-
mulate the learning target: instead of directly maximizing
Ex,Ψ

[
log pθ (x|Ψ)

]
we focus on learning the optimal pa-

rameters θ so that pθ (xt−1|xt ,Ψ) accurately approximates
q(xt−1|xt ,Ψ). In other words, by correctly learning the de-
noising process, we approximate the conditional distribution
in a stepwise manner.

The reverse denoising process q(xt−1|xt ,Ψ) follows a
Gaussian distribution, with its mean and variance derived as16:

µ̃t =
1

√
αt

(
xt −

1−αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵ

)
(5)

β̃t =
1− ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt
βt (6)

We notice that β̃t depends only on the predetermined hy-
perparameters, and we assign such a constant value directly to
the variance of pθ (xt−1|xt ,Ψ). This leaves us only with the
need to adjust θ so that the mean converges. By observation,
one can realize that making µθ converge to µ̃ is equivalent to
making the noise prediction converge to the noise added in the
diffusion process. Therefore, from our initial learning target,
we formulate our final learning loss:

LMSE(θ) = Et,x0,Ψ,ε

[
∥ε − εθ (xt , t,Ψ)∥2] (7)

In the DiT framework, the noise term, εθ (xt , t,Ψ), is
trained and predicted using a Transformer-based architecture,
enabling the model to capture long-range dependencies and
contextual information. This contrasts with DDPMs, which
typically employ simpler architectures, such as MLPs or
CNNs. By leveraging self-attention, DiT incorporates richer
contextual information, improving its ability to capture de-
pendencies and correlations within the data. This enhances
the model’s ability to handle complex inputs, such as struc-
tured data or sequential dependencies (e.g., time series or flow
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fields). Rather than directly predicting the noise, DiT pre-
dicts a denoised version of the flow field x0, utilizing attention
mechanisms. Although the predicted noise εθ is still required,
it is inferred in a manner distinct from that in DDPM-based
models.

By accurately predicting the noise, the model learns the
stepwise transformations required to approximate the condi-
tional distribution p(x |Ψ). Based on this theoretical founda-
tion, the following section focuses on the practical implemen-
tation of these concepts.

E. Overall Training

As shown in Figure 1, the model is trained in a sequen-
tial manner, starting with the encoder, followed by the de-
coder, and finally the DiT network. Specifically, an asymmet-
ric training approach is employed for the conditional encoder
and the functional space decoder.

The conditional encoder aims to extract task-relevant fea-
tures from the input conditional data. By incorporating spe-
cific conditional information, it generates conditionally en-
riched feature representations, which are then fed into the DiT
network to guide the generation of conditional output features
in the diffusion process.

The functional space decoder plays a pivotal role in map-
ping the features produced by the DiT network to the target
task space, effectively achieving the specific task objectives
for data generation. During feature decoding, it leverages
task-specific properties to enhance the model’s generalization
performance.

To train DiT module, we employ the MSE loss LMSE(θ) to
quantify the discrepancy between the noise predicted by DiT
module and the true noise. The DiT training procedures are
summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Training DiT Model
Input: Arguments args (batch size, epochs, etc.),

Trained VAE encoder-decoder.
Output: Trained DiT model

1 Initialize distributed training environment;
2 Initialize DiT model, EMA model, optimizer, and

trained VAE models;
3 for epoch in 1, . . . ,args.epochs do
4 for each batch (condition, physical field) (x,y) in

DataLoader do
5 Encode x and y into the latent space using VAE

models;
6 Sample random time steps t;
7 Compute LMSE loss;
8 Backpropagate and update DiT model

parameters;
9 end

10 end

With the training procedures described above, the next sec-
tion focuses on the experimental evaluation.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

To evaluate the performance of AeroDiT, we con-
ducted extensive experiments using real-world datasets.
The following sections detail the experimental setup,
present a discussion of the results, and delve into spe-
cific case studies for a more in-depth analysis. All the
source codes to reproduce the results are available on
https://github.com/AI4SciFoundation/DiT4Science.

A. Experiment Settings

1. Datasets and Data preparation

In this study, we utilize three datasets and a test set, as de-
scribed in25. These datasets are generated using RANS sim-
ulations to compute the velocity and pressure distributions of
incompressible flows around airfoils. The simulations cover a
wide range of Reynolds numbers (Re = [0.5,5] million) and
angles of attack (±22.5◦), providing a diverse set of aero-
dynamic conditions. A total of 1505 unique airfoil shapes
were sourced from the UIUC database and combined with
randomly sampled freestream conditions to create the train-
ing inputs. The RANS solutions were computed using the
Spalart-Allmaras (SA) turbulence model, a widely used one-
equation model for industrial applications. The computations
were carried out with OpenFOAM, an open-source CFD soft-
ware.

The first dataset is a regular dataset (Regular), which con-
tains 220,000 images with a data size of (6, 128, 128). The six
channels in each image represent: the initial velocity along the
x-axis (channel 1), the initial velocity along the y-axis (chan-
nel 2), the airfoil mask (channel 3), pressure (channel 4), ve-
locity along the x-axis (channel 5), and velocity along the y-
axis (channel 6). The primary task of our approach is to train
the model to correctly predict the pressure, x-axis velocity, and
y-axis velocity based on the first three channels. The second
dataset is an augmented dataset (Shear), which also consists
of 220,000 images. It is generated by shearing the wing shape
along the center axis by ±15 degrees to expand the shape space
seen by the network, providing a richer variety of inputs. The
final dataset is a small subset of the regular dataset (Subset),
containing 6,000 images. This subset is introduced to better
assess the model’s generalization ability when trained with a
limited amount of data.

The test set comprises 90 images, which do not appear in
the training data and remain unseen during all stages prior to
the testing phase. The Reynolds number distribution in the
test set spans a wide range, from [2.04× 106 to 2.00× 107],
encompassing 30 different airfoil types. All the datasets used
in this study are publicly available26,27.

2. Configuration

We employ the DiT (Scalable Diffusion Models with
Transformers18) model as backbone for AeroDiT and adopt

https://github.com/AI4SciFoundation/DiT4Science
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the same encoder and decoder models as in16. We use three
configs: DiT-B, DiT-L and DiT-XL. Initially, we train two sep-
arate VAE-based encoder-decoder models for 100 epochs:

• Condition encoder-decoder: Input is a tensor of shape
(3, 128, 128), where the channels represent initial x-
velocity, initial y-velocity, and the airfoil mask.

• Function space encoder-decoder: Input is a tensor of
shape (3, 128, 128), with channels representing pres-
sure, x-velocity, and y-velocity.

After training, the conditional encoder is retained as the en-
coder, and the spatial decoder is retained as the decoder. The
trained encoder and decoder are used to train the DiT model
for 2,500,000 iterations. The experimental results are pre-
sented as the average of three random tests. During the test-
ing phase, unless otherwise specified, the number of sampling
steps is set to 100, and the model performance is evaluated us-
ing the L2 norm error between the predicted and ground truth.

B. Results and Discussion

Table I summarizes the prediction results of the model us-
ing different DiT backbones. In experiments conducted on
the annotated dataset, the best predicted L2 errors were con-
sistently below 0.105, 0.025, and 0.055, respectively, across
all test cases.

Figure 3 presents the performance of the DiT-L/2 model
trained on the Regular dataset for three different airfoil config-
urations, corresponding to Reynolds numbers of 2.04× 106,
1.06× 107, and 2.00× 107, representing the minimum, me-
dian, and maximum Reynolds numbers in the test set. Ad-
ditionally, the differences between the predicted and ground-
truth values are visualized. The discrepancies between pre-
dictions and ground truth are minimal and nearly indistin-
guishable to the naked eye. Furthermore, the model’s perfor-
mance remains consistently reliable across both high and low
Reynolds numbers, with negligible variation.

We provide more specific details on the model training pro-
cess. Figure 4a illustrates the distribution of Reynolds num-
bers in the test set, which are uniformly distributed over a wide
range from 2× 106 to 2× 107. Figure 4b shows the varia-
tion of the experimental loss with the number of training iter-
ations for the backbone network, revealing that the loss stabi-
lizes after approximately 5×105 iterations. Finally, Figure 4c
demonstrates that the model’s performance on the test domain
becomes stable after more than 2×105 training iterations.

Figure 4d evaluates the model’s performance with varying
sampling steps during testing. Notably, we observe that the
prediction accuracy stabilizes after more than three sampling
steps. At this point, the time required to predict a single in-
stance is reduced to a matter of seconds, allowing our method
to perform near-real-time predictions on the test set.

Training resource consumption. All experiments were
conducted on an NVIDIA RTX 6000 GPU. Table II compares
different model types of DiT (DiT-XL/2, DiT-L/2, DiT-B/2)

in terms of GPU memory usage, total number of parameters
and training speed (training steps per second). As the model
size decreases (from DiT-XL/2 to DiT-B/2), the GPU memory
usage significantly drops, while the training speed increases.

C. Case Study

To evaluate the performance of AeroDiTs, we evaluated
their performance by comparing predictions against CFD
benchmarks across various airfoil geometries and Reynolds
numbers, as shown in Table III. Note that the selected airfoils
and Reynolds numbers belong to the target domain, distinct
from the source domain used for training. This ensures that
the evaluation accurately reflects the model’s ability to gener-
alize to unseen conditions. The chosen test cases are designed
to assess the model’s generalization across a variety of airfoil
shapes and a wide range of Reynolds numbers (2.04–20.00
million), which are representative of the complex turbulent
flows encountered in real-world applications.

Figure 5 shows the normalized pressure and velocity field
obtained by AeroDiTs and the CFD of the Drela AG09 airfoil
at Re = 4.04×106. Qualitatively, the predictions of AeroDiTs
are in good agreement with CFD results. For the pressure
field, the maximum absolute error of the prediction result is
around 0.09, while for the velocity field in both directions,
the corresponding prediction error does not exceed 0.010 and
0.041. It can be found that the positions with the largest pre-
diction errors all occur on the airfoil surface. Therefore, in
order to quantitatively assess the prediction error, we give the
flow field results along the airfoil surface, as shown in Figure
6. Overall, the longitudinal velocity along the airfoil surface
is best predicted, with some differences in surface pressure
and transverse velocity, but the overall trends of the curves
are consistent.

In test case 2, the airfoil is changed to AH 63-K-127/24
and the Reynolds number is increased to 9.11×106. The nor-
malized flow field of AeroDiTs and CFD in this case is given
in Figure 7. Counterintuitively, the AeroDiTs predict better
in this case compared to test case 1. The absolute errors of
predictions are almost less than 0.075, 0.020 and 0.045 for
pressure and velocity fields. Furthermore, Figure 8 gives the
results of surface pressure and velocities. It can be seen that
the overall curve match is also much better. One possible rea-
son is that the training dataset contains more values around
Re = 4.04× 109, making the model predictions more consis-
tent with origin CFD results.

Finally, the airfoil is selected to be EPPLER 59 and the
Reynolds number is increased to Re = 1.21× 107. The com-
parison results of flow field and airfoil surface parameters are
given in Figure 9 and Figure 10, respectively. From the pre-
diction results, especially the airfoil surface parameters, the
model under this test case does not perform well enough.
There may be two reasons for this result. On the one hand,
there are not enough cases of high Reynolds numbers in the
training dataset. On the other hand, the flow field characteris-
tics change drastically during the change of Reynolds number
from the order of millions to the order of ten million. It may
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TABLE I: L2 Error of Airfoil Flow Simulations Across Multiple Datasets.

DiT-B/2 DiT-L/2 DiT-XL/2
Dataset p ux uy p ux uy p ux uy
Subset 0.1927±0.23% 0.0262±0.02% 0.0865±0.03% 0.1989±0.42% 0.0285±0.14% 0.0909±0.33% 0.1935±0.13% 0.0271±0.07% 0.0884±0.05%

Shear 0.2000±0.39% 0.0470±0.22% 0.1120±0.30% 0.1964±0.19% 0.0458±0.13% 0.1116±0.08% 0.1864±0.76% 0.0415±0.24% 0.0105±0.37%

Regular 0.1065±0.58% 0.0251±0.22% 0.0547±0.22% 0.1041±0.54% 0.0250±0.23% 0.0537±0.34% 0.1103±0.26% 0.0278±0.22% 0.0578±0.31%

FIG. 3: Visualization of input data (Airfoil geometry,initial horizontal Velocity, initial parallel velocity), prediction (Pressure
Field, velocity X, velocity Y) and the corresponding ground truth.

(a) Reynolds number distribution
in the test set

(b) Training loss convergence
curve (DiT-L/2).

(c) Error rate of p,ux,uy (DiT L/2). (d) p,ux,uy and testing time w.r.t
sampling steps (DiT-L/2)

FIG. 4: Further studies on AeroDiT training and inference process.

TABLE II: Training resource consumption.

Model Type Parameters GPU Memory Usage Training Steps/Sec
DiT-XL/2 673,774,880 21,265 MiB 7.79
DiT-L/2 456,898,592 14,037 MiB 10.89
DiT-B/2 129,609,248 5,535 MiB 23.67

be possible to deal with this problem by adding more high
Reynolds number data to the training dataset or by introduc-
ing physical equations to the neural networks.

TABLE III: Configuration of the airfoil and Reynolds
number in the test case.

Test Case Airfoil Reynolds Number
1 Drela AG09 4.04×106

2 AH 63-K-127/24 9.11×106

3 EPPLER 59 1.21×107

V. DISCUSSION

This study demonstrates the significant potential of the
Diffusion Transformer in improving airflow simulations for
high Reynolds number airfoil flows. We evaluated AeroDiT



AeroDiT 8

FIG. 5: Normalized flow field of Drela AG09 airfoil at
Re = 4.04×106.

FIG. 6: Comparison of surface pressure and velocities of
Drela AG09 airfoil at Re = 4.04×106.

FIG. 7: Normalized flow field of AH 63-K-127/24 airfoil at
Re = 9.11×106

FIG. 8: Comparison of surface pressure and velocities of
Drela AG09 airfoil at Re = 9.11×106

FIG. 9: Normalized flow field of EPPLER 59 airfoil at
Re = 1.21×107.

FIG. 10: Comparison of surface pressure and velocities of
EPPLER 59 airfoil at Re = 1.2×107.

against traditional CFD results using three distinct airfoil
types and Reynolds numbers ranging from 2 million to 20 mil-
lion, which were not included in the training dataset.

For the Drela AG09 airfoil at a Reynolds number of 4.04×
106, AeroDiT showed strong agreement with CFD, with a
maximum absolute error of approximately 0.02 in the pres-
sure field and no more than 0.06 in the velocity field. In a
more challenging test case with the AH 63-K-127/24 airfoil at
a Reynolds number of 9.11× 106, AeroDiT performed even
better, with nearly all errors in the pressure and velocity fields
remaining below 0.02. However, for the EPPLER 59 airfoil at
a Reynolds number of 1.21× 107, performance was less sat-
isfactory, likely due to the scarcity of high Reynolds number
cases in the training dataset and the significant changes in flow
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field characteristics at this scale.
These findings highlight the effectiveness of DiT in gener-

alizing across different airfoil shapes and Reynolds numbers,
particularly in complex turbulence scenarios common in en-
gineering applications. The study underscores the promise of
integrating deep learning with traditional CFD methods, of-
fering a novel approach to address long-standing challenges
in accurately simulating airfoil flows.

Future directions could involve expanding the training
dataset to include a broader range of high Reynolds number
scenarios and incorporating physical laws into the learning
process to enhance the model’s robustness and accuracy in
more complex flow fields. Further research will also focus
on developing domain generalization techniques28,29 based
on varying Reynolds numbers. By incorporating precise
Reynolds numbers as conditional inputs, we aim to further
improve the predictive performance of the framework.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study introduces AeroDiT, a novel framework that ap-
plies Diffusion Transformers to make real-time, accurate flow
field predictions. By leveraging DiTs’ ability to learn condi-
tional distributions p(x|Ψ), AeroDiT achieves reliable pre-
dictions of pressure and velocity fields, with average L2 er-
rors of 0.1 for pressure (p) and 0.03 and 0.05 for velocity
components (ux, uy), respectively. The results demonstrate the
model’s ability to generalize across a broad range of Reynolds
numbers (2.04×106 to 2.00×107) and diverse airfoil geome-
tries. In test cases involving the Drela AG09 and AH 63-
K-127/24 airfoils, AeroDiT shows excellent agreement with
CFD benchmarks, with prediction errors for pressure and ve-
locity fields consistently below 0.02, even under challenging
conditions.

Notably, AeroDiT exhibits strong performance in near-real-
time scenarios, with the sampling steps converging to stable
predictions within seconds. The transformer-based architec-
ture significantly reduces computational costs, making high
Reynolds number aerodynamic simulations more feasible for
real-time applications. However, in cases involving extreme
Reynolds numbers (> 1.2 × 107), the model’s performance
shows some limitations, likely due to the scarcity of corre-
sponding training data and the drastic changes in flow field
characteristics at these scales.

These findings highlight AeroDiT’s potential to bridge the
gap between computational efficiency and predictive accuracy
in CFD simulations. Future work should focus on enriching
the training dataset with higher Reynolds number scenarios
and incorporating physical constraints to improve model per-
formance in complex turbulence regimes. Such integration
would represent a critical step in advancing the capabilities
of machine learning models for aerodynamics and other engi-
neering applications.
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