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Abstract

We study a specific type of atomic Higgsings of the 6d N = (1, 0) theories, which we call

the induced flows. For the conformal matter theory associated with a pair of nilpotent orbits,

the induced flows are given by the inductions of the orbits. We also consider the induced flows

for the orbi-instanton theories (as well as some little string theories) that are associated with the

homomorphisms from the discrete subgroups of SU(2) to E8. This gives a physical definition of

the inductions among these discrete homomorphisms, analogous to the inductions of the nilpotent

orbits. We analyze the Higgs branch dimensions, the monotonicity of the Weyl anomalies (or the

2-group structure constants for LSTs) and the brane pictures under the induced flows.
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1 Introduction and Summary

The concept of the renormalization group (RG) flows is always an intriguing topic when studying

the quantum field theories. Physically, it is crucial for understanding how physical quantities would

evolve across different energy scales, revealing fixed points that could possibly correspond to critical

phenomena and phase transitions. In higher dimensions, when the theories have sufficiently many

supersymmetries, the moduli spaces parametrized by the vacuum expectation values (VEVs) would

acquire rich structures. Mathematically, this boils down to the study of geometric singularities (with

a certain structure imposed by the amount of supersymmetry) and their stratifications.

Let us first recall the existing literature that studies the Higgs branch of 6d SCFTs using M-/F-

theory that precedes our previous paper [1]. The approach of using the nilpotent VEVs and the flat E8

connections to systematically study the 6d RG flows were initiated in [2] and systematically pursued

in [3–5] for conformal matter theories (whose understanding from both F-theory and M-theory [6]

proves to be crucial in this analysis). Moreover, the orbi-instanton theories were investigated in [7–10].

Using this approach, the change of the anomalies along the (1, 0) RG flows was studied in [11–14]. On
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top of these algebraically encoded RG flows, [15] provided many ingredients towards a more complete

classification, with an eye of incorporating tensor branch flows.

In our previous paper [1], we studied the Higgs branches for any given 6d superconformal field

theories (SCFTs) with at least N = (1, 0). Our study is based on the classification of 6d SCFTs [2,16],

using F-theory [17–19]. The step-by-step minimal Higgsings, which we call atomic Higgsings, can be

performed on the generalized quivers of the 6d theories. With our algorithm, we can produce the full

Hasse diagrams that encoding the partial orderings of the 6d theories under the RG flows, which also

coincide with the partial orderings of the leaf structures of the corresponding symplectic singularities.

More concretely, our atomic Higgsings include the following (non-exclusive) types:

(i) Atomic nilpotent VEV Higgsings: For any non-abelian flavour symmetry, we can turn on its

minimal nilpotent orbit. The residual unbroken flavour symmetry is the commutant of Im(ρ) in

gC, where ρ is the homomorphism from sl(2,C) to gC corresponding to the minimal nilpotent

orbit in light of the Jacobson-Morozov theorem. The transverse slice would be the closure of this

minimal nilpotent orbit

(ii) Atomic plateau Higgsings: Such a Higgsing is triggered by the semisimple part of the flavour

symmetry. This happens when there is a chain of −n curves (or alternating −1 and −4 curves)

all with non-trivial fibre decorations.

(iii) Atomic combo Higgsings: This is the case where neither of the above two cases can be performed

individually. However, a simultaneous step of reducing the gauge algebras and blowing down

the −1 curves is possible. It is conjectured that the transverse slice is always of quaternionic

dimension 1.

(iv) Atomic endpoint-changing Higgsings: This type of the Higgs branch RG flows would change the

Dirac pairings of the BPS strings. For (2, 0) theories, it could be triggered by a VEV of the (1, 0)

hypermultiplet in the (2, 0) tensor multiplet. This amounts to the complex deformation of the

geometric singularity and the separation of the NS5 branes in the Type II setting. For theories

with T-brane VEVs, the generalized quiver would split into multiple pieces. If there is a plateau,

it would become two (or more) plateaux. If the theory is associated with a pair of nilpotent

orbits, the resulting IR theory would be determined by their induced orbits.

Readers are referred to [1] for more details on how to perform these atomic Higgsings.

In particular, the Higgsings of types (i) and (ii) can be systematically understood via their F-theory

descriptions [3, 15]. The Higgsings of type (iii) can be understood on a case-by-case basis by the F-

theory descriptions as classified in [1]. However, the Higgsings of type (iv) are more involved. Except

for a few families of theories, a more systematic and efficient approach to determine all the RG flows

is still required. So far, the most general way is to perform a brute-force search for all the possible

IR theories based on the compatibility of the 6d tensor branch descriptions and the monotonicity

of certain quantities along RG flows. In this paper, we shall study the endpoint-changing flows for

theories associated with nilpotent orbits and/or discrete homomorphisms in a more systematic manner.

These two families of theories admit M-theory constructions, which will prove crucial in our analysis:

M5-branes probing the transverse Kleinian singularity for conformal matter theories, and the whole

system placed in the worldvolume of an extra M9-brane for orbi-instanton theories.

We should also mention another perspective in the study of Higgsing the 6d supersymmetric the-

ories, namely the magnetic quivers [20–23]1. The statement is that the Higgs branch of a 6d theory,

1The magnetic quivers have been extensively studied recently with a vast range of literature. Therefore, it is impossible

3



as an equality of the moduli spaces, is the same as the Coulomb branch (or more precisely, moduli

space of dressed monopole operators) [24, 25] of a 3d N = 4 magnetic quiver2. The decay and fission

algorithm of the unitary magnetic quivers provides a systematic way to Higgs the theories with 8

supercharges in higher dimensions [30, 31]. More recently, this was extended to orthosymplectic mag-

netic quivers in [1,32]. When the magnetic quivers are known, the decay and fission algorithm gives a

straightforward method that allows us to cross check the algorithm using the generalized quivers with

the F-theory descriptions. More importantly, this tells us what the elementary transverse slices are in

most cases. Nevertheless, there are many 6d theories whose corresponding magnetic quivers are not

known. In these cases, we can still apply the algorithm via the F-theory descriptions as in [1], either

for those associated with classical Lie algebras/groups or for those that are exceptional.

As aforementioned, we continue our previous study on the atomic Higgsings in this paper, with a

focus on the theories associated with nilpotent orbits and/or discrete homomorphisms. In particular,

we shall mainly discuss the flows that are closely related to the concept of inductions. Hence, we shall

refer to them as the induced flows. For the induced flows, many of them belong to the endpoint-

changing Higgsings, but there are also cases that are either plateau Higgsings or combo Higgsings. For

a given theory, there are two boundary conditions with certain induction data that we are interested in.

Therefore, we shall focus on the long quivers here so that the two sides are not correlated. Specifically,

we demand the number of tensor multiplets are sufficient large, so that at least one tensor multiplet

in the UV theory is completely unaffected by the nilpotent VEV or discrete holonomy both from the

left and from the right3.

Induced flows can be systematically understood via their M-theory description. Recall that confor-

mal matter theories are engineered via the M-theory picture with M5-branes on Kleinian singularities.

An induced flow is then given by the following two simultaneous operations in the transverse space

C2/Γg×R⊥. The M5-branes are separated into two stacks along a direction perpendicular to R⊥, and

a complex structure deformation is performed on the singularity so that it would split into two pieces,

whose new position should overlap with each of the newly-created M5 brane stack for atomic-ness.

However, a fine print called “T-brane” data [33] (i.e., nilpotent VEV of the flavour symmetry) has

to be added to the M-theory picture. Specifically, tracking how the VEV changes along this separating

move precisely requires us to consider induction of nilpotent orbits (specifying the “boundary condi-

tion” in the F-theory description). In other words, when there is an induced flow from the UV theory

T
(
OUV

)
to the IR theory T

(
OIR

)
, the orbit OUV is induced from the orbit OIR. Many details of the

nilpotent orbits, as well as their inductions, are reviewed in Appendix A.

Having the above M-theoretic understanding of the induced flows of the conformal matter theories,

it is natural to attempt a generalization by incorporating an M9-brane into the picture to turn it into

an orbi-instanton theory, or add two M9-branes to turn it into an E8×E8 heterotic little string theory

(LST) [34]. Now, the boundary condition (of the F-theoretic generalized quiver) on the M9 side is

no longer given by a nilpotent orbit, but instead a flat E8 holonomy in the asymptotic infinity S3/Γ

that is topologically non-trivial. Such holonomies are known to be classified by the topological class

to cite all them, and we only mention a few relevant ones here. Interested readers are referred to the references in these
papers as well.

2Mathematically, the Coulomb branches have been rigorously defined following the Braverman-Finkelberg-Nakajima
construction [26–29].

3Let us expound more on this point. Given a short quiver, say associated with a pair of boundary conditions (B1,B2),
it could be possible that there exists another pair of boundary conditions (B′

1,B′
2) that give the same generalized quiver,

and the quiver is not short with respect to (B′
1,B′

2). The induced flows would follow from the inductions for
(
B′
1,B′

2

)
.

If the generalized quiver is always short regardless of such degenerations, then we have not found any induced flows
for these “too short” quivers. We consider induced flows for short quiver theories as the last missing piece towards
completely understanding the Higgsings of all 6D conformal matter theories and orbi-instanton theories.
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of homomorphisms from Γ to E8 [6].

For the discrete homomorphisms Hom(Γ, E8), where Γ is a finite SU(2) subgroup following the

McKay correspondence, the full classifications are only known for the A-type cases, namely the cyclic

groups. For the other cases, some partial results can be found in [35]. In [8], it was proposed that each

discrete homomorphism corresponds to a distinct orbi-instanton theory (if we fix the nilpotent orbit

side). This would then give physical classifications of the discrete homomorphisms.

One of the results of our paper is to introduce the inductions of the discrete homomorphisms in

this physical sense. When there is an atomic Higgsing from a UV orbi-instanton theory to an IR

orbi-instanton theory (which could have either one or multiple components) following our algorithm

introduced in [1], we say that the associated homomorphism αIR induces the homomorphism αUV. Of

course, the mathematical rigour (e.g. existence and uniqueness of this induction map) and a geometric

meaning would still be desired. The physical definition of such inductions can also be phrased using

the class of the little string theories that are associated with a pair of discrete homomorphisms, which

would then admit induced flows.

Conventions Let us clarify some conventions used in this paper. In the literature, the Hasse dia-

grams could be plotted in two different ways where the processes of the Higgsings could either go from

the top to the bottom or from the bottom to the top. The Higgsings in this paper would go from the

top to the bottom.

For the classical cases where the orbits can be labelled by certain partitions, we shall sometimes

use the word “rows” for its entries and the word “columns” for the entries in its transpose for brevity.

Moreover, the key ingredient in the inductions would be the Levi subalgebras. Often, a Levi subalgebra

l of a (semisimple) Lie algebra g can be decomposed into l = s⊕ a, where s (resp. a) is the semisimple

(resp. abelian) part. In our discussions, we shall always omit the abelian part, i.e., the factors of gl(1),

since it has a trivial contribution. Physically, they correspond to the free hypers that generate the

smooth part of the moduli space.

For the (symplectic) geometry, an important quantity would be the dimension. In the literature,

one might use either the complex dimension or the quaternionic dimension. Here, we would keep

the subscripts in the expressions, namely dimC and dimH, if it might cause any confusions. When

mentioning the dimensions in words, we would also write the word “quaternionic” (resp. “complex”)

explicitly for the quaternionic (resp. complex) dimensions when necessary.

For convenience, we shall use (. . . )⊗ to indicate the same legs adjacent to a curve in the generalized

quiver. We shall also use ⟨. . . ⟩⊗ to denote the repeated pattern in the curve configuration. For instance,

so(8)

4 (1 [SO(8)])⊗3 = [SO(8)] 1
so(8)

4
1

[SO(8)]

1 [SO(8)] (1.1)

and

[SO(8)] 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗2

[SO(8)] = [SO(8)] 1
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 1 [SO(8)]. (1.2)

Moreover, we write sp(n) = cn, and likewise for the Lie groups.

Organization of the paper The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In §2, we analyze the

induced flows of the 6d (1, 0) theories that flows to (2, 0) theories, in which the notion of the induced

nilpotent orbits plays a central role. After presenting some unitary theories as a warm-up to illustrate

our idea, we proceed to applying our idea to more general cases including the DE-type conformal
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matters and the (1, 0) theories with DE-type Dirac pairings. This requires using the formalism of

the induced nilpotent orbits in its full generality. In §3, we analyze the induced flows of the orbi-

instanton SCFTs, where the physical idea of atomic induced flows motivates us to introduce the

mathematical notion of the induced discrete homomorphisms in parallel to the induced nilpotent

orbits. This analysis generalizes to a class of little string theories, for which we need to introduce a

pair of discrete homomorphisms into E8. In §4, we shall verify the a-monotonicity for all the induced

flows between conformal matter theories of A-types and D-types, supporting the validity of these flows.

In addition, we have a few technical appendices to supplement our results. In Appendix A, we give

a concise review of nilpotent orbits and their inductions. In Appendix B, we make an explicit list of

the nilpotent orbit inductions from g×gl(1) to e6, where g is any non-abelian Lie algebra of rank 5, for

all possible g-orbits. In Appendix C, we comment on the 3d N = 4 magnetic quivers for some D-type

orbi-instanton theories in our discussions.

2 Flows via Induced Orbits

In this section, we identify a large family of atomic RG flows in 6d SCFTs. Specifically, we consider

the induced flows among the conformal matter theories with pairs of (OL,OR) nilpotent deformations.

We first give an M-theory understanding of the induced flows for the conformal matter theories.

For the most generic case, three operations are performed simultaneously in the transverse space

C2/Γg × R⊥:

1. The stack of M5-branes are separated into two stacks, along a direction that is perpendicular to

R⊥ (thus within C2/Γg).

2. A complex structure deformation is performed so that C2/Γg → C2/Γl1 ⊕ C2/Γl2 , where the

direction of R⊥ is held fixed.

• A special sub-case is that the M5-brane move is trivial (i.e., no M5 separation) and the

complex structure deformation only reduces the rank of the McKay dual gauge group by 1.

In this case, we always get an induced flow that is also a combo flow.

3. When an orbit Og in the Lie algebra g is associated to the UV theory, the resulting orbit for the

IR theory is given by Ol in the Levi subalgebra l of g such that

Og = Indgl (Ol) . (2.1)

The orbit Ol can be written as Ol1 ⊕· · ·⊕Oln with l = l1⊕· · ·⊕ ln. For an atomic flow, the Levi

subalgebra can be obtained by removing one node in the Dynkin diagram of the Lie algebra g.

Under this set of moves, an atomic flow would take place whenever the VEV of the UV theory precisely

produces the VEV in the IR theory after these operations. This is the case only when the induction

condition (2.1) holds for both the left orbit and the right orbit. An illustration can be found in Figure

2.1. We remark that, to obtain a Higgs branch flow, we cannot move the M5-branes apart from each

other along the R⊥ direction. Otherwise, we would get a tensor branch flow.

We can also give a description in Type IIB with k NS5-branes probing C2/Γ singularities. Here, an

A-type discrete subgroup Zk ⊂ SU(2) would give a theory that is dual to the “A-type conformal matter

theory” above while a DE-type discrete subgroup Γ of SU(2) would produce a theory with DE-type

Dirac pairing to be discussed in §2.4. Here, on the F-theory tensor branch, there are k 7-branes located
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C2/ΓD5

(k1 + k2) M5

C2/ΓA3

k1 M5

k2 M5

C2/ΓA1

Induced

Higgs

branch

flow

Tensor branch

⊔

OL = OR = Indd5a3⊕a1

([
14
]
⊕
[
12
])

=
[
32, 14

]

C2/ΓD5

1
2
M5 1

2
M5

1
2
M5

1
2
M5

ablask; djfdjkdjfall; aksejf︸ ︷︷ ︸
(k1 + k2 − 2) pairs of 1

2 M5

Induced

Higgs

branch

flow

via

tensor

branch

description

C2/ΓA3

k2 M5

C2/ΓA1

⊔
ablask; skdjfa; lskdjfall; aksejf︸ ︷︷ ︸

k1 M5

ablask; djfa; lsaksejf︸ ︷︷ ︸

description

Tensor branch

description

M5 M5

C2/ΓD4
C2/ΓD4

Figure 2.1: Illustration of the M-theory interpretation of an induced flow. On the left, we have the
strong coupling point of an induced flow. The IR theory is a disjoint union of two theories, constructed
by M5-branes probingA3 andA1 Kleinian singularities. The UV theory takes all the M5-branes probing
a D-type Kleinian singularity, with the nilpotent VEVs induced from the trivial nilpotent orbits in the
IR to get an atomic RG flow. On the right, we have the full tensor branch description of this atomic
RG flow. Only in the UV theory, the M5-branes are fractionated into half M5-branes. The effect of
O = [32, 14] on each side is to shrink the outermost pair of half M5-branes and reduce the singularity
type in the next segment from C2/ΓD5

to C2/ΓD4
.

at each resolution divisor. Again, the following three steps happen simultaneously (where the third

step of the induced VEV is completely field-theoretic, so it does not depend on the string frame):

1. We split of the NS5-branes that give rise to the gauge symmetry on the tensor branch of the UV

theory such that the “7-brane gauge rank” is reduced by 1.

2. We perform a complex structure deformation on the base C2/Γ. To get an atomic flow, we

need the position of each of the 7-brane gauge rank to match one of the complex structure

deformations:

• If the complex structure deformation is trivial, then we get a plateau Higgsing or a combo

Higgsing.

• If the complex structure deformation is non-trivial, then we get an endpoint-changing flow,

which results in a reducible theory in the sense that it has multiple components.

3. When an orbit Og in the Lie algebra g is associated to the UV theory, the resulting orbit for the

IR theory is given by Ol in the Levi subalgebra l of g such that

Og = Indgl (Ol) . (2.2)

The orbit Ol can be written as Ol1 ⊕· · ·⊕Oln with l = l1⊕· · ·⊕ ln. For an atomic flow, the Levi

subalgebra can be obtained by removing one node in the Dynkin diagram of the Lie algebra g.

Based on [3], the codimension of the Higgs branches and the codimension of the corresponding

nilpotent orbits should satisfy

codimH2

(
H1
)
= codimOL,1

(
OL,2

)
+ codimOR,1

(
OR,2

)
, (2.3)
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where codimA(B) = dimC(A) − dimC(B) and Hi denotes the Higgs branch of the theory associated

with the orbit pair
(
OL,i,OR,i

)
. Now, take the theory with H1 to be the one associated with the

maximal orbit pair in the Lie algebra g. In other words, OL,1 and OR,1 are both the principal/regular

orbits Oprin. For such a theory, its atomic induced flow would always give the maximal orbit pair in

the Levi subalgebra l. By directly computing the dimensions of the two Higgs branches, we find that

codimH1
g

(
H1

l

)
= dimC

(
H1

g

)
− dimC

(
H1

l

)
= 2. (2.4)

In the language of [1], we found that

For g′ × gl(1), a Levi subalgebra of g (i.e., rk(g)− rk(g′) = 1), a (g, g) conformal theory with a

pair of principal nilpotent nilpotent OL = OR = Og,prin is always related to a (g′, g′) conformal

matter theory with OL = OR = Og′,prin by an atomic combo flow.

Moreover, for induced orbits, we have

codiml (Ol) = codimg (Og) , (2.5)

where we have still used Og to denote the nilpotent orbit in g induced from Ol in the Levi subalgebra

l. Since the complex dimension of the principal orbit is equal to the dimension of the Lie algebra minus

the rank of the Lie algebra and since rank(g) = rank(l), we have

codimOl,prin
(Ol) = codimOg,prin

(Og). (2.6)

Therefore, following (2.4), we get

dimC
(
H2

g

)
− dimC

(
H1

g

)
− dimC

(
H2

l

)
+ dimC

(
H1

l

)

=codimOL,2
g

(
OL,2

g

)
− codimOL,2

l

(
OL,2

l

)
+ codimOR,1

g

(
OR,2

g

)
− codimOR,1

l

(
OR,2

l

)

=0. (2.7)

Recall that we have associated H1 with the pair of principal orbits. Due to (2.5), we have

dimC
(
H2

g

)
− dimC

(
H2

l

)
= 2. (2.8)

In other words, the transverse slice of an atomic induced flow is always of quaternionic dimension 1.

Here, let us mention some specific nilpotent orbits and their physical implications:

• The zero/trivial orbit, as the name suggests, is the smallest orbit 0 in the Lie algebra. It

corresponds to the partition [1n] for the classical case, and the Bala-Carter (BC) is simply 0 (for

both the classical and the exceptional cases). The corresponding theory would always have the

trivial VEV on the zero orbit side. Therefore, if both sides have the zero orbits, this is often the

starting UV theory.

• The principal/regular orbit is the largest nilpotent orbit in the Lie algebra. As a result, its

closure is the nilpotent cone. The theory has the largest VEV turned on when the corresponding

side is the principal orbit. Therefore, if both sides have the principal orbits, the theory often

appears as the bottom IR theory in the nilpotent hierarchy.
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• An orbit is called a Richardson orbit if it can be induced from some zero orbit. Therefore, a

theory corresponds to the Richardson orbits can have an induced flow to a theory without any

VEVs in a smaller algebra (namely, the Levi subalgebra).

• When an orbit cannot be induced from any other orbits, it is called a rigid orbit. Therefore, a

theory associated with a rigid orbit does not admit any induced flows.

Before proceeding to more specific discussions, we want to comment on the relation between our

physical setup and that in [36], an earlier instance where the notion of the induced nilpotent orbits was

introduced to study strongly coupled QFTs in the high energy theory literature. The physical setup

in [36] is class S theories, where a nilpotent orbit labels a puncture on the Riemann surface involved

in the 6d-to-4d compactification. The class S theory is then compactified on an S1 to give a 3d N = 4

theory T ρ[g], which is not weakly coupled in general. There, the inductions of the nilpotent orbits are

used to track the puncture data under mass deformations as a 3d Coulomb branch operation.

2.1 Warm-Up: A-Type Theories

To motivate our discussions, we will start by a special family of cases with an Ak-type (2,0) theory

base with su(ni) paired gauge symmetry. The flavour number Nf
i for each tensor multiplet is subject

to the condition

2ni = ni−1 + ni+1 +Nf
i . (2.9)

When ni are the same for all i (say n), this theory admits an engineering of n NS5-branes probing

a C2/Zk+1 singularity. A general case where ni are not necessarily the same can also be understood

based on the previous construction with an extra pair of T-brane deformation
(
OL,OR

)
[3, 33, 37].

Specifically, the theory (where we have left the flavour symmetries implicit)

su(n1)

2
su(n2)

2 . . .
su(nk−1)

2
su(nk)

2 (2.10)

corresponds to the partitions pL,R of an integer N such that we have a plateau of maximal gauge

symmetries su(N) in the middle. The conjugate partitions are given by their transposes:

(
pL
)T

=
[(
pL1
)T

, . . . ,
(
pLkL

)T]
,
(
pR
)T

=
[(
pR1
)T

, . . . ,
(
pRkR

)T]
. (2.11)

Then to the left of the plateau that contains nL tensors, we have

ni =

i∑

j=1

(
pLj
)T

, (2.12)

and likewise for the gauge ranks for the tensors to the right of the plateau.

Suppose that OL is induced from OL
l = OL,1 ⊕OL,2 (and likewise for OR). Then we can have the

following atomic induced flows:

T
(
OL,OR

)
→ T (OL,1,OR,1) ⊔ T (OL,2,OR,2) . (2.13)

The total number of curves/tensor multiplets is reduced by 1 after such an atomic induced flow. If N

is even and the Levi subalgebra is l = sl(N/2)⊕ sl(N/2), there could be another possible set of atomic

induced flows:

T
(
OL,OR

)
→ T (OL,1,OR,2) ⊔ T (OL,2,OR,1) . (2.14)

9



In general, one can take a Levi subalgebra which is a direct sum of more than two simple Lie algebras.

However, this would correspond to multiple steps of atomic Higgsings. For an atomic flow, there can

be at most two components in the Levi subalgebra. In terms of the Dynkin diagram of sl(N), any

choice of a possible Levi subalgebra with an atomic induced flow is given by removing a node in the

Dynkin diagram. Therefore, one can also remove the node on one of the two ends. The IR theory

under this flow would only have one component4. In other words, OL
l = OL,1 and OR

l = OR,1. In this

case, the total number of curves/tensor multiplets is not changed.

Example Let us illustrate this with an example. Consider the theory

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(6)

2
[Nf=1]

su(6)

2 . . .
su(6)

2
su(6)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]︸ ︷︷ ︸

L

. (2.15)

This corresponds to the pair of nilpotent orbits ([3, 2, 1], [3, 2, 1]) in sl(6). The transpose rT of r =

[3, 2, 1] is still [3, 2, 1]. There are three possibilities of splitting rT = sT ⊔ tT:

• When sT = [3] and tT = [2, 1], we have s = [13] and t = [2, 1]. Therefore, we have the following

induced flows:

(2.15) →
su(3)

2
[SU(3)]

su(3)

2 . . .
su(3)

2
su(3)

2
[SU(3)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

K

⊔
su(2)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2 . . .
su(3)

2
su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(2)

2
[Nf=1]︸ ︷︷ ︸

L−K−1

,

(2.16)

(2.15) →
su(3)

2
[SU(3)]

su(3)

2 . . .
su(3)

2
su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(2)

2
[Nf=1]︸ ︷︷ ︸

K

⊔
su(2)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2 . . .
su(3)

2
su(3)

2
[SU(3)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

L−K−1

.

(2.17)

• When sT = [3, 1] and tT = [2], we have s = [2, 12] and t = [12]. Therefore, we have the following

induced flows:

(2.15) →
su(3)

2
[SU(2)]

su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 . . .
su(4)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2
[SU(2)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

K

⊔
su(2)

2
[SU(2)]

su(2)

2 . . .
su(2)

2
su(2)

2
[SU(2)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

L−K−1

.

(2.18)

• When sT = [3, 2] and tT = [1], we have s = [22, 1] and t = [1]. This means that the Levi

subalgebra is taken to be l = sl(5). Therefore, we have the following induced flows:

(2.15) →
su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[SU(2)]

su(5)

2 . . .
su(5)

2
su(5)

2
[SU(2)]

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]︸ ︷︷ ︸

L

. (2.19)

2.1.1 A-Type Induced Flows via Unitary Magnetic Quivers

In terms of the magnetic quivers, an atomic induced flow could either correspond to a decay or

correspond to a fission. With the help of the magnetic quivers, we can also read off the elementary

transverse slices for the induced flows. In most cases, the Levi subalgebra has two components. This

4The gl(1) part in the Levi subalgebra gives the trivial contribution with a smooth part generated by the free hypers.
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would give the fission of the magnetic quiver. The transverse slice would be the Kleinian singularity A1

(resp. the non-normal slice m) when the two magnetic quivers after fission are the same (resp. different)

[30,31].

If the Levi subalgebra is sl(N − 1), then this corresponds to the decay of the magnetic quiver. The

transverse slice would be the Kleinian singularity Ab+1. Here, b is the balance of the intersecting node

of the three legs in the magnetic quiver. If the two nilpotent orbits are p = [pn1
1 , . . . ] and q = [qm1

1 , . . . ],

then the balance b is given by

b = (N − p1) + (N − q1) + (L+ 1)− 2N = L+ 1− p1 − q1, (2.20)

where L is the total number of curves. In other words, the transverse slice is AL+2−p1−q1 .

Example As an example, the magnetic quiver for the theory in (2.15) is

L + 1

11 3 6 3 . (2.21)

The possible atomic induced flows are listed in Table 2.1.

s
(
OL

s ,OR
s

)
Magnetic quiver Slice

2A2

(
[13], [13]

)
&([2, 1], [2, 1])

K + 1

11 2 3 2

L − K

1 3 1

⊗

m

2A2

(
[13], [2, 1]

)
&
(
[2, 1], [13]

)
K + 1

1 2 3 1

L − K

1 3 2

⊗

1




A1, K = L−1

2

m, otherwise

A3 +A1

(
[2, 12], [2, 12]

)
&
(
[12], [12]

)
K + 1

1 2 4 2

L − K

1 2 1

⊗

1 m

A5

(
[22, 1]

)

L + 1

1 3 5 3 1 A2L−3

Table 2.1: The atomic induced flows for the theory in (2.15) whose magnetic quiver is given in (2.21).

We list the magnetic quivers for the IR theories and the transverse slices, along with the associated

Levi subalgebras and nilpotent orbit pairs.

2.1.2 A-Type Induced Flows via D7-Branes

Following [4, 38], it could also be helpful to illustrate the procedure of an induced flow using the 7-

branes. Instead of Higgsing a UV theory, let us take the reverse. We shall consider a pair of child

theories (or a single child theory in certain cases) that would compose the full IR theory and think of

the UV theory that could produce the IR theory via an induced flow. Of course, there will be a caveat

we need to be careful about when taking this reversed process, which we will comment on shortly.

In general, consider two theories with bases of type Ami (2, 0) theory and fibres SU(ki), where

11



i = 1, 2. On their tensor branches, we can view the fibre configuration on each curve as ki 7-branes

without any VEV. In other words, we have the zero orbits
[
1ki
]
in sl(ki).

Starting with some IR theory, the choice of the candidate UV theory is not unique. Here, we

pick the combination with base type Am1+m2+1 (as can be understood from the deformation of the

Kleinian singularity or the dual M5-brane counting) and gauge symmetry SU(k1 + k2) (as from the

7-brane counting). In particular, we take the zero orbit
[
1k1+k2

]
in sl(k1 + k2). Indeed, the stack

of k1 + k2 7-branes can be separated into a stack of k1 7-branes and another stack of k2 7-branes.

Each stack would coincide with one of the two singularities of type Ami
that comes from the complex

structure deformation. However, we should be careful as such a flow is not atomic.

The reason is as follows. It is possible to find an intermediate theory by turning on some non-trivial

nilpotent VEV in the UV theory as a nilpotent orbit inside sl(k1 + k2) before reducing to the trivial

orbits in sl(k1)⊕sl(k2). There is a natural candidate. We can turn on some VEV parametrized by some

2× 2 Jordan blocks, each of which can be described by an open string connecting a pair of D7-branes

(with no pair of strings sharing an endpoint) following [4]. Then we could separate each pair of such

D7-branes into the two stacks when performing the flow. Therefore, the VEV is not visible in the IR

theory. We can at most have min(k1, k2) of such string junctions, i.e., a VEV of
[
2k1 , 1k2−k1

]
. The

Higgs branch would indeed change by quaternionic dimension 1. An example is illustrated in Figure

2.2.

⊔

Figure 2.2: An illustration of the 7-brane picture. We have used different colours to indicate the stacks
the 7-branes belong to in the IR theory. The flow from the leftmost one with [15] to the rightmost one
with [13] ⊕ [12] is not atomic. The atomic Higgsings would go through [2, 13] and then [22, 1] before
reaching the atomic induced flow.

More generally, given a 7-brane configuration of an A-type orbit, we can get the induction data,

namely the corresponding orbits under the induced flows as follows. For simplicity, we say that the

7-branes connected by open strings live in the same bucket. Then for the ith 7-brane in each bicket,

we paint it with the colour i. Now, to get the atomic induced flows, we always separate the 7-branes

into at most two components. The 7-branes (in different buckets) with the same colour should always

belong to the same component. In each component, the 7-branes which were in the same bucket

are connected by open strings one after another, following the order the colours i. Notice that if a

7-brane of colour j and a 7-brane of colour j + k that were in the same bucket are now in the same

component but all the 7-branes of colours j +1, . . . , j + k− 1 previously in the same bucket are not in

this component, we should also connect the 7-branes of colours j and j + k with an open string. This

procedure directly follows from the previous discussions on splitting the partitions via their transposes.

The last step in Figure 2.2 provides such as example. We also illustrate this with a further example

of the orbits appeared in the induced flows for the theory (2.15) in Figure 2.3.

The 7-brane picture gives a nice interpretation of the A-type nilpotent orbits and their induction

data. Nevertheless, a complete understanding via the 7-branes for the full theories under the induced

flows similar to the analysis in [4] would still require future investigations.

2.1.3 Plateau Higgsings vs Endpoint-Changing Flows

Before delving into the general cases other than the A-types, let us make the best possible use of the

simplest A-type cases by emphasizing the distinction between two types of the atomic flows. Their

12



⊔

⊔

Figure 2.3: In the starting orbit [3, 2, 1], we have three buckets with 7-branes of numbers 3, 2 and 1
respectively. The first (second, resp. third) 7-brane in each bucket is coloured blue (red, resp. orange).
In the top case, the blue ones are in the same component while the red and orange ones are in the
other component. As there was a red 7-brane and an orange 7-brane in the same bucket, we connect
them with an open string. Therefore, we have the orbit [13] ⊕ [2, 1]. In the middle case, for the first
component, there was a blue 7-brane and an orange 7-brane in the same bucket, so we connect them
with an open string as the red one is now in the other component. This yields the orbit [2, 12]⊕ [12]. In
the bottom case, the two open strings again come from connecting the 7-branes that were in the same
buckets. We have omitted the component with only one single 7-brane in the picture. The resulting
orbit is [22, 1].

similarity is that we are decomposing the gauge group on the tensor branch, but the difference is

whether we change the Dirac pairing at the same time.

The plateau Higgsing This is the one where we do not change the Dirac pairing. An atomic

plateau Higgsing would look like

[SU(k − 1)]
su(k)

2
su(k+1)

2
[Nf=1]

su(k+1)

2 . . .
su(k+1)

2
su(k+1)

2
[Nf=1]

su(k)

2 [SU(k − 1)]

−→[SU(k)]
su(k)

2
su(k)

2
su(k)

2 . . .
su(k)

2
su(k)

2
su(k)

2 [SU(k)].

(2.22)

In particular, the UV theory is associated with the orbits
(
[2, 1k−1], [2, 1k−1]

)
. After the induced flow,

we get the zero orbits
(
[1k, 1k]

)
. Such Higgsings can be thought of as giving VEVs to the delocalized

U(1) flavour symmetries that span across all the −2 curves with su(k+1) gauge symmetries as in [39],

which we leave implicit in our tensor branch descriptions.

One can understand this induced flow as getting a reducible IR theory consisting of one strongly

coupled SCFT, and one with only a collection of hypermultiplets that is weakly coupled. This corre-

sponds to the gl(1) part in the Levi subalgebra. The 2k− 2 weakly coupled (or effectively free) hypers

generate the moduli space H2k−2 (up to some discrete factors). It is conventional that the dimension

counting excludes the smooth part, and the transverse slice is the Kleinian singularity as stated above.

The endpoint-changing flow In contrary, if we also perform a non-trivial complex structure defor-

mation of the F-theory base (i.e., changing the Dirac pairing) accompanying the change of the gauge

symmetries, we would get an endpoint-changing transition. Some simple examples were given in §2.1.
As a more complicated example, we have

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
su(7)

2
[Nf=1]

su(8)

2
[SU(2)]

su(7)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

−→
su(2)

2
su(4)

2
[SU(4)]

su(2)

2 ⊔
su(3)

2
[SU(2)]

su(4)

2
[SU(2)]

su(3)

2
[SU(2)]

. (2.23)

The orbit [4, 3, 1] in sl(8) on either of the two sides is induced from [22]⊕ [2, 12] in sl(4)⊕ sl(2). The

transverse slice is m here. In general, the slice would be either A1 or m.
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2.2 D-Type Conformal Matter Theories

In this section, we shall handle the case where the Dm+k conformal matter theory turns into a Dm

conformal matter theory and an A-type theory with gauge algebra su(k) (tautologically known as the

“Ak−1 conformal matter theory”). The number of tensor multiplets can be obtained by demanding

the conservation of the total number of (half) M5-branes. By examining the long quiver theories and

focusing on one end at a time, we have two cases to consider. One is the integer M5 case (described

by O6− in Type IIA) where the unHiggsed flavour symmetry is decomposed from SO(2m + 2k) to

SO(2m) × SU(k). The other is the half-integer M5 case (described by O6+ in Type IIA) where the

flavour symmetry is decomposed from Sp(m+ k − 4) to Sp(m− 4)× SU(k).

In both cases, the induction of orbits can be obtained by the following algorithm based on [40,

Theorem 7.3.3] (which is also reviewed in Appendix A.1). Denote by Od an orbit in sl(l) and Of an

orbit in g′ of BCD-type. Then they would induce an orbit in the Lie algebra in g which is of the same

type as g′. Define the partition p = [p1, . . . , pN ] such that

pi = 2di + fi. (2.24)

Then the nilpotent orbit in g induced from Od ⊕Of is given by the partition pX, where the subscript

X denotes the X-collapse of p (with X = B,C,D). See Appendix A.1 for more details.

Now, starting from a UV theory associated with a pair of orbits
(
OL,OR

)
. It can be Higgsed to

an IR theory whose components are given by the induction data
(
OL

sl(l),OR
sl(l)

)
and

(
OL

g′ ,OR
g′

)
. In

terms of the Dynkin diagram of g, this can again be understood as removing one node from it.

A D-type endpoint-changing flow Here, we recall an example that was brought up in our

previous paper [1]. This is the (D6, D6) conformal matter theory with a pair of nilpotent VEVs(
[5, 3, 14], [32, 16]

)
so(12)

:

[SU(2)× SU(2)]
so(8)

3
sp(1)

1
so(11)

4
sp(2)

1
so(12)

4 . . .
so(12)

4
sp(2)

1
so(10)

4 1 [SO(6)], (2.25)

Then we have an atomic flow to the following IR theory:

[SU(2)× SU(2)× SU(2)]
so(8)

3 1
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 . . .
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 1 [SO(8)]

⊔ 2
su(2)

2
[Nf=1]

su(2)

2
su(2)

2 . . .
su(2)

2
su(2)

2 [SU(2)].
(2.26)

The two components are given by the pairs of nilpotent VEVs
(
[22, 14], [18]

)
so(8)

and
(
[2], [12]

)
sl(2)

respectively.

A D-type combo flow We now consider another D-type example which does not involve splitting

the M5-branes, but we only perform a complex structure deformation on the Kleinian singularity of

type D4 to that of type A3. We also pick the trivial nilpotent orbits
(
[14], [14]

)
su(4)

for the IR theory,

which induces the nilpotent orbits of
(
[24], [24]

)
so(8)

in the UV theory. Take the number of M5-branes

to be 5, we obtain the following RG flow5:

[Sp(1)×Sp(1)]
so(7)

3 1
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 1
so(7)

3 1 [Sp(1)×Sp(1)] −→ [SU(4)]
su(4)

2
su(4)

2
su(4)

2 [SU(4)]

(2.27)

5Analogous to the delocalized U(1) symmetries studied in [39], we are tempted to identify this flow as triggered by a
VEV of the Z2 delocalized discrete symmetry.
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This flow represents a general phenomenon: an atomic flow that does not change the endpoint config-

uration (that is, neither between two A-type Kleinian singularities nor between two D-type Kleinian

singularities) reproduces a combo flow, which was introduced in our first paper [1] only by the F-theory

consideration.

Here, we have omitted the labels I and II for the very even nilpotent orbits for simplicity. How

they can be distinguished under inductions are reviewed in Appendix A.1. As pointed out in [41], the

Higgs branch of the conformal matter theory with the pair
(
OI,OI

)
or
(
OII,OII

)
is different from the

one with
(
OI,OII

)
. As one of them would have more generators, it is tempting to conjecture that both

of the cases would have the induced flows while they would differ by some other (non-induced) flows.

A C-type example We may also consider a C-type example by considering a generalized quiver

with an end being a −4-curve. The flavour symmetry is thus of the C-type. It is sufficient that

we analyze one end at a time, so the analysis applies no matter whether both ends have the C-type

flavour symmetries, or only one end has a C-type flavour symmetry while the other end has an A-

type flavour symmetry. For instance, consider the following “(C4, C4) conformal matter” with VEVs(
[32, 12], [32, 12]

)
sp(4)

:

[Sp(1)]
so(12)

4
sp(3)

1
so(16)

4
sp(4)

1
so(16)

4 . . .
so(16)

4
sp(4)

1
so(16)

4
sp(3)

1
so(12)

4 [Sp(1)]. (2.28)

Then we have an atomic flow to the following IR theory:

[Sp(2)]
so(12)

4
sp(2)

1
so(12)

4 . . .
so(12)

4
sp(2)

1
so(12)

4 [Sp(2)]

⊔ [SU(2)]
su(2)

2
su(2)

2
su(2)

2
su(2)

2 . . .
su(2)

2
su(2)

2 [SU(2)].

(2.29)

Both of them are given by the zero orbits, that is,
(
[14], [14]

)
sp(2)

and
(
[12], [12]

)
sl(2)

.

2.2.1 D-Type Induced Flows via Orthosymplectic Magnetic Quivers

For D-type conformal matter theories, it is also possible to obtain the magnetic quivers (for those

associated with the special orbits) via the Type IIA brane constructions [12, 23]. This would pos-

sibly involve negatively charged branes. After the Hanany-Witten transitions, one can read off the

orthosymplectic magnetic quivers.

The induced flows should then also correspond to the decays and fissions of the orthosymplectic

magnetic quivers as in [1,32]. This is similar to the A-type cases as discussed in §2.1.1. The transverse
slice would still be of quaternionic dimension 1 although what the singularity would be is not clear.

For the quiver fission, the resulting IR theory would generically have one orthosymplectic quiver and

one unitary quiver. For the quiver decay6, we find that given a UV orthosymplectic magnetic quiver

Qosp, the atomic induced flow simply takes it to a unitary quiver Qu with all the orthosymplectic

nodes changed to the unitary ones, but with the ranks remaining the same.

This induced flow would then require further verification due to the following reason. In terms of

quiver subtractions, as the ranks of the nodes in Qosp and Qu are completely the same, it is tempting

to subtract both quivers by the same unitary magnetic quiver slices (which is well-established for Qu).

The magnetic quiver Qosp (resp. Qu) would eventually be reduced to a single c1 (resp. U(1)) node.

6In [32], such Higgsings are classified as a special type of the quiver fission, dubbed unitarizations. Since the same
type of the induced Higgsings appears in the unitary quiver decay as discussed above and since there is still one single
component in the descendant theory, we shall simply refer to it as the quiver decay to ease our terminology. Nevertheless,
the manipulations on the magnetic quivers from the induced Higgsings should be clear regardless of the terminologies.
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Therefore, it could be possible that the Coulomb branches of Qosp and Qu would only differ by a

smooth part. However, we conjecture that this is not the case. In other words, there is indeed a

Higgsing from Qosp to Qu. This is supported by the following example. In fact, very recently, the

validity of such Higgsings was also argued in [32], and such processes were called unitarizations therein.

Example Let us consider the magnetic quiver7

cn

d1d1 c2 d3 c2

∧2

. (2.30)

This is the formal (D3, D3) conformal matter theory8 with the orbit pair
(
[22, 12], [22, 12]

)
so(6)

. In

fact, [22, 12]so(6) is the D-collapse of the partition [23]. Our claim is that there is an atomic induced

Higgsing to the magnetic quiver

n

1 2 3 2 1 , (2.31)

which is the A-type theory with the orbit pair
(
[13], [13]

)
sl(3)

. As we can see, the orthosymplectic

nodes are changed to the unitary ones while the ranks remain the same. Now, we would like to verify

that this is indeed a valid Higgsing.

Since so(6) ∼= sl(4), we can see that the orbit [22, 12]so(6) is the same as the orbit [2, 12]sl(4).

Therefore, it is natural to expect that the magnetic quiver in (2.30) has the same Coulomb branch as

n

1 2 4 2 1 (2.32)

does. This unitary magnetic quiver is of A-type with the orbit pair
(
[2, 12], [2, 12]

)
sl(4)

. One way to

check that the two Coulomb branches do coincide is to compute their Hilbert series9. For instance, for

the unitary magnetic quiver, we have

n = 4 : HS = 1 + 11t2 + 16t3 + 82t4 + 184t5 + 612t6 + 1408t7 + 3970t8 + 9104t9 + 22775t10 + . . . ,

(2.33)

n = 5 : HS = 1 + 9t2 + 10t3 + 57t4 + 102t5 + 338t6 + 680t7 + 1836t8 + 3770t9 + 9032t10 + . . . .

(2.34)

However, in the orthosymplectic magnetic quiver, the c2 nodes are underbalanced, rendering the Hilbert

series more difficult to compute. One way to circumvent this is to compute their parent theories,

namely those associated with the pairs of the zero orbits. If these two Coulomb branches coincide,

their descendant theories would also have the same symplectic singularities. For
(
[14], [14]

)
sl(4)

, we

7The orbits and the corresponding building legs in the magnetic quivers also appear in [32] in the examples of the
class S theories. This indicates that such legs would satisfy the desired decay process. Nevertheless, for completeness of
our argument, we shall further check this in the “conformal matter” examples using the Hilbert series.

8This is formal in the sense that there would be gauge algebras with negative ranks. Nevertheless, we could still
study the Coulomb branch of this magnetic quiver, which should be well-defined from the checks here.

9There are also various cases studied in [42] where the unitary and orthosymplectic magnetic quivers have such an
IR duality.
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have

n

2 3 4 3 21 1 . (2.35)

For
(
[16], [16]

)
so(6)

, we have

cn

d1d2 c2 d3 c2

∧2

d1 c1 d1c2 . (2.36)

We have checked their Hilbert series perturbatively, and indeed they coincide:

n = 2 : HS = 1 + 63t2 + 2023t4 + 43428t6 + 696086t8 + 8860325t10 + 93249581t12

+ 835269497t14 + 6509509030t16 + 44911956047t18 + 278222007609t20 + . . . ,
(2.37)

n = 3 : HS = 1 + 31t2 + 32t3 + 498t4 + 992t5 + 6089t6 + 15936t7 + 64733t8 + 183264t9

+ 609515t10 + 1714464t11 + 5082602t12 + 13803200t13 + 37821944t14

+ 98383936t15 + 253774372t16 + 631890752t17 + 1550380645t18

+ 3703236224t19 + 8699985237t20 + . . . ,

(2.38)

n = 4 : HS = 1 + 31t2 + 530t4 + 6512t6 + 63978t8 + 531846t10 + 3872310t12 + 25264380t14

+ 150100185t16 + 821730608t18 + 4183040471t20 + . . . ,
(2.39)

n = 5 : HS = 1 + 31t2 + 498t4 + 32t5 + 5520t6 + 992t7 + 47437t8 + 15936t9 + 337403t10

+ 176672t11 + 2074757t12 + 1519008t13 + 11389466t14 + 10801536t15

+ 57203082t16 + 66205280t17 + 267780472t18 + 360084768t19 + 1184061853t20 + . . . .

(2.40)

As a result, the magnetic quivers in (2.30) and in (2.32) have the same Coulomb branch. In this special

case, since the unitary magnetic quiver is known, we can even tell the transverse slice when Higgsing

to (2.31). It is the Kleinian singularity An−3.

2.2.2 D-Type Induced Flows via (p, q) 7-Branes

Let us also make a brief comment on the 7-brane pictures for the D-type cases. In short, the basic idea

is that we start with a stack of (half) 7-branes with an O7−, and the open strings stretched among the

branes give the corresponding nilpotent orbit. Then we move some of the half 7-branes far away such

that they would not be affected by the orientifold and hence recombine into full 7-branes. As a result,

there would be two parts of the whole brane system, one with the orientifold giving the nilpotent orbit

of D-type and the other giving the nilpotent orbit of A-type.

Again, this would have an easier construction if we take the reverse. For instance, by taking two

half 7-branes (and their mirror images) with an orientifold, we would get the orbit [14]so(4). Now, let

us introduce two full 7-branes from infinity, which corresponds to the orbit [12]sl(2). They would split

into half 7-branes due to the orientifold. This would then give rise to the orbit [18]so(8). However,

similar to what we have discussed for the A-type cases in §2.1.2, this is not an atomic induced flow.

One has to have several atomic Higgsings to reach the orbit [42]I,IIso(8) before getting [14]so(4) ⊕ [12]sl(2).

In general, the 7-brane pictures for the D-type cases would be more involved. If we would like to

mimic the process for the A-type cases, then we should consider the LS duals instead of just taking
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the transposes, and this method would only work for the special cases. Of course, the way to obtain

the induction data that we have mentioned above and also in Appendix A.1 would work for both the

special and the non-special orbits. This would require taking the D-collapses. It could be realized in

the 7-brane systems by temporarily ignoring the orientifolds and treating the systems as if they were

the A-type cases. Then we can perform the nilpotent Higgsings as in [4] to get the partitions whose

even parts would have even multiplicities. Nevertheless, a systematic approach using the 7-branes is

still yet to be completed, and we plan to investigate this in our future works.

2.3 E-type Conformal Matter Theories

Let us first explain how to handle the induced flows for the E-type cases. For such cases, the magnetic

quivers are often not known, and the 7-brane picture would be more involved. Nevertheless, we shall

see that our method based on the induced orbits would still work.

A technical difference from the AD-type flows is that the nilpotent orbits of the exceptional types

are no longer labelled by partitions of integers, but we have to use a more abstract notion of the Bala-

Carter labels. In this formalism, the treatment of the induced nilpotent orbits is not as systematic as

in the algorithms in the AD-type cases above. Nonetheless, it is possible to give an exhaustive list of

the induced orbits as there are finitely of them. The result in [43] is such that, for each induced orbit

in g, we are provided with the rigid induction data.

For our purpose, we need an atomic induction. In other words, given an orbit Og in g induced from

an orbit Ol in the Levi subalgebra l. There does not exist a distinct orbit Ol′ in some Levi subalgebra

l′ such that

Og = Indgl (Ol) = Indgl′
(
Indl

′

l (Ol)
)
. (2.41)

Put differently, this indicates the transitivity of the induced orbits. Any induced flow can be decom-

posed into multiple steps of atomic induced Higgsings.

Therefore, we can translate the rigid induction data in [43] into the atomic inductions for a given

Lie algebra g by performing this process reversely. Starting from a rigid orbit, one can step by step

find the orbit that it induces in the larger Levi algebra. Eventually, this would lead to the atomic

induction data. In Appendix B, we give the full list of the atomic induction data for the case of g = e6.

The E6 case Let us illustrate this with a few examples for the E6 case. Consider the (E6, E6)

conformal matter of rank 3, where the right orbit is always taken to be 2A1. In particular, we have an

induction from so(10) to e6. The atomic induced flow would give
[
110
]
so(10)

for the orbit 2A1.

If the left orbit is D5(a1) (which is a special orbit), then the atomic induced flow gives rise to the

orbit [42, 12]so(10) (which is a special orbit):

su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(2)

2 [SO(7)] −→
su(3)

3 1
so(10)

4
[Sp(1)]

sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1 [SO(10)]. (2.42)

If we take the left orbit to be A5 (which is a non-special orbit), then the atomic induced flow gives rise

to the orbit [5, 22, 1]so(10) (which is a non-special orbit):

[Sp(1)]
g2

3 1
f4
5 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(2)

2 [SO(7)]
g2

3 1
so(9)

4
[Nf=1/2]

sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1 [SO(10)]. (2.43)

In the following examples, we will fix the left orbit to be D5(a1), and the right orbit always to be some

orbit (atomically) induced from the zero orbit in some Levi subalgebra.
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Next, let us examine the orbits induced from sl(6). We take the right orbit to be A2 whose

atomic induced flow gives [16]sl(6). For the left orbit D5(a1), the atomic induced flow yields the orbit

[3, 2, 1]sl(6). Therefore, we have an atomic flow

su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6
1

[SU(3)]

1 [SU(3)] −→ [Nf = 1]
su(3)

2
su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(6)

2 [SU(7)]. (2.44)

We remark that, the IR theories in the flows (2.42) and (2.44) both come from the same E-type theory,

each via a different induced flow of quaternionic dimension 1. The fact that they cannot flow to each

other can be seen from the geometry by comparing “the rightmost −2-curve before blowing up the

base”. The gauge algebras are so(10) over the −4-curve and su(6) over the −2-curve, which are not

contained in one another.

Then we move on to the induced flows of E6 to the Levi subalgebra with multiple non-abelian

summands. Here, we increase the length of the UV theory to a (E6, E6) conformal matter of rank 5

with 7 M5-branes. We put 3 of the M5-branes on C2/Z2 and the 4 remaining M5-branes on C2/Z5 in

the IR theory.

This results in the induction data for sl(2)⊕ sl(5). The zero orbit [12]⊕ [15] induces A2 + 2A1 in

e6. Here, the orbit D5(a1) can be induced from the orbit of [2]⊕ [22, 1]. Therefore, we get the atomic

induced flow

su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
4 [U(2)]

−→ 2
su(2)

2 [G2] ⊔ [Nf = 1]
su(3)

2
su(5)

2
[SU(2)]

su(5)

2 [SU(5)].

(2.45)

The same orbit D5(a1) can also be induced from the orbit [12] ⊕ [3, 12], giving an alternative atomic

induced flow:

su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
4 [U(2)]

−→ [SU(2)]
su(2)

2
su(2)

2 [SU(2)] ⊔ [SU(2)]
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
su(5)

2 [SU(6)].

(2.46)

In both cases, the quaternionic dimensions of the Higgs branches go down from 28 to 27, indeed

producing 1-dimensional flows.

There is one more induction from a direct sum of three non-abelian summands, sl(2)⊕sl(3)⊕sl(3).

For example, the orbit D5(a1) can be induced from the orbit of [12] ⊕ [13] ⊕ [3]. On the right hand

side, we have a triplet of zero orbits inducing D4(a1). Physically, this means that we have a theory

with 8 M5-branes, which then splits into three components with the numbers of M5-branes equal to

2, 2 and 4 respectively. This would then give

su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
so(8)

4

−→ [SO(7)]
su(2)

2 ⊔ [SU(6)]
su(3)

2 ⊔ 2
su(2)

2
su(3)

2 [SU(4)].

(2.47)

This flow has quaternionic dimension going down from 25 to 24, which is again reduced by 1. It is

worth noting that triple splitting removes 1 quaternionic dimension here, whereas such triple splitting

would remove 2 quaternionic dimensions for a (2, 0) theory.

Alternatively, we could consider the same splitting pattern for the singularities and the VEVs.
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Since the M5-branes only split into two pieces, we would have a third stack of M5-branes that is not

paired with any singularity:

su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
so(8)

4 (2.48)

−→ [SU(3)]
su(3)

2
su(3)

2
su(3)

2 [SU(3)] ⊔ 2
su(2)

2
su(3)

2 [SU(4)] ⊔ 4 free hypers. (2.49)

As the 4 hypers would only give the smooth part in the Higgs branch, we shall often omit this, and

the induced flow is still an atomic flow.

The E7 and E8 cases After treating all the induced orbits in e6, we now consider some examples

of the induced orbits in e7 and e8. We take the (E6, E6) conformal matter theory with orbit pair

(D5(a1), A2)e6 , whose relevant induced orbits in E7 and E8 can be determined as:

Inde7e6(D5(a1)) = E6(a1), Inde7e6(A2) = D4(a1) +A1.

Inde8e7(E6(a1)) = E8(a4), Inde8e7(D4(a1) +A1) = D6(a1).
(2.50)

For instance, when the left and right orbits are E8(a4) and D6(a1) in e8 respectively, we have the

atomic induced flow to the (E7, E7) conformal matter theory of rank 3 with orbit pair (E6(a1), D4(a1)+

A1)e7 :

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
f4
5 1

g2

3
su(2)

2 2 1
e7
8
1

[SU(2)]

1 [SU(2)]

−→
su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(2)

2
so(7)

3
su(2)

2 1
e7
7
1

[SU(2)]

1 [SU(2)].

(2.51)

We can further take the atomic induced Higgsing to reach

su(3)

3 1
e6
6

[U(1)]
1

su(2)

2
so(7)

3
su(2)

2 1
e7
7
1

[SU(2)]

1 [SU(2)]

−→
su(3)

3 1
e6
5

[U(1)]
1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6
1

[SU(3)]

1 [SU(3)].

(2.52)

Therefore, we recover the (E6, E6) conformal matter theory with orbit pair (D5(a1), A2)e6 which

was encountered above. In particular, we have seen that this can be further Higgsed to the A5 theory

with orbit pair ([3, 2, 1], [16])sl(6). In particular, [16]sl(6) is the rigid orbit that induces D6(a1) in e8 as

listed in [43], which confirms the above sequence of the atomic induced flows.

Non-simply-laced flavours Now, we move on to the induced flows involving non-simply laced

flavour symmetries. From the M-theory picture, all of these induced flows can be seen as the following

two steps happening simultaneously:

• A DE-type Kleinian singularity splits into a DE-type Kleinian singularity and an A-type Kleinian

singularity (and possibly another A-type Kleinian singularity). Here, at least one E-type singu-

larity should be involved, otherwise it is essentially covered in the C-type example in the previous

subsection.

• A stack of q + m M5-branes splits into q MS5-branes probing the DE-type singularity, and m
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M5-branes probing the A-type singularity. Here q ∈ Q but q ̸∈ Z, and m ∈ Z in the presence of

the A-type Kleinian singularity.

As is usually the case for exceptional type Lie algebras, there is a finite list of cases on a single side

that we would encounter:

• Higgsing from E6 to D5, where an SU(3) flavour symmetry at 1/2 frozen flux is reduced to Sp(1);

• Higgsing from E7 to D6, where an SO(7) flavour symmetry at 1/2 frozen flux is reduced to Sp(2);

• Higgsing from E8 to D7, where an F4 flavour symmetry at 1/2 frozen flux is reduced to Sp(3);

• Higgsing from E7 to E6, where an SO(7) flavour symmetry is reduced to SU(3) at flux 1/2;

• Higgsing from E8 to E7, where an F4 flavour symmetry is reduced to SO(7) at flux 1/2, and a

G2 flavour symmetry is reduced to SU(2) at flux ±1/3.

There are two more cases, where we have a trivial flavour symmetry in the IR, both from an SU(2)

flavour symmetry in the UV. They come from E7 to E6 at flux ±1/3, and E8 to E7 at flux ±1/4.

In general, the conformal matter theory can have such truncations on both sides, leading to more

possible patterns. As an example, we first examine the D5 theory with two and a half M5-branes, with

the zero nilpotent orbit on the SO(10) side and the principal nilpotent orbit on the Sp(1) side:

so(9)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1 [SO(10)]. (2.53)

This theory can be reached by an induced flow from an E6-type theory, with the orbit 2A1 on the E6

flavour side and the (principal) orbit [3] on the SU(3) side:

f4
5 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(2)

2 [SO(7)] −→
so(9)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1 [SO(10)]. (2.54)

As another example, we consider the E7 theory with 1/3+ 1+1/2 = 11/6 M5-branes, with the C3

flux −1/3 on the one end and 1/2 on the other end. It has the zero orbits on both sides:

[SU(2)] 1
e7
8 1

su(2)

2
so(7)

3
su(2)

2 1
e7
8 1

su(2)

2 [SO(7)]. (2.55)

This theory can be obtained via an induced flow from an (E8, E8) conformal matter theory (aka “the

(G2, F4) conformal matter theory of rank 11/6”):

e8
9 1 2

su(2)

2
g2

3 1
f4
5 1

g2

3
su(2)

2 2 1
e8
11 1

su(1)

2
su(2)

2 [G2]. (2.56)

−→[SU(2)] 1
e7
8 1

su(2)

2
so(7)

3
su(2)

2 1
e7
8 1

su(2)

2 [SO(7)]. (2.57)

The UV theory is associated with the orbit G2(a1) in G2 and the orbit Ã2 in F4. To see that the

leftmost end is compatible on the tensor branch (where one might naively find a contradiction), note

that the e8 gauge symmetry is distinct in that such a gauge symmetry on a curve of self-intersection

−n has the number of E-strings equal to Ne = 12− n. In other words, we should read it as

e8
9 = (1)⊗3

e8
(12), (2.58)

in which way it is not hard to see the compatibility on the tensor branch.
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By M-/F-theory duality, on the M-theory tensor branch, the reduced flavour symmetry can be

described as a “frozen singularity”, i.e., M-theory on C2/Γ with
∫
S3/Γ

C3 = n
d . See [44] for a study

of frozen singularities across M-/F-theory duality, and [45] for a more recent study giving an explicit

map from an unfrozen singularity to a frozen one.

The Z3 centre-flavour symmetry and induced flows We conclude the discussions on the

E-type conformal matter theories with some specific examples in the induced flows from (E6, E6)-type

conformal matter theories to “(A5, A5)-type conformal matter theories”, where there is a common Z3

candidate centre-flavour symmetry that one can track along the RG flow.

Following [46], the theories in the SU(6) nilpotent hierarchy preserving a Z3 centre-flavour symmetry

is specified by looking for the partitions of 6 where all parts have multiplicities that is divisible by 3.

Therefore, we have two options:

O ∈
{[

16
]
sl(6)

,
[
23
]
sl(6)

}
. (2.59)

Now, we look for their induced orbits in E6 and their corresponding theories in the IR under a single

VEV:

Inde6sl(6)
([
16
])

= A2 : [SU(3)] 1
e6
6
1

[SU(3)]

1
su(3)

3 1
e6
6 . . . [E6], (2.60)

Inde6sl(6)
([
23
])

= D4 :
su(3)

3 1
e6
6
1

[SU(3)]

1
su(3)

3 1
e6
6 . . . [E6]. (2.61)

Both of these theories admit a flavour symmetry (SU(3) × E6)/Z3 with a Z3 diagonal quotient [46].

In addition, there is a Z3 1-form symmetry coming from the linear combination of the Z3 centre of the

individual gauge symmetries on the tensor branch [47]. Choosing a suitable number of M5-branes and

a pair of such orbits, we can obtain an induced flow:

su(3)

3 1
e6
6
1

[SU(3)]

1
su(3)

3 1
e6
6
1

[SU(3)]

1 [SU(3)] −→
su(3)

2
su(6)

2
[SU(3)]

su(6)

2 [SU(6)], ∆dH = 1, (2.62)

where the Higgs branch quaternionic dimension is reduced from 31 to 30. It would be very interesting

to carefully track the behaviour of various Z3 symmetries along the RG flow.

2.4 DE-Type Dirac Pairings

Up till now, we have been focusing on the cases with A-type Dirac pairings. In the rest of this section,

we give examples to illustrate the induced flows when the Dirac pairings are of DE-type. As we

explained earlier, such theories admit a Type IIB construction as k NS5-branes probing a Kleinian

singularity of DE-type. The RG flows of such theories has been systemically studied in [48], except for

the flows that change the endpoint configurations which we now treat.

To set up the stage, one simplest example would be the flow of a (2, 0) theory of DE-type, whose

tensor branch description is given by a collection of −2 curves forming an intersection matrix of DE-

type. This is well-known to come from the resolution of the Kleinian singularity of DE-type. Here,

the RG flow can be realized by a complex structure deformation of the Kleinian singularity. Such a

flow always corresponds to removing a single node from the Dynkin diagram, and the resulting theory

might become reducible. For example, we can have the following flow from the (2, 0) theory of type
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D8 to

2

2 2 2 2 2 2 2
−→ 2

2 2 2
⊔

2 2 2.
(2.63)

The resulting (2, 0) theory has two irreducible components of types D4 and A3 respectively. This

corresponds to the Lie algebra branching D8 → D4 ×A3 by removing the node at the position shown

here.

We now proceed to an atomic flow with the same set of base configuration as above, but with a

non-trivial fibre decoration. We start from the M-theory brane picture, where we have the D8-type

Dirac pairing coming from 8 M5-branes placed on top of an OM5-plane (that is, the M-theory uplift

of the ON-orientifold) and a transverse singularity of type C2/Zk. The theory is given by

su(k)

2
su(k)

2
su(2k)

2
su(2k)

2
su(2k)

2
su(2k)

2
su(2k)

2
[SU(k)]

su(k)

2 .
(2.64)

An atomic Higgsing is not possible unless we turn on a VEV inside the SU(k) flavour symmetry10.

Now, we look for a VEV in SU(k) such that the IR theory would admit a further atomic Higgsing

to the following pair of components:

• a stack of 4 M5 with an OM5 and a transverse C2/Zk1
singularity;

• a stack of 4 M5 with no OM5 on a transverse C2/Zk2
singularity.

For concreteness, let us illustrate this with k1 = k2 = 3 (so k = 6). We get

su(3)

2
su(3)

2
su(6)

2
[SU(3)]

su(3)

2
⊔ [SU(3)]

su(3)

2
su(3)

2
su(3)

2 [SU(3)]. (2.65)

As we can see, the D4-type theory carries one SU(3) flavour symmetry with a trivial VEV [13]. In the

second component, the two SU(3) flavour symmetries should be folded into a single SU(3) upon fusing

them with the OM5, which also carries a trivial VEV [13]. Therefore, the UV theory right before the

atomic flow should carry an induced nilpotent VEV of [23]. Therefore, the atomic flow is11

su(6)

2
su(6)

2
su(12)

2
su(12)

2
su(12)

2
[SU(3)]

su(9)

2
su(6)

2
su(3)

2
(2.66)

−→
su(3)

2
su(3)

2
su(6)

2
[SU(3)]

su(3)

2
⊔ [SU(3)]

su(3)

2
su(3)

2
su(3)

2 [SU(3)]. (2.67)

The quaternionic dimension of the UV theory is 26, and the quaternionic dimension of the irreducible

components in the IR are 13 for the one with the D4 Dirac pairing and 12 for the one with the A3

10Comparing this with [48], we take the natural UV theory to be the one that comes from the little string theory
(with gauge ranks arranged according to the affine Dynkin diagram) and decouple the tensor multiplet associated with
the affine node. Such a configuration would have a more natural construction in Type II string theory/M-theory.

11To determine the tensor branch description, a technical approach is to rewind this to the UV configuration where the
rightmost curve also has su(2k) = su(12) gauge algebra with SU(12) flavour symmetry, in which the induced nilpotent
VEV is further made into [43].

23



Dirac pairing12.

Such an atomic flow for a theory with an E-type base is more difficult to identify, especially when

all the irreducible components in the IR are (1, 0) theories. Without aiming at being exhaustive, we

now give a somewhat degenerate example where a (1, 0) theory of E8-type Dirac pairing flows to the

theory with two components. One is a (1, 0) theory with E6-type Dirac pairing, and the other is a

(2, 0) theory of A1-type:

su(9)

2
su(6)

2
su(12)

2
su(18)

2
su(15)

2
su(12)

2
su(9)

2
su(6)

2 [SU(3)]

(2.68)

−→

[SU(3)]
su(6)

2
su(3)

2
su(6)

2
su(9)

2
su(6)

2
su(3)

2

⊔ 2. (2.69)

where the difference of the quaternionic dimension is 1.

3 Flows via Induced Discrete Homomorphisms into E8

Let us now handle another type of “induced” flows involving orbit-instanton theories. They have

a different type of “boundary condition” seen from the generalized quiver description of 6d SCFTs,

where we place the set of M5-branes inside an end-of-the-world M9-brane. Induced flows among such

theories have analogous physics to those discussed in the previous section. However, the mathematical

description will not involve the (induced) nilpotent orbits, but the inductions of the homomorphisms

from the (direct sums of) discrete subgroups of SU(2) into E8.

Specifically, inside the M9-brane, we have a Kleinian singularity C2/Γ placed transverse to the

M5-brane stack. In particular, in the asymptotic boundary S3/Γ, we are allowed to turn on a flat

connection of the E8 bundle living on the worldvolume of the M9, which are mathematically known

to be classified by the discrete homomorphisms of Γ into E8. See [2, 8, 16] for how such a discrete

homomorphism define an SCFT (as a flow from the SCFT with a trivial E8 connection). The theory

is labelled by (µ, α), where µ is a nilpotent orbit inside gΓ (that is, the McKay dual to Γ) and

α ∈ Hom(Γ, E8). Therefore, we shall denote an orbi-instanton theory as T (Γ, µ, α).

Induced flows of the orbi-instanton theories can also be thought of as some analogue of induced flows

of the conformal matter theories. See Figure 3.1 for an illustration of the M-theory understanding of

such an induced flow for the orbi-instanton theory with a single M9 brane, or for the E8×E8 heterotic

LST with two M9-branes, which will be discussed towards the end of this section.

Now, for the orbi-instanton theory, if we only focus on the nilpotent orbit side, then µUV in the

UV theory is induced from µIR (or
⊕
i

µIR
i ) in the IR theory. Even though this situation does not

involve the nilpotent orbits, the atomic RG flow of 6d SCFTs naturally gives a notion of “induction”

on the discrete homomorphism side that is physically expected to have similar structure with the

induction of nilpotent orbits. For example, the 6d SCFTs instruct us to define a “dimension function”

12We remark that the two flows (2.63) and (2.67) both exhibit rich behaviour on the spectrum of the non-invertible
duality defects [49]. Specifically, the automorphism of the quiver is S2 = Z2 for the UV theory and S3 × S2 for the IR
theory, where the S2 in the UV embeds into the S3 component in the IR. This means that we actually get an enrichment
of the non-invertible duality defects into S3-ality defects [50]. It would be interesting to study more implications of such
duality-defect-preserving RG flows.
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([
14
]
⊕
[
12
])

=
[
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]

M9

M9

C2/ΓD5

C2/ΓA3

k1 M5

k2 M5

C2/ΓA1

Induced

Higgs

branch

flow

⊔

M9

M9

αR = Indd5a3⊕a1(1 + 1 + 1 + 1; 1 + 1)

∈ Hom(Dic3, E8)

αL = αR =

Indd5a3⊕a1(1 + 1 + 1 + 1; 1 + 1)

∈ Hom(Dic3, E8)

M9

M9

(k1 + k2) M5(k1 + k2) M5

Figure 3.1: Left: The M-theoretic picture of an induced flow among orbi-instanton theories, which is
parallel to that of conformal matter theories except for the extra M9-brane. Here, the E8 holonomy
data is specified by an “induced discrete homomorphism” from Dic3 to E8, which will be defined in
§3.2 motivated by the physics of the induced flows. Right: An induced flow among heterotic LSTs,
where we put M9-branes on both ends, thus obtaining the Hořava-Witten configuration [51].

of the discrete homomorphisms (see below), which is expected to be preserved along such inductions.

However, there is no immediate (independent) mathematical significance of such induction of discrete

homomorphisms. As an example, this general class of RG flows is expected to incorporate a map from

Hom(Z2, E8)⊕Hom(Z3, E8) to Hom(Z5, E8), where the statement that 2+3 = 5 does not give a clear

hint on how to relate the two homomorphisms.

A qualitative difference from the nilpotent orbit case is as follows. The trivial homomorphism always

induces the trivial homomorphism, but the same is not true for the “maximal” homomorphism. In

fact, even the existence or the well-definedness of the “maximal” homomorphism is not mathematically

clear since the meaning of the partial ordering of such discrete homomorphisms can only be physically

defined by considering the RG flows among SCFTs.

The discussions on the discrete homomorphisms and the induced flows can be split into two cases:

• In the A-type cases, Hom(Zk, E8) is completely classified by Kac [52]. Therefore, in the cases

when we only concern cyclic groups both in the UV and in the IR, the atomic flows instruct us to

write down a clear mathematical notion of the induced discrete homomorphisms. Such meaning

can be exactly shown to reproduce the results from the unitary magnetic quivers [30,31]. It would

be interesting to understand its mathematical meaning from as many perspectives as possible.

• In the DE-type cases where the finite groups are not cyclic groups, an exact analogue of the

A-type classfication is not directly available. However, assuming the physical “definition” via

the Higgsings of the orbi-instanton 6d SCFTs, we may provide a procedure to work out the

embedding. When the orthosymplectic magnetic quivers are known, the induced flows would

reproduce the decay and fission processes in [32].

The dimension function is a major bonus one can get by considering the RG flows, which was

not pursued in [8]. The dimension function of a homomorphism α is defined to be the change of the
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quaternionic dimension of the Higgs branch under the RG flow from the UV orbi-instanton theory

with the trivial discrete homomorphism:

d(T (Γ, µ, α)) := dimH(H(Γ, µ, αtrivial))− dimH(H(Γ, µ, α)), (3.1)

where we have used H(Γ, µ, α) to the denote the Higgs branch of the orbi-instanton theory T (Γ, µ, α).

In particular, this is independent of the nilpotent orbit µ on the other side of the theory.

It turns out that we would always get the trivial discrete homomorphism in the IR theory under

the induced flow from the trivial discrete homomorphisms in the UV theory.

A consequence of this observation is that the dimension function of the discrete homomorphisms

into E8 is preserved along inductions.

Specifically, if α : Γ → E8 is induced from α′ : Γ′ → E8, then we have d(T (Γ, µ, α)) = d(T (Γ, µ, α′)).

This has been observed in all the examples that we have checked, and it is consistent with the decay

and fission algorithm if the magnetic quivers are known13. Therefore, we may simply write d(α) for

the dimension function, and this justifies the well-definedness of the dimension function of a homo-

morphism.

Although the inductions of the discrete homomorphisms are treated in a way that is mathematically

independent of the inductions of the nilpotent orbits, we would still mimic the terminologies of the

nilpotent orbits for the discrete homomorphisms. It is clear that the zero/trivial homomorphisms

coincide with the trivial homomorphisms that send every Γ element to 0 ∈ e8 in the usual sense. We

may also say that a homomorphism is Richardson (resp. rigid) if it can be induced from some trivial

homomorphism (resp. cannot be induced from any other homomorphisms). Although a mathematically

well-defined partial ordering of the discrete homomorphisms is not yet available, the RG flows among

the 6d theories defines a physically motivated partial ordering among these homomorphisms. We

may say that a homomorphism is principal/regular if the corresponding theory is in the bottom IR.

However, notice that it is still not clear whether this is unique or not.

3.1 A-Type Cases

Let us first review the discrete homomorphisms from Zk into E8 and their classification. According to

[52, §8.6], a discrete homomorphism from Zk into G with rank l = rk(G), which is in turn given by a kth

order automorphism σ of G (i.e., σk = 1), is classified by an (l+1)-tuple of integers s = (s0, s1, . . . , sl)

called the Kac label. The order of the automorphism σ is related to s via the weighted sum by the

Coxeter labels a0, a1, . . . , al (with a0 = 1):

k = r

l∑

i=0

aisi. (3.2)

Here, r can be understood as the twist parameter which is the least positive integer such that σr is an

inner automorphism. In other words, there exists a graph automorphism of the Dynkin diagram of G

of order r. Then r = 1, 2, 3. Now, using ej to denote the standard Chevalley generators associated to

13It would also be interesting to compare this statement with the fact that the induction of the nilpotent orbits
preserves the codimension codim(O) ≡ dim(Oprin)− dim(O).

26



the positive simple roots, the relations

σs;r(ej) = e2πisj/kej (j = 0, . . . , l) (3.3)

uniquely determine an automorphism σs;r of order k. Such automorphisms σs;r exhausts all the kth

order automorphism of G up to the conjugation by an automorphism of G.

Following [8], when si ̸= 0, we can remove the corresponding node in the E8 Dynkin diagram. Then

the residual Dynkin diagram gives the flavour symmetry (on the M9 side) of the generalized quiver.

For E8, we have ai = (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 4′, 2′, 3′), and r is always 1. The dimension function reads

d(α) =

l∑

i=0

disi. (3.4)

The coefficients di are given by

ai 1 2 2′ 3 3′ 4 4′ 5 6

di 0 29 46 57 68 84 91 110 135
. (3.5)

This dimension formula can be seen from the Coulomb branches of the magnetic quivers, which was

explicitly worked out in [7, §4.3].
Therefore, as in [2], we can label the discrete homomorphisms by a (possibly repeated) sum of the

Coxeter labels. For example, consider the A3-type orbi-instanton theory:

[E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

. . .
su(4)

2 [SU(4)]. (3.6)

One can turn on the following set of discrete homomorphisms:

14, 12 + 2, 12 + 2′, 1 + 3, 1 + 3′, 22, 2 + 2′, (2′)2, 4, 4′. (3.7)

This set of discrete homomorphisms produces a set of IR theories [16] with the Hasse diagram given

in [8, Figure 1].

Let us now state the general pattern of the atomic induced flows for the A-type cases. We say that

an induction from s = s1 ⊕ s2 ∈ Hom(Zk1
, E8)⊕Hom(Zk2

, E8) to s′ ∈ Hom(Zk1+k2
, E8) if

s′ = s1 + s2 =
(
s10 + s20, . . . , s

1
8 + s28

)
. (3.8)

Analogous to the notation of the induced orbits, we may write

s′ = Indl
′

l (s). (3.9)

For the A-type cases as above, we write l = (Zk1
,Zk2

) and l′ = Zk. When it would not cause

any confusions, we shall omit the superscript l′ and the subscript l. Notice that we can also have

Hom(Zk2
, E8) to be the trivial Hom(Z1, E8), which only contains s2 = (1, 0, . . . , 0).

Then for an induced flow of an orbi-instanton theory, the discrete homomorphism in the UV

theory is induced from the discrete homomorphism in the IR theory.

Moreover, an induced flow is atomic if the corresponding induction is atomic, i.e., if there does not
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exist any s′′ such that

s′ = Indl
′

l′′(s
′′) = Indl

′

l′′

(
Indl

′′

l (s)
)
. (3.10)

This is the case if the rank of the Lie group G McKay dual to ΓG is changed by 1 along the induction.

It also indicates the transitivity of the inductions of the discrete homomorphisms. The induced flows

can be decomposed into multiple steps of atomic flows. For instance, the flow from the theory with a

discrete homomorphism in Hom(Z6, E8) to the one with a discrete homomorphism in Hom(Z3, E8)
⊕2

is atomic. However, the flow from this UV theory to the one with a discrete homomorphism in

Hom(Z2, E8)
⊕3 is not atomic since we can have Hom(Z2, E8)⊕Hom(Z4, E8) as an intermediate step.

In fact, the magnetic quivers are also known from [7] for the A-type orbi-instanton theories. The

induced flows should agree with certain decay and fission processes as in [30,31].

Here, we have only given the meaning of the inductions for Hom(Zk, E8). In the next subsection,

we will explain and illustrate the physical definition of such inductions for the homomorphisms from

the non-cyclic finite subgroups from SU(2) into E8.

Examples Let us illustrate our discussions with some examples. Take the trivial homomorphism

[15] ∈ Hom(Z5, E8) and the nilpotent orbit [2, 13]sl(5):

TUV = [E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(3)]. (3.11)

This admits an atomic induced flow due to the induction from the trivial homomorphism [14] ∈
Hom(Z4, E8) (where we have again omitted the trivial Z1 part). For the nilpotent orbit, there is an

induction from [14]sl(4) to [2, 13]sl(5) as discussed in our previous section. Therefore, we have

TIR = [E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2
su(4)

2
su(4)

2 [SU(4)], (3.12)

where the E8 flavour symmetry is left intact. By the tensor branch understanding from [1], it is not

hard to identify the atomic flow as a plateau Higgsing. This flow has the M-theory interpretation

of performing a complex structure deformation of the A4-type Kleinian singularity transverse to the

stack of M5-branes into the A3-type.

We proceed to the second example with a non-trivial discrete homomorphism. Let us take the

homomorphism [2 + 2′ + 1] in Hom(Z5, E8):

TUV = [SO(12)]
sp(1)

1
su(2)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(3)]. (3.13)

There is an atomic induced flow giving the IR theory:

TIR = [SO(12)]
sp(1)

1
su(2)

2
su(4)

2
[SU(2)]

su(4)

2
su(4)

2
su(4)

2 [SU(4)]. (3.14)

The homomorphism is now given by [2 + 2′] in Hom(Z4, E8). This is again a plateau Higgsing.

This flow has the M-theory interpretation of performing a complex structure deformation of the

A4-type Kleinian singularity transverse to the stack of M5-branes into the A3-type. It would be very

interesting to understand the precise change of the E8 holonomy dictated by the induction in a more

geometric way, and we hope to come back to this question in the future.

As a final example, we give an atomic induced flow to an reducible theory with multiple orbi-
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instanton components. The UV theory is given by an A5-type orbi-instanton theory with the orbit

µ = [3, 2, 1] and the discrete homomorphism α = 3 + 2′ + 1:

TUV = [SO(10)]
sp(1)

1
su(5)

2
[SU(2)]

su(6)

2
[Nf=1]

su(6)

2
[Nf=1]

su(5)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

. (3.15)

The IR theory has two components, one with α1 = 3 and µ1 = [2, 1] and the other with α2 = 2′ + 1

and µ2 = [13]:

TIR = [E6] 1
su(3)

2
[SU(3)]]

su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(2)

2
[Nf=1]

⊔ [SO(14)]
sp(1)

1
su(3)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2 [SU(3)]. (3.16)

3.2 DE-Type Cases

We now proceed to discussing the orbi-instanton theories of DE-types. The primary difference in these

cases is that there are no general mathematical classifications for such homomorphisms as simple as

in the A-type cases. In fact, the only available characterizations of such cases are the classifications of

Hom(G,E8) for G = ΓD5
,ΓD7

and ΓE8
[35].

Nevertheless, it was conjectured in [2,8] that the one-to-one correspondence between the 6d SCFTs

of orbi-instanton types and Hom(Γ, E8) for the A-type discrete subgroups of SU(2) continues to hold

for the DE-types. In this case, our perspective of atomic Higgsings and induced homomorphisms

provides a non-trivial way to connect Hom(Γ, E8) for different Γ. Notice that such correspondence is

for 6d SCFTs with a fixed period. In other words, starting from a UV theory, we might reach an SCFT

with a shorter quiver that only differs by a number of periods after several steps of atomic Higgsings.

We shall then only assign those with the longest quivers with the homomorphisms to ensure the well-

definedness of the orderings and inductions. This means that, for the shortest possible orbi-instantons,

one can still turn on all possible flat connections.

Based on the conjectured one-to-one correspondence above between the 6d orbi-instanton SCFTs

and Hom(Γ, E8), we now proceed to our main statement:

For a Levi subalgebra l =
⊕
i

li of g, we may consider an induced flow from a g-type orbi-

instanton theory to a reducible theory with the components being the orbi-instanton theories

of li-types. The induced flow from an orbi-instanton theory of type g to an orbi-instanton theory

of type l gives a physical definition of the induction from
⊕
i

Hom(Γli , E8) to Hom(Γg, E8).

As an induction from
⊕
i

Hom(Γli , E8) to Hom(Γg, E8) can only be physically defined when l ⊂ g,

for non-trivial inclusions, we always have

rank(g)− rank(s) ≥ 1, (3.17)

where we have decomposed l = s ⊕ a into a semisimple part s and an abelian part a. The equal sign

would be called an atomic induction. For such g, l and a homomorphism α ∈⊕
i

Hom(Γli , E8), we have

Indgl (α) ∈ Hom(Γg, E8) (3.18)

such that the orbi-instanton SCFT of type g with discrete homomorphism Indgl (α) ∈ Hom(Γg, E8) and

nilpotent orbit ν = Indgl (Otrivial) admits an induced flow (of quaternionic dimension (rank(g)−rank(s))
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to the orbi-instanton SCFT of type l with discrete homomorphism α and trivial nilpotent VEV Otrivial.

We learn from the physics of RG flows that such inductions of discrete homomorphisms also admit

transitivity. An induction of rank difference rank(g)−rank(s) can always be broken down to rank(g)−
rank(s) atomic inductions (each of rank difference 1 by definition). From the physics of RG flows, we

also know that the induction of discrete homomorphisms should preserve the dimension function, i.e.,

d(α) = d
(
Indgl (α)

)
. (3.19)

We remark that, looking at the RG flow between orbi-instanton theories, the change in the quater-

nionic dimension can be solely traced back to the rank difference between g and s. One should not

“add up the contributions for the induced orbit and the induced discrete homomorphisms”.

There is a lack of a mathematical algorithm (or even definition) to obtain the induction data

of the discrete homomorphisms. Nevertheless, we can still obtain a general statement of the trivial

homormophisms. The trivial flat E8 connection would always induce the trivial discrete homomorphism

in Γg. This can be seen by noticing that performing a complex structure deformation of the Kleinian

singularity in the presence of a trivial E8 bundle would not introduce any non-trivial E8 bundle.

A D-type example To illustrate our physically motivated definition of the inductions for Hom(Γg, E8),

we give an example on the inductions from Hom(Z4, E8) to Hom(ΓD4
∼= Dic2, E8). All the orbi-

instanton theories of type D4 were worked out in [8, Appendix B.1], but the possible RG flows among

them was not explicitly written down there. We present such a Hasse diagram in Figure 3.2, where

the 6d SCFTs represented by each node (together with their quaternionic dimensions and all atomic

RG flows) are given separately in Table 3.1.

In Figure 3.2, we put special emphasis on the discrete homomorphisms that lie in the image of

Indd4
a3

: Hom(Z4, E8) → Hom(Dic2, E8). (3.20)

Such theories are labelled by a shaded background, and we also give the unique homomorphism α ∈
Hom(Z4, E8), specified by their Kac label, such that Indd4

a3
(α) labels the current theory of type D4.

Notice that in Table 3.1, the nilpotent orbit on the right side for each theory is the zero orbit of so(8).

If we change the zero nilpotent orbit to the nilpotent VEV14
[
24
]
= Ind

so(8)
sl(4)

([
14
])
, each such shaded

node gives an atomic induced flow from a D4-type orbi-instanton theory with the homomorphism

Indd4
a3
(α) to an A3-type orbi-instanton theory with the homomorphism α and the trivial nilpotent

VEV
[
14
]
. A catalogue of all such flows is given in Table 3.2 (where we have used the same De8

4 labels

for simplicity).

De8
4 label Tensor branch description dimH (descendant #; flow type)

(De8
4 (k), 0) [E8] 1 2

su(2)

2
g2

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 166 + 30k (1; e8)

(De8
4 (k), 1) [E7] 1

su(2)

2
g2

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 137 + 30k (2; e7)

(De8
4 (k), 2) [SO(13)]

sp(1)

1
g2

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 120 + 30k (3; b6)

14Again, we have omitted the labels I, II for the very even orbits. The inductions distinguishing the two very even
orbits for the same partition can be determined as reviewed in Appendix A.1. Recall that throughout the paper, we
would always omit the abelian parts of the Levi subalgebras for brevity.
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(De8
4 (k), 3) [F4] 1

g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 110 + 30k (4; f4), (5; c1)

(De8
4 (k), 4) [Sp(4)]

g2

2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 102 + 30k (6; c4)

(De8
4 (k), 5) [E6] 1

su(3)

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 109 + 30k (6; e6), (7; ?)

(De8
4 (k), 6) [SU(6)]

su(3)

2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 98 + 30k (8; a5)

(De8
4 (k), 7) [E7] 1

su(2)

2
so(7)

3
[Sp(1)]

1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 108 + 30k (12; e7), ((De8
4 (k − 1), 1); a1)

(De8
4 (k), 8) [SO(7)]

su(2)

2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 93 + 30k (9; b3), (10; a1)

(De8
4 (k), 9) [SU(2)] 2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k+1)

[SO(8)] 89 + 30k (11;A1)

(De8
4 (k), 10) [SO(12)]

sp(1)

1
so(8)

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 92 + 30k (12; c1), (13; d6)

(De8
4 (k), 11) ([SO(8)] 1)⊗2

so(8)

4 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 88 + 30k (13; d4)

(De8
4 (k), 12) [SO(12)]

sp(1)

1
so(7)

3
[Sp(1)]

1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 91 + 30k (14; d6), ((De8
4 (k − 1), 2); c1)

(De8
4 (k), 13) [SO(8)] 1

so(8)

3
[Sp(1)3]

1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 83 + 30k (14; c1), (15; d4)

(De8
4 (k), 14) [SO(9)] 1

so(7)

3
[Sp(2)]

1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 82 + 30k (16; b4), ((De8
4 (k − 1), 3); c2)

(De8
4 (k), 15) [Sp(2)3]

so(8)

2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 78 + 30k (16; c2)

(De8
4 (k), 16) [Sp(4)× Sp(1)]

so(7)

2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 76 + 30k (17; c1), ((De8
4 (k − 1), 4); c4)

(De8
4 (k), 17) [SU(8)]

su(4)

2 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] 75 + 30k (18; ?), ((De8
4 (k − 1), 6); a7)

(De8
4 (k), 18) [SO(16)]

sp(2)

1
so(7)

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗(k−1)

[SO(8)] 74 + 30k ((De8
4 (k − 1), 12); d8)

Table 3.1: The theories that are associated to the discrete homomorphisms from ΓD4 into E8. The

red labels indicate the ones whose generalized quivers have shorter periods, and the same types of

Higgsings can be iterated.

De8
4 label Tensor branch description (OR =

[
24

]
) dimH [Z4, E8] IR Hom(Z4, E8) theory dimH

(De8
4 (1), 0) [E8] 1 2

su(2)

2
g2
3 1

so(8)

4 1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 190 14 [E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 189

(De8
4 (1), 1) [E7] 1

su(2)

2
g2
3 1

so(8)

4 1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 161 12 + 2 [E7] 1
su(2)

2
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 160

(De8
4 (1), 2) [SO(13)]

sp(1)

1
g2
3 1

so(8)

4 1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 144 12 + 2′ [SO(14)]
sp(1)

1
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 143

(De8
4 (1), 5) [E6] 1

su(3)

3 1
so(8)

4 1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 133 1 + 3 [E6] 1
su(3)

2
[SU(2)]

su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 132

(De8
4 (1), 6) [SU(6)]

su(3)

2 1
so(8)

4 1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 122 1 + 3′ [SU(8)]
su(3)

1
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 121
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(De8
4 (1), 7) [E7] 1

su(2)

2
so(7)

3
[Sp(1)]

1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 132 22 [E7] 1
su(2)

2
su(4)

2
[SU(2)]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 131

(De8
4 (1), 12) [SO(12)]

sp(1)

1
so(7)

3
[Sp(1)]

so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 115 2 + 2′ [SO(12)]
sp(1)

1
su(4)

2
[SU(2)]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 114

(De8
4 (1), 14) [SO(9)] 1

so(7)

3
[Sp(2)]

1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 106 4 [SO(10)] 1
su(4)

2
[SU(4)]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 105

(De8
4 (1), 17) [SU(8)]

su(4)

2 1
so(7)

3 [Sp(2)] 99 4′ [SU(8)× SU(2)]
su(4)

1
su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 98

(De8
4 (1), 18) [SO(16)]

sp(2)

1
so(7)

2 [Sp(2)× Sp(1)] 98 (2′)2 [SO(16)]
sp(2)

1
su(4)

2 [SU(4)] 97

Table 3.2: Inductions from Hom(Z4, E8) to Hom(Dic2, E8), realized by 6d SCFTs. We remark that the last theory

exhibits the behaviour of the short quiver, but we still get an atomic induced flow.

Let us highlight a few examples from the above discussions as some further illustrations. First of

all, we give an example of the induced flow of the endpoint-changing type. We can always perform

the “trivial induction” from any orbi-instanton theory by removing k M5-branes, which produces a

separate (2, 0) theory of k − 1 type. For instance,

([SO(8)] 1)⊗2
so(8)

4 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] (3.21)

−→([SO(8)] 1)⊗2
so(8)

4 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k−m

[SO(8)] ⊔ [E8] 1 2 2 . . . 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
m−1

. (3.22)

The magnetic quivers are known in this case [1, 32], which would give the same result. We shall not

repeat the magnetic quivers here.

We can equally treat examples without known magentic quivers. For example, the top UV theory

has the following induced flow:

[E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
g2

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)] (3.23)

−→[E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
g2

3 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k−m

[SO(8)] ⊔ [E8] 1 2 2 . . . 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
m−1

. (3.24)

If this UV theory has an orthosymplectic magnetic quiver, then this flow together with the one in

Table 3.2 would give a natural guess of the possible magnetic quiver as in Appendix C.

Now, we consider an endpoint-changing flow governed by a non-trivial induction. To see how the

induced homomorphism is obtained, let us start with the IR theory with two components with the

homomorphism in Hom(Z2, E8) ⊕ Hom(Z4, E8). We pick the homomorphism 2 in the Hom(Z2, E8)

part:

[E7] 1
su(2)

2
[SU(2)]

su(2)

2 [SU(2)]. (3.25)

In the Hom(Z4, E8) part, we choose the homomorphism 1 + 1 + 2′:

[SO(14)]
sp(1)

1
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)]. (3.26)

The UV theory of the induced flow should be the one that has the induced homomorphism of

(2, 1+1+2′) and the induced orbit [32, 14] of D5. If both the induced homomorphism and the induced
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SO

Figure 3.2: The Hasse diagram of the D4 orbi-instanton hierarchy for the discrete homomorphisms
with k extra M5-branes. Notice that we are not showing the full Hasse diagram of all the Higgsings
from the UV theory. The discrete homomorphisms for the shaded nodes can be induced from those
in Hom(Z4, E8) whose induction data are listed next to the nodes. This diagram is supposed to be
iterated to generate an infinite diagram when k goes to infinity. The places of the iterations are
indicated by the red nodes. See Table 3.1 for the F-theory description of each node.
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orbit were trivial, the theory would have quaternionic dimension 235:

[E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
g2

3 1
so(9)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1/2]

so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1 [SO(10)]. (3.27)

Turning on the induced orbit [32, 12], we get the theory with quaternionic dimension 312:

[E8] 1 2
su(2)

2
g2

3 1
so(9)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1/2]

so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1]

so(8)

3
[
SU(2)2

]
. (3.28)

Now, the induced homomorphism is the one of quaternionic dimension 29 + 46 = 75. By tracking

through the atomic Hasse diagram of D5 (which we do not include for brevity), we get a theory of

quaternionic dimension 237, which admits the desired induced flow to the pair of irreducible theories

with quaternionic dimensions (143, 93):

[SO(12)]
sp(1)

1
so(7)

3
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1]

so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1]

so(8)

3
[
SU(2)2

]
(3.29)

−→[E7] 1
su(2)

2
[SU(2)]

su(2)

2 [SU(2)] ⊔ [SO(14)]
sp(1)

1
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2 [SU(4)]. (3.30)

An E-type example Let us now consider some induced flows from the exceptional type orbi-

instanton theories. We take the IR theory to be the theory (De8
4 (0), 3) from our catalogue:

[F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 1 [SO(8)]. (3.31)

The discrete homomorphism for this theory is sufficiently simple to reach from the trivial one by a chain

of atomic Higgsings: e8, e7, b6. In fact, we shall realize that if we consider the induced flows from the

orbi-instanton theories of type D5, E6, E7, E8, then the induced discrete homomorphisms will follow

similar patterns and the quaternionic dimension can be found to be 29 + 17 + 10 = 56. The atomic

Hasse diagram for the orbi-instanton theories of type D5, E6, E7, E8 also admits an identical Higgsing

chain that is unique (if we hold the other end fixed) from the UV theory. Therefore, combining with

the induced orbits:

Ind
so(10)
so(8)

([
18
])

=
[
3, 17

]
, Inde6so(8)

([
18
])

= 2A2, Inde7so(8)
([
18
])

= (A5)
′′, Inde8so(8)

([
18
])

= E6,

(3.32)

the chain of the atomic flows can be identified as

[F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
f4
5 1

g2

3
su(2)

2 2 1
e8

(10) 1 2
su(2)

2
g2

3 1
f4
5 1 [G2] (3.33)

−→ [F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
f4
5 1

g2

3
su(2)

2 1
e7
8 1

su(2)

2
g2

3 1
f4
5 1 [G2] (3.34)

−→ [F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
f4
5 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
f4
5 1 [G2] (3.35)

−→ [F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
so(9)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1/2]

so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1/2]

so(9)

4 1 [SO(7)] (3.36)

−→ [F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 1
so(8)

4 1 [SO(8)]. (3.37)
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3.3 Little String Theories

To wrap up our section of the induced flows involving M9-branes, we make a very straightforward

generalization by including another M9-brane. This means that we are switching to the Hořava-

Witten setup, which shrinks to the E8 ×E8 heterotic string theory when the two M9-branes get close

to each other. In this setup, we get little string theories as opposed to SCFTs, marked by the unique

finite scale MLST that is the string scale [53–61].

Now, our 11d spacetime is R⊥×C2/Γ×M6. We have a common C2/Γ singularity stretching along

R⊥ between the two M9-branes. Therefore, on each M9-brane, we have the option of turning on a flat

E8 connection parametrized by a discrete homomorphism Hom(Γ, E8). In the F-theory description,

we will get a linear quiver for the UV theory, and each homomorphism will affect one side of the UV

theory.

Let us consider an example that takes some cases in (3.30) and (3.37) and includes another M9

wall on the other end with another (generically different) discrete homomorphism. The induced flows

between the LSTs are

[F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
f4
5 1

su(3)

3 1
e6
6 1

su(3)

3 1
f4
5 1

g2

3
su(2)

2 1 [E7] (3.38)

−→[F4] 1
g2

3
[Sp(1)]

1
so(9)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1/2]

so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1/2]

so(9)

4 1
g2

3
su(2)

2 1 [E7]. (3.39)

By comparing this induced flow with the induced flow (3.30) between the orbi-instanton theories, we

see that the tensor branch descriptions for the relevant combination of the curves in the middle exhibit

the identical pattern: “513161315 to 41414” with suitable fibres. From this, we learn that the F-

theory description is capable of capturing the universal behaviours of induced flows even if we change

the boundary condition.

It was proposed in [61] that the 2-group structure constant

κ̂R =
∑

I

ℓIh
∨
gI

(3.40)

of a given LST would decrease when flowing to the IR15. For an LST of rank nT , the subscript

I = 1, . . . , nT + 1. Let η be the matrix encoding the intersections of the curves such that ηII are the

positive integers between 0 and 12 and the off-diagonal ηIJ are the non-positive integers indicating the

adjacency of the curves. The little string charges ℓI form the (unique) null vector of η such that

ηIJ lJ = 0, gcd(ℓI) = 1, ℓI > 0. (3.41)

The dual Coxeter numbers of the gauge algebras gI are denoted as h∨
gI
.

We shall now check that κ̂UV
R > κ̂IR

R for the above example. The little string charges of the two

theories can be computed as

ℓUV = (1, 1, 2, 1, 3, 2, 3, 1, 3, 2, 3, 1, 2, 1, 1, 1), ℓIR = (1, 1, 2, 1, 2, 1, 2, 1, 2, 1, 1, 1). (3.42)

After contracting with the suitable gI , we get κ̂UV
R = 52, and κ̂IR

R = 40, indeed satisfying κ̂UV
R > κ̂IR

R .

Let us consider another example which flows into a pair of irreducible LSTs. For each theory, we

15We will check the monotonicity of the Weyl anomaly for the SCFTs in §4.
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take the pair of discrete homomorphisms to be the same for simplicity. The flow goes as

[SO(12)]
sp(1)

1
so(7)

3
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1]

〈
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1

〉⊗6
so(10)

4
sp(1)

1
[Nf=1]

so(7)

3
sp(1)

1 [SO(12)] (3.43)

−→[E7] 1
su(2)

2
[SU(2)]

su(2)

2
[SU(2)×SU(2)deloc]

1 [E7] ⊔ [SO(14)]
sp(1)

1
su(3)

2
su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(4)

2
[Nf=1]

su(3)

2
sp(1)

1 [SO(14)].

(3.44)

The change of the quaternionic dimension is 275−93−181 = 1 as expected. To reproduce this answer,

we recall that the LST 0 has the Higgs branch of quaternionic dimension 0 while the LSTs [E8] 1 1 [E8]

and
sp(1)

0 [SO(32)×SU(2)] both have the Higgs branches of quaternionic dimension 29. In this case, we

have κ̂UV
R = 102 while κ̂IR

R = κ̂IR,1
R + κ̂IR,2

R = 4 + 18 = 22, again satisfying κ̂UV
R > κ̂IR

R .

4 The a-Monotonicity for Induced Flows

In this section, we shall check the monotonicity of the Weyl anomaly for the induced flows of the SCFTs.

Unlike in 2d and 4d, the monotonicity for the a-anomaly in 6d (i.e. the coefficient of Euler density

in ⟨Tµ
µ⟩) has not yet been established in general (however, see [62] for the statement on all tensor

branch flows). Indeed, there are important evidences [63,64] emphasizing the qualitative difference of

6d from lower dimensional cases, due to the presence of string excitations. Hence, there are non-trivial

conceptual motivations behind examining the a-monotonicity for as many cases as possible. In fact,

this also serves as one of the important motivations behind our programme of identifying all atomic

Higgsings in 6d.

One optimistic goal is to express the relevant quantities

∆X := ∆XIR −∆XUV, (4.1)

where X = α, β, γ, δ, a, using the data of (g, l, Ol, Og = Indgl (Ol); k1, k2, k = k1 + k2). Here, k1 and

k2 are the numbers of M5-branes in the two stacks after splitting. In the followings, we shall mainly

focus on some specific families of theories. It would be nice to have some general expressions out of

the classical examples and systematically check the a-monotonicity explicitly, generalizing [12].

The A-type theories Let us first argue that the a-anomaly does decrease under the induced flows

for the A-type long quivers (although such a flow should be guaranteed to be valid from the perspective

of the fission of the magnetic quiver). We recall that the anomaly coefficients in the 8-form anomaly

polynomial (where pi(T ) is the ith Pontryagin class of the 6d tangent bundle, and c2(R) is the second

Chern class of the SU(2)R bundle)

I8 = αc2(R)2 + βc2(R)p1(T ) + γp1(T )
2 + δp2(T ) (4.2)
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are given by [12]

α =
1

24


12

N−1∑

i,j=1

(
C−1

)
ij
rirj + 2(N − 1)−

N−1∑

i=1

r2i


 , (4.3)

β =
1

24

(
N − 1− 1

2

N−1∑

i=1

r2i

)
, (4.4)

γ =
1

5760

(
7

2

N−1∑

i=1

rifi + 30(N − 1)

)
, (4.5)

δ = − 1

2880

(
N−1∑

i=1

rifi + 60(N − 1)

)
, (4.6)

where N − 1 is the number of tensor multiplets (which is equal to the number of −2 curves) and ri is

the rank of the gauge algebra on the ith curve. The balance is given by −fi = ri+1 − ri−1 − 2ri. The

Cartan matrix of AN−1 is denoted as C.

Given a long quiver, let us take the nilpotent orbit OL (as OR follows the same argument). Since

∆γ = ∆δ = 0, it suffices to consider

24(α− β) = 12

N−1∑

i,j=1

(
C−1

)
ij
rirj +N − 1− 1

2

N−1∑

i=1

r2i . (4.7)

Suppose that the AN−1 orbit labelled by the partition r is induced from an AKs−1 orbit with partition

s and an AKt−1 orbit with partition t. We have16

rT = sT ⊔ tT, (4.8)

where the reshuffling of the columns is implicit on the right hand side to guarantee that we still have

a Young diagram after taking the union. Moreover,

ri =

i∑

j=1

(
rT
)
j
, si =

i∑

j=1

(
sT
)
j
, ti =

i∑

j=1

(
tT
)
j
, (4.9)

for the gauge algebras su(ri) governed by OL (and likewise for su(si), su(ti))
17. This can be illustrated

16Notice that this also includes the situation where Kt = 1.
17We notice that the ranks of the gauge groups may be related to the closures of the nilpotent orbits and their

symplectic resolutions as follows. Given a nilpotent orbit O with partition r in sl(n), retain the notation in (4.9). Then
its closure is given by O = {A ∈ sl(n)| dimC(kerA

j) ≥ rj}. It admits a symplectic resolution π : T ∗F → O, where F is
the flag variety defined as F = {(V1, . . . , Vl)| dimC(Vj) = rj , Vj ⊂ Vj+1, ∀j}. Its cotangent bundle T ∗F is isomorphic
to the coincidence variety {(A, V·) ∈ sl(n) × F |AVj ⊆ Vj−1, ∀j}. Of course, for closures of nilpotent orbits of other
types, not all of them admit symplectic resolutions.
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as

· · · · · ·

· · · · · ·

· · · · · ·

. (4.10)

Suppose that the blue (resp. red) column labelled by the triangle is the ith column in the blue (resp. red)

Young diagram18. Then si (resp. ti) counts the number of boxes of all the blue (resp. red) columns

left to this labelled column (including the labelled column itself).

It is clear that (N − 1) > (Ks − 1) + (Kt − 1) as N = Ks +Kt. For the remaining factors, let us

first consider the off-diagonal part, namely the rirj terms with i ̸= j. As the inverse Cartan matrix

for AN−1 is given by [65]
(
C−1

)
ij
= min{i, j} − ij

N
, (4.11)

we have

N−1∑

i ̸=j

(Cij)
−1

rirj =

N−1∑

i ̸=j

(
min{i, j} − ij

N

)( i∑

k=1

(
rT
)
k

)(
j∑

k=1

(
rT
)
k

)

>

Ks−1∑

i ̸=j

(
min{i, j} − ij

Ks

)( i∑

k=1

(
sT
)
k

)(
j∑

k=1

(
sT
)
k

)
+ [s → t]

=

Ks−1∑

i ̸=j

(Cij)
−1

sisj +

Kt−1∑

i̸=j

(Cij)
−1

titj . (4.12)

The inequality comes from the following two facts:

• min{i, j} − ij
N > min{i, j} − ij

Ks
as N > Ks (and likewise for Kt);

• For each si or ti, one can find an associated rk such that its last column/summand in (4.9)

corresponds to the last column/summand of si or ti. In particular, each si or ti has a distinct

corresponding rk due to (4.8). Moreover, rk ≥ si since

{(
sT
)
j

∣∣∣∣1 ≤ j ≤ i

}
⊆
{(

rT
)
j

∣∣∣∣1 ≤ j ≤ k

}
, (4.13)

18Recall that in our convention, we read the partition in terms of the rows and its transpose in terms of the columns.
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and likewise for ti. Pictorially, this can be illustrated as

si = · · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

≤ rk1 =

ti = ≤ rk2 =

. (4.14)

For the diagonal ones, namely the rirj terms with i = j, the coefficients in 24(α− β) read

12
(
C−1

)
ii
− 1

2
= min{i, i} − i2

N
− 1

2
=

i(N − i)

N
− 1

2
≥ N − 1

N
− 1

2
≥ 0, (4.15)

where the equalities are saturated when N = 2 (which is the possible minimal N). Therefore, the

coefficients of riri are no less than those of sisi and titi, similar to the argument for the off-diagonal

terms. As a result, ∆α−∆β < 0, and hence, ∆a < 0.

The D-type conformal matters For the D-type conformal matter theories, the monotonicity of

the a-anomaly follows a similar argument. Again, as ∆γ and ∆δ are zero, it suffices to consider the

coefficients α and β in the anomaly polynomial. Now, we have [12]

α =
1

24


6

N−1∑

i,j=1

(
C−1

)
ij
rirj + 12

∑

i

qi + 7N − 1− nV


 , (4.16)

β =
1

24

(
−3
∑

i

(2 + qi) +
1

2
(N − 1)− 1

2
nV

)
, (4.17)

γ =
1

24

(
7

240

(
−nV +

1

2

∑

i

(piqi + qi+1pi + fipi + giqi)

)
+

23

240
(N − 1) +

3

8
N

)
, (4.18)

δ = − 1

1440

(
−nV +

1

2

∑

i

(piqi + qi+1pi + fipi + giqi) + 29(N − 1)

)
, (4.19)

where N − 1 is the total number of −1- and −4 curves and ri is twice the rank of the gauge algebra on

the ith curve. We have also introduced pi = r2i and qi = r2i−1 so that the gauge algebras are so(pi)

and sp(qi/2). The number of vector multiplets is given by

nV =
∑

i

(
1

2
pi(pi − 1) +

1

2
qi(qi + 1)

)
. (4.20)
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Moreover,

fi = 2pi − 16− qi − qi+1, gi = 2qi + 16− pi − pi+1. (4.21)

Now, the “Cartan” matrix Cij has alternating 1 and 4 as diagonal terms instead of 2 (where the first

and the last diagonal terms are both 1). Therefore, its inverse reads

(
C−1

)
ij
=

1

2p(i)+p(j)−1

(
min{i, j} − ij

2K

)
, (4.22)

where p(n) = 1+(−1)n

2 which outputs 0 (resp. 1) for an odd (resp. even) number.

Suppose a D-type orbit r is induced from s ⊕ t where s and t are A-type and D-type orbits

respectively19. If there are (r)j boxes in the jth row of r (and likewise for s and t), then

r = (r̂)D , (r̂)j := 2(s)j + (t)j (4.23)

following (A.9). As r is the D-collapse of r̂, we always have

(
rT
)
j
≥
(
r̂T
)
j
. (4.24)

In other words, the jth column in r would always have more boxes than the jth column in r̂ has. Since

we still have

rk =

k∑

j=1

(
rT
)
j
, (4.25)

where r2i = pi, r2i−1 = qi (and likewise for r̂k, sk and tk)
20. Following the similar argument as in the

A-type case, we have

C(ri) ≥ C (r̂i) ≥ C(si or ti), C(rirj) ≥ C (r̂ir̂j) ≥ C(sisj or titj), (4.26)

where C(x) denotes the coefficient of the term x in 24(α− β). To apply (4.26), we have also used the

fact that there is an associated ri for each si or ti. This can be seen as follows. Suppose we have a

configuration 1414 . . . 141 with K (−1) curves and (K − 1) (−4) curves in the UV. After an induced

flow, we have two pieces. One configuration is 1414 . . . 141 with k (−1) curves and (k−1) (−4) curves.

The other has a string of (K − k − 1) (−2) curves. In particular, the number of −1 curves (resp. −4

curves) is greater than the number of −1- and −2 curves (resp. −4 curves) in the IR. We can then

realize (4.26) by assigning the −m curves (with the corresponding ti) in the IR to the −m curves (with

the corresponding ri) in the UV, where m = 1, 4. Moreover, we can assign the −2 curves (with the

corresponding si) in the IR to the (remaining) −1 curves (with the corresponding ri) in the UV. As a

result, 24(∆α−∆β) < 0 from comparing the coefficients, and we still have ∆a < 0.

In this paper, we have only shown the a-monotonicity for the A-type and D-type (2, 0) SCFTs

on the A-type bases. For the E-type gauge theories, this can be checked case by case. Besides these

theories, one may also consider those on the D-type and E-type bases, as well as the orbi-instanton

theories. We expect that the a-monotonicity would still hold following the results of the anomaly

polynomials in [7, 13] although the computations would be more involved.

19For brevity, we simply use the corresponding partition to denote the nilpotent orbit. For the Levi subalgebras
An−1 ⊕A0 and An−3 ⊕ 2A1, the arguments are similar and can be treated as An−1 ⊕A0 ⊕D0 and An−3 ⊕D2.

20Here, we have similarly defined r̂k =
k∑

j=1

(
r̂T

)
j
.
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A Mathematical Preliminaries to Nilpotent Orbits

In this appendix, we briefly some review relevant Lie algebra data that are useful for us. The standard

textbook is [40]. See also [36] for a comprehensive study on nilpotent orbits in physics.

Nilpotent elements In a Lie algebra g, any element X naturally gives an adjoint action

adX : g → end(g), Y 7→ adX(Y ) = [X,Y ], ∀ Y ∈ g. (A.1)

We say that an element X ∈ g is nilpotent if its adjoint action is a nilpotent action, i.e., if adX is a

nilpotent endomorphism of g as a vector space. Similarly, we can define X ∈ g to be semisimple if

adX is a semisimple endomorphism of g, that is, every adX -invariant subspace has an adX -invariant

complement. The nilpotent and semisimple elements are important due to the Jordan decomposition

(see [40, §1.1]).

Adjoint orbits of nilpotent elements To classify the nilpotent and semisimple elements of g, we

would like to mod out some equivalence relations. For instance, in the case of sl(n), the sizes of the

Jordan blocks are the data that we want to extract while their arrangements are less important. In

general, the equivalence classes are determined by the adjoint action, which can be written as

Aut(g)o ·X = {ϕ(X)|ϕ ∈ Aut(g)o}, (A.2)

where Aut(g)o is the identity component of Aut(g). Notice that we have ϕ · adX ·ϕ−1 = adϕ(X). Now,

the nilpotent orbit in g is the conjugacy class of the nilpotent element X under the adjoint actions,

which we denote as OX . The semisimple orbit of a semisimple element is defined in a similar manner.

In fact, given a semisimple Lie algebra with Cartan subalgebra h and Weyl group W , the semisimple

orbits are in bijective correspondence with h/W , and there are hence infinitely many distinct semisimple

orbits. Topologically, any semisimple orbit in a reductive Lie algebra is simply connected. These facts

can be found for example in [40]. In contrast, the topology of nilpotent orbits is more involved, and

the nilpotent orbits are also our main focus in the paper.

The dimension of a nilpotent orbit can be computed using the centralizer/commutant subalgebra

of X in g:

gX = {Y ∈ g | [X,Y ] = 0}. (A.3)

The complex dimension of a nilpotent orbit is then dimC(OX) = dimC(g) − dimC(g
X). Therefore,

within a fixed Lie algebra g, an element X whose nilpotent orbit OX of larger dimension is the one

whose commutant subalgebra gX is of smaller dimension.

Closure inclusions of nilpotent orbits The nilpotent orbits, albeit mutually disjoint from each

other as equivalence classes, it is possible to define a partial ordering on them via the Zariski closure
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inclusion:

OX ⪯ OY if OX ⊆ OY . (A.4)

Under this partial ordering, all nilpotent orbits of a Lie algebra form a Hasse diagram21.

Nilpotent orbits in classical Lie algebras Nilpotents orbits in the simple Lie algebras of classical

types can be completely classified and labelled by partitions of integers:

• The An−1 = sl(n) nilpotent orbits are in one-to-one correspondence with the partitions of n.

• The Bn = so(2n + 1) nilpotent orbits are in one-to-one correspondence with the partitions of

2n+ 1 where the even parts occur with even multiplicities.

• The Cn = sp(n) nilpotent orbits are in one-to-one correspondence with the partitions of 2n where

the odd parts occur with even multiplicities.

• The Dn = so(2n) nilpotent orbits are labelled by the partitions of 2n where the even part occur

with even multiplicities. In the case of very even partitions with only even parts (and with

even multiplicities), each partition labels two nilpotent orbits, which are distinguished by the

superscript I, II. (Otherwise, each partition that is not very even labels one nilpotent orbit.) More

concretely, the weighted Dynkin diagrams of the two very even orbits would have the weights on

the bifurcating ends exchanged22.

As the partitions for the BCD types are not arbitrary, we shall refer to the partitions that correspond

to the orbits in these cases as the X-partitions (where X is B, C or D). We say that a partition

p = [p1, . . . , pn] dominates p′ = [p′1, . . . , p
′
n′ ] and write p′ ⪯ p if

k∑

i=1

pi ≥
k∑

i=1

p′i (A.5)

for all k (where 0 can always be added to the one with fewer parts). Then Op ⪯ Oq is equivalent to

p ⪯ q.

Nilpotent orbits in exceptional Lie algebras For exceptional Lie algebras, their nilpotent orbits

are often denoted by the Bala-Carter labels. To understand the BC labels, we first recall that a

parabolic subalgebra p of a semisimple Lie algebra g is a subalgebra containing a Borel subalgebra. It

admits a Levi decomposition p = l⊕ n, where l is reductive and n is the nilradical of p. In particular, l

is called the Levi subalgebra of g. If dim(l) = dim(n/[n, n]), then we say that the parabolic subalgebra

p is distinguished. It turns out that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the nilpotent orbits

of g and the Aut(g)o-conjugacy classes of pairs (l, p) where l is a Levi subalgebra of g and p is a

distinguished parabolic subalgebra of the semisimple algebra [l, l].

Now, the BC label of a nilpotent orbit readsXN (ai), whereXN is the Cartan type of the semisimple

part of l. It further contains i, the number of simple roots in any Levi subalgebra of p. If i = 0, it

is often denoted as XN with a0 omitted. When there are two orbits having the same XN and the

21We remark that Hasse diagrams arise in multiple contexts in our paper. Here, we are discussing in a purely
mathematical context about Hasse diagrams of the nilpotent orbits under the closure inclusions. In the main body of
the paper, the Hasse diagrams are concerned with the SCFTs under the Higgs branch RG flows. We need to carefully
distinguish these two contexts. They are not the same in general although they could coincide in some specific contexts
such as the nilpotent Higgsings of class S theories or 6d SCFTs.

22According to the Jacobson-Morozov theorem, one can associate a standard sl(2)-triple to a nilpotent orbit, and the
weighted Dynkin diagram is determined by the (diagonal) matrices in the triple.
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same i, one is chosen arbitrarily to have the label XN (ai) and the other XN (bi). There could also

be non-conjugate isomorphic Levi subalgebras. In such cases, one often puts tildes or primes on the

labels to distinguish them. The lists of the nilpotent orbits and their BC labels for the exceptional Lie

algebras can be found for example in [40,43].

We notice that some of the BC labels used in [43] are different from those in other literature such

as [36,40]. For reference, let us list the different ones as in Table A.1.

Lie

type
BC1 BC2 BC3

Lie

type
BC1 BC2 BC3

E6 E6(a3) A5 +A1 - E8 E8(a5) D8(a1) -

E7, E8 E7(a3) D6 +A1 - E8 E8(b5) E7(a2) +A1 E6 +A2

E7, E8 E7(a4) D6(a1) +A1 - E8 E8(a6) A8 D8(a2)

E7 E7(a5) D6(a2) +A1 A5 +A2 E8 E8(b6) D8(a3) E6(a1) +A2

E7 E6(a3) (A5 +A1)
′ - E8 E8(a7) 2A4

A5 +A2 +A1

A6(a2) + 2A1

E7 A5 +A1 (A5 +A1)
′′ - E8 E7(a5) A5 +A2 D6(a2) +A1

E8 E8(a3) E7 +A1 - E8 E6(a3) +A1 A5 + 2A1 -

E8 E8(a4) D8 - E8 E6(a3) (A5 +A1)
′′ -

E8 E8(b4) E7(a1) +A1 - E8 A5 +A1 (A5 +A1)
′ -

Table A.1: The different BC labels in the literature. For the three columns of the BC labels, the left

column lists the commonly used labels such as in [36, 40], and the middle column contains the labels

in [43]. In the right column, we also write other alternative BC labels when possible. These different

labels can be obtained by choosing different representatives of the nilpotent orbits, as can be found

in [66].

Special nilpotent orbits There is an order-reversing map d, the Lusztig-Spaltenstein map, on the

set of nilpotent orbits in a given Lie algebra. For the A-type case, this simply sends an orbit to the one

with the transposed partition, namely d(Op) = OpT , and it is involutive. For the other classical types,

we first need to introduce the concept of the X-collapse (where X is B, C or D). Given any partition

p, the X-collapse pX is the unique largest X-partition dominated by p. Now, the LS dual is given by

d : p 7→ (pT)X. For the two very even orbits associated to the same partition, the labels I and II would

also get exchanged under d. As a result, the map is not involutive, but rather d2(p) ⪰ p. Nevertheless,

we still have d3(p) = d(p). Then an orbit (resp. a partition) is said to be special if d2(Op) = Op

(resp. d2(p) = p). Otherwise, it is non-special. There is a criterion for the specialness by inspecting

the partitions and their transposes directly, and readers are referred to [40, Proposition 6.3.7]. For

the exceptional cases, since there are finitely many of the orbits, it is possible to have exhaustive lists,

which can be found for example in [40,43,67].

In the classical cases, a minimal degeneration is a manipulation on a given partition that takes an

orbit O to another orbit O′ such that there exists no other orbit O′′ such that O ⪰ O′′ ⪰ O′ [68, 69]

(see also [70]). It could sometimes be useful to think of these Kraft-Procesi moves when considering

the nilpotent orbits in the same special piece, namely those having the same image under the LS map.

Overall, they were classified and labelled as (a)∼(g) in [68,69]. For the (a) and (g) moves, only one box

would be moved (while the others involve moving two boxes). These two moves are called the small

degenerations, and let us spell out them here. An (a) move acts on two adjacent rows in a partition
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where one row has 2n + 1 boxes and the other has 2n − 1 boxes. After this move, both rows would

have 2n boxes. A (g) move involves 2m + 2 rows in a partition where the first (resp. last) row has

2n + 1 (resp. 2n − 1) boxes and each row in the middle 2m rows has 2n boxes. After this move, one

box in the first row would be moved to the last row, and all the 2m + 2 rows would be of the same

length 2n.

A.1 Induced Orbits

The main dramatis personae in this paper is the concept of the induced orbits. This enables us to

construct/induce new orbits in a larger algebra from orbits in a smaller one. Let p be a parabolic

sublgebra of g with Levi decomposition l⊕ n. Suppose that Ol is a nilpotent orbit in l. Then there is

a unique nilpotent orbit Og in g meeting Ol + n in an open dense set. The nilpotent orbit Og is said

to be induced from Ol and is denoted by [71]

Og = Indgp(Ol). (A.6)

The dimension of the induced orbit is given by dim(Og) = dim(Ol) + 2 dim(n). The intersection

Og ∩ (Ol + n) consists of a single Pad-orbit, where Pad is the connected Lie group of Aut(g)o with Lie

algebra p. It is the unique orbit in g of this dimension that meets Ol + n.

In fact, the induced orbit depends only on the Levi subalgebra l, but not on the choice of a parabolic

subalgebra p. In other words, Indgp(Ol) = Indgp′(Ol) for p = l⊕ n and p′ = l⊕ n′. Hence, we shall often

use the following notations interchangeably:

Og = Indgp(Ol) = Indgl (Ol) = Ind(Ol). (A.7)

Let us list some results of the induced orbits as they can be physically interpreted as a particular

type of Higgsings which we refer to as induced Higgsings/flows. For g = sl(n), consider the nilpotent

orbit Op1 ⊕ · · · ⊕Opr labelled by partitions pk = [pk1 , . . . , p
k
n] in a Levi subalgebra (where without loss

of generality, we may assume that pk has n parts by padding it with 0 when necessary). This would

induce the orbit Ind(O) = OΣp in sl(n), where Σp denotes the partition with the ith part p1i + · · ·+pri .

In such cases, an atomic Higgsing always has r = 2.

For g of other classical types, we can write the orbit in the Levi subalgebra l as23

Ol = Od ⊕Of , (A.8)

where Od (resp. Of ) is a nilpotent orbit in sl(l) (resp. some subalgebra g′ of the same type as g). Now,

define a new partition p = [p1, . . . , pN ] such that

pi = 2di + fi. (A.9)

Then the partition of Ind(Ol) is given by the partition pX (for X being B, C or D). For very even orbits

that appear in g = so(4n), if the dimension of the standard representation of g′ (i.e., 2k for sp(k) and

k for so(k)) is non-zero, then the label I or II is the same as that of Of . If this dimension is zero, then

the label I or II is the same as (resp. different from) that of l if n is even (resp. odd). Here, we assign a

23The Levi subalgebra l could be found by removing a node in the Dynkin diagram of g (for the atomic steps). A
node on the end of a leg could be removed, and either d or f could be thought of as the trivial partition in such cases.
For the D-type Dynkin diagrams, the node at the intersection of the three legs could also be removed. Then f could be
understood as the partition for so(4) ∼= sl(2)× sl(2).
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label (either I or II) to the Levi subalgebra l as this corresponds to removing one of the two nodes on

the bifurcating ends in the Dynkin diagram of g = so(4n). Moreover, a special (resp. non-special) orbit

in g can only be induced from an orbit whose partition for the g′ part is special (resp. non-special).

A.2 Kempken-Spaltenstein Algorithm of Induced Orbits

The Kempken-Spaltenstein (KS) algorithm is a useful tool to obtain the rigid orbits that induce the

nilpotent orbits in the BCD types [72]. One can find the rigid induction data of a given nilpotent orbit

after a sequence of steps using the KS algorithm. Although we are mostly interested in the atomic

Higgsings that are not necessarily given by inductions of the rigid orbits, it would also be helpful to

find the atomic induced flows with the knowledge of the KS algorithm.

Given a partition p = [p1, . . . , pr] of an integer n, there could be two possible types of reductions.

A type 1 reduction can be made at the position i if pi ≥ pi+1 + 2. This would result in the partition

p′ of 2n− 2i satisfying

p′j =




pj − 2, j ≤ i,

pj , j > i.
(A.10)

A type 2 reduction can be made at the position i if pi is even (resp. odd) for sp(n/2) (resp. so(n))

and pi−1 > pi = pi+1 > pi+2 (where we have the convention that p0 > p1). This would result in the

partition p′ of 2n− 2i satisfying

p′j =





pj − 2, j < i,

pj − 1, i ≤ j ≤ i+ 1,

pj , j > i+ 1.

(A.11)

A position i is called adimissible if either a type 1 or a type 2 reduction can be performed at this

position.

For the purpose of atomic Higgsings, it suffices to consider one step of such reductions of a given

partition (although it may not give all the possible atomic induced flows as we always get the zero

orbit for the sl(l) part). Nevertheless, for completeness, let us state the full algorithm here. To get

the rigid induction data, we simply need to apply the two types of the reductions recursively24 until

there are no admissible positions in the resulting partition. The sequence of the admissible positions

where we take the reductions is called a maximal admissible sequence.

B Atomic Inductions for E6 Nilpotent Orbits

In this appendix, we list all the induced orbits OE6
in e6 that comes from a maximal proper Levi

subalgebra l:

OE6
= Inde6l (Ol). (B.1)

By “maximal”, we mean that l = s⊕ gl(1) with s of rank 5, that is, s ∈ {A5, D5, A4 +A1, 2A2 +A1}.
The results are given in Tables B.1, B.2, B.3, and B.4 respectively. For each choice of l, we list OE6

and all the orbits giving the inductions in l, along with the complex dimensions of these orbits25.

24This recursive process is due to the proposition that Indgl2

(
Indl2l1

(
Ol2

))
= Indgl1

(
Ol1

)
, where l1,2 are Levi subalge-

bras of g satisfying l1 ⊂ l2.
25As the gl(1) part is trivial and smooth, we can just write Os. It should be clear that when s is not simple, the orbit

Os is the direct sum of the components.
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OA5
dimC(OA5

) induced OE6
dimC(OE6

) OA5
dimC(OA5

) induced OE6
dimC(OE6

)

[16] 0 A2 42 [32] 24 E6(a3) 66

[2, 14] 10 A3 52 [4, 12] 24 E6(a3) 66

[22, 12] 16 D4(a1) 58 [4, 2] 26 D5 68

[23] 18 D4 60 [5, 1] 28 E6(a1) 70

[3, 13] 18 A4 60 [6] 30 E6 72

[3, 2, 1] 22 D5(a1) 64

Table B.1: Induced orbits OE6 from (s = A5,Ol).

OD5 dimC(OD5) induced OE6 dimC(OE6) OD5 dimC(OD5) induced OE6 dimC(OE6)

[110] 0 2A1 32 [33, 1] 30 A4 +A1 62

[22, 16] 14 A2 +A1 46 [42, 12] 32 D5(a1) 64

[3, 17] 16 2A2 48 [5, 22, 1] 32 A5 64

[24, 12] 20 A3 52 [5, 3, 12] 34 E6(a3) 66

[3, 22, 13] 24 A3 +A1 56 [52] 36 D5 68

[32, 14] 26 D4(a1) 58 [7, 13] 36 D5 68

[32, 22] 28 A4 60 [7, 3] 38 E6(a1) 70

[5, 15] 28 A4 60 [9, 1] 40 E6 72

Table B.2: Induced orbits in OE6
from (s = D5,Ol).

OA1
dimC(OA1

) OA4
dimC(OA4

) induced OE6
dimC(OE6

)

[12] 0 [15] 0 A2 + 2A1 50

[12] 0 [2, 13] 8 D4(a1) 58

[12] 0 [22, 1] 12 A4 +A1 62

[12] 0 [3, 12] 14 d5(a1) 64

[12] 0 [3, 2] 16 E6(a3) 66

[12] 0 [4, 1] 18 D5 68

[12] 0 [5] 20 E6(a1) 70

[2] 2 [15] 0 A3 52

[2] 2 [2, 13] 8 A4 60

[2] 2 [22, 1] 12 D5(a1) 64

[2] 2 [3, 12] 14 E6(a3) 66

[2] 2 [3, 2] 16 D5 68

[2] 2 [4, 1] 18 E6(a1) 70

[2] 2 [5] 20 E6 72

Table B.3: Induced orbits in OE6
from (s = A4 +A1,Ol).
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OA1
dimC(OA1

) Oa
A2

dimC
(
Oa

A2

)
Ob

A2
dimC

(
Ob

A2

)
induced OE6

dimC(OE6
)

[12] 0 [13] 0 [13] 0 D4(a1) 58

[12] 0 [13] 0 [2, 1] 4 A4 +A1 62

[12] 0 [13] 0 [3] 6 D5(a1) 64

[12] 0 [2, 1] 4 [2, 1] 4 E6(a3) 66

[12] 0 [2, 1] 4 [3] 6 D5 68

[12] 0 [3] 6 [3] 6 E6(a1) 70

[2] 2 [13] 0 [13] 0 D5 60

[2] 2 [13] 0 [2, 1] 4 D5(a1) 64

[2] 2 [13] 0 [3] 6 E6(a3) 66

[2] 2 [2, 1] 4 [2, 1] 4 D5 68

[2] 2 [2, 1] 4 [3] 6 E6(a1) 70

[2] 2 [3] 6 [3] 6 E6 72

Table B.4: Induced orbits in OE6
from (s = 2A2 +A1,Ol).

The nilpotent orbits that do not appear in any of the tables are exactly the rigid orbits in e6: 0,

A1, 3A1, 2A2 + A1. In other words, any induced orbits in e6 can be induced from at least one of the

maximal Levi subalgebras l listed above.

C Comments on Magnetic Quivers and Induced Flows

In §3.2, we discussed the atomic induced Higgsings for the DE-type orbi-instanton theories. In general,

the magnetic quivers for these cases are not known except

(De8
4 , 11) : ([SO(8)] 1)⊗2

so(8)

4 1

〈
so(8)

4 1

〉⊗k

[SO(8)]. (C.1)

The corresponding magnetic quiver reads

c
3k

+
6

d
4

d
2

c
2

d
3

c
3

d
1

c
1

d
2k

+
7

c
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+
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c
3k

+
8

c
5k

+
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d
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+
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c
4k

+
8

d
2k

+
4

, (C.2)

which can be obtained from the Type IIA brane construction [1,32]. In particular, the nilpotent VEV[
18
]
so(8)

corresponds to the tail

d
4

d
2

c
2

d
3

c
3

d
1

c
1

(C.3)

in the magnetic quiver. When the nilpotent VEV is
[
24
]I,II
so(8)

, we can simply replace the above tail

with

d
4

c
1

d
2

c
3

. (C.4)

Suppose that an orthosymplectic magnetic quiver is Higgsed to a unitary magnetic quiver (with a
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single component) after an atomic induced flow. Then it is not hard to see that the resulting unitary

magnetic quiver has the same gauge ranks as the orthosymplectic one, and we only need to change

the group types to the unitary groups. Based on this observation, it is tempting to guess some of the

D-type orbi-instanton magnetic quivers as the A-type ones are known [7]. Notice that the dimension

change of the moduli space is automatically satisfied. In terms of the Type IIA brane systems, the

dynamical branes are moved far away from the orientifolds as if the orientifolds are removed from the

original systems. Although there are no more evidences for such extrapolations, we may guess the

magnetic quivers for the theories in Table 3.2. For instance, the (De8
4 , 0) theory has the following tail

for the discrete homomorphism:

c
3k

+
10

d
2k

+
10

c
k
+
5

d
4k

+
20

c
3k

+
15

c
5k

+
25

d
6k

+
30

c
4k

+
20

d
2k

+
10

. (C.5)

Given the magnetic quivers for the A-types as in [7], the other magnetic quivers for the theories in

Table 3.2 can be guessed in the same manner. In the orthosymplectic quivers, it seems that the parts

with alternating balances ±1 (+1 for d and −1 for c) give the global symmetries (possibly with further

enhancements). However, this is simply because the A-type unitary magnetic quivers have the balanced

nodes encoding the global symmetries. When the gauge nodes are changed to the orthosymplectic ones,

the balances would become ±1. Therefore, there is still a lack of physical evidences to see whether the

overbalanced and underbalanced nodes could give any information of the global symmetries.

For the remaining theories in Table 3.1, it could also be possible to guess their magnetic quivers

based on the atomic Higgsings among the theories. For instance, (De8
4 , 13) lives between (De8

4 , 11)

and (De8 , 14). From the transverse slices given in [1, 32], a natural guess of the magnetic quiver for

(De8
4 , 13) would be replacing the −d2k+7−c3k+8−d4k+10−c5k+11− part in (C.2) with −d2k+6−c3k+7−

d4k+9 − c5k+10−.

We should emphasize again that the above tails in the magnetic quivers are very naive guesses.

Although they are consistent with the atomic induced Higgsings, such extrapolations would still need

more physical and/or mathematical reasonings to verify or refute the guesses. It could be possible that

the magnetic quivers would look very differently and may not even have any orthosymplectic magnetic

quiver descriptions.
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