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Strong measurements usually restrict the dynamics of measured finite dimensional systems to the
Zeno subspace, where subsequent evolution is unitary due to the suppression of dissipative terms.
Here we show qualitatively different behaviour due to the competition between strong measurements
and the thermodynamic limit, inducing a time-translation symmetry breaking phase transition re-
sulting in a continuous time crystal. We consider a spin star model, where the central spin is subject
to a strong continuous measurement, and qualify the dynamic behaviour of the system in various
parameter regimes. We show that above a critical value of measurement strength, the magnetiza-
tion of the thermodynamically large ancilla spins develops limit cycle oscillations. Our result also
demonstrates that a coherent drive is not necessary in order to induce continuous time-translation
symmetry breaking.

Introduction.— Quantum measurements are a central
aspect of open quantum system dynamics with applica-
tions to quantum computing [1], sensing [2], communi-
cations [3] and cryptography [4]. Since measurements
are non-unitary and act on a timescale different than
Hamiltonian evolution, novel effects such as weak-value
amplification [5], quantum Zeno [6] and anti-Zeno [7, 8]
effects are observed in finite systems. The Zeno freezing
of the dynamics does not preclude subsequent dynam-
ical behaviour of the system, since a quantum system
that is strongly measured can still evolve unitarily in its
Zeno subspace [9–12]. The situation becomes more sub-
tle for many-body systems, where competition between
measurement strength and thermodynamic limit can cre-
ate novel phases. While such a competition has been
studied to understand emergent steady states of quantum
systems either measured or coupled to dissipative baths
which model measurements [13, 14], it is an open question
to know if time independent measurements alone can in-
duce continuous time translation symmetry breaking in
open quantum systems in the thermodynamic limit. In
this manuscript, we answer this question in the affirma-
tive by inducing a continuous time crystal entirely by
measurements.

Time crystals are novel phases of matter with broken
time-translation symmetry [15, 16]. The earliest exam-
ples of these many-body non-equilibrium systems dis-
played breaking of the discrete time-translation symme-
try in closed and open systems [17–25] and have been
observed experimentally in a number of physical plat-
forms [26–36]. It has been recently realized that dis-
sipation plays a crucial role in breaking of the contin-
uous time-translation symmetry in otherwise quiescent
systems, leading to continuous time crystals (CTCs) [37–
47]. Here, the continuous symmetry is broken in the ther-
modynamic limit witnessed by the emergence of a self-
organized oscillating steady state. These limit cycle oscil-

lations were recently observed in a continuously pumped
dissipative atom-cavity system [48]. While discrete time
crystals are induced by periodic driving, all existing mod-
els of continuous time crystals are induced by the pres-
ence of a constant external drive. In this manuscript, we
also demonstrate that the drive can be elimininated and
replaced entirely by a time-translation invariant measure-
ment scheme which provides both the drive and dissipa-
tors necessary in the thermodynamic limit to induce a
dissipative phase transition.

Zeno-Induced Dissipative Phase Transitions.— Phys-
ical systems that exhibit dissipative phase transitions
involve competition between coherent and dissipative
terms. It is however not always the case that these terms
scale extensively with the size of the system. Typical
approach is to rescale the non-extensive terms [49–51],
which amounts to demanding that the dissipation rates
scale inversely with the system size. Examples of this
strategy can be found in both closed and open collective
models [52–57], with CTCs being no exception.

Typical derivations of Markovian master equations
from microscopic physics do not provide a path to
this rescaling since system environment interactions are
rarely tunable. In contrast to this, variation of measure-
ment strength with the size of the system as a power-law
is more readily understood as a feasible control strategy
[55]. This opens the attractive possibility of using mea-
surements as a natural path to arbitrary power-law varia-
tion of the effective dissipation strength of open quantum
systems. This, alongside typically controllable Hamilto-
nian terms provides complete control of the dissipative
phase transition.

Consider a subsystem of a thermodynamically large
system being subjected to strong measurements. As de-
tailed below, it can be shown that the measurement in-
duces a Lindblad evolution on the remainder of the sys-
tem [13, 58–60]. The strength of the Lindblad evolution
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FIG. 1. Spin star model, where a single central spin interacts
with multiple ancilla spins. Strong continuous measurement
of the central spin induces transient oscillations of magneti-
zation for finite number of ancilla spins, and leads to time-
translation symmetry broken phase in the thermodynamic
limit. Period of these oscillations is given by T = 2π/Ωz,
and is explicitly calculated below.

grows weaker with measurement strength. This implies
that if the measurement strength scales suitably with the
size of the unmeasured system, it is possible for extensive
Hamiltonian terms to compete with the effective dissipa-
tion, causing qualitatively large changes in the steady
state properties in the thermodynamic limit, heralding a
dissipative phase transition.

Spin Star Model.— In order to demonstrate how mea-
surements can induce the time-crystalline phase, we
henceforth focus on a specific model given by the spin
star system [61–63], as shown in Fig. 1. A central spin
interacting with N ancilla spins is described by the fol-
lowing Hamiltonian,

ĤT = ωcŜz + ωaÎz + ~S · J · ~I, (1)

where Îα =
∑
k σ̂

k
α/2 denotes the collective spin oper-

ator of the ancilla spins, ~I = (Îx, Îy, Îz)
ᵀ, Ŝα = σ̂α/2

denotes the spin operator of the central spin, and ~S =
(Ŝx, Ŝy, Ŝz). The natural frequencies of the central spin
and collective ancilla spins are ωc and ωa, respectively.
The interaction between the central spin and the ancilla
spins is characterized by the coupling matrix J. The cen-
tral spin is coupled to a measurement apparatus modeled
as a zero temperature bath, inducing an open system evo-
lution [64] of the spin star system given by

ζ̇ = −i[ĤT , ζ] + ΓD[Ŝ−]ζ. (2)

Here ζ is the state of the spin star system and D[Ô]ζ =
ÔζÔ†−{Ô†Ô, ζ}/2 is a standard Lindblad dissipator that
models the effect of the measurement acting on the cen-
tral spin with strength Γ.

We consider the dissipative spin star system in the
Zeno limit of strong measurement and treat the Hamil-
tonian part perturbatively [58, 59] to arrive at effective
dynamics for the ancilla spins. Keeping leading order
terms produces the effective master equation for ancilla

spins in Lindblad form (see appendix A),

ρ̇ = −i[Ĥ, ρ] +
1

Γ
D[L̂]ρ+O

(
1

Γ2

)
. (3)

Here, ρ is the reduced state of the ancilla spins after trac-
ing out the central spin, Ĥ = ωaÎz − 1

2

∑
α JzαÎα is the

effective Hamiltonian, and L̂ =
∑
α,β(JxαÎα − iJyβ Îβ)

is the jump operator for the effective dissipation. The
O(1/Γ2) correction in Eq. (3) can be neglected when
‖ĤT ‖∞ � Γ, where ‖.‖∞ is the infinity norm (see ap-
pendix A). We now demonstrate this by studying the Li-
ouville eigenspectrum of the full spin-star system along-
side the ancilla subsystem.
Liouville Eigenspectra & Zeno Limit.— The Liouville

eigenspectrum encodes both the transient and steady
state behaviour of open system dynamics [23, 65–67].
Both master equations for the open spin star system in
Eq. (2) and the ancilla spins in Eq. (3) can be written
in the form of vectorized density matrices as |ρ̇〉〉 = L|ρ〉〉
[65]. The spectral decomposition of a Liouvillian can be
expressed as L =

∑
k λk|lk〉〉〈〈rk|, where λk = αk + iβk

are the complex eigenvalues with corresponding left and
right eigenvectors |lk〉〉 and |rk〉〉.

The dissipator D[Ŝ−] when restricted to the
central spin has four eigenstates with eigenvalues
{0,−1/2,−1/2,−1}. In the full Liouville space of the
spin star system, when the Hamiltonian part is not con-
sidered, these eigenvalues become {0,−Γ/2,−Γ/2,−Γ},
each having degeneracy given by the dimension of the
ancilla Liouville space. The Hamiltonian in Eq. (2) does
not commute with the dissipative term, therefore lift-
ing the degeneracy of the full Liouvillian. Hence the
Liouville eigenspectrum of the entire system shows the
eigenvalues occupy vertical stripes with horizontal sepa-
ration of O(Γ) between them, and a spread within each
stripe of O(1/Γ), as seen in Fig. 2. Since the eigenval-
ues of D[Ŝ−] are purely real, the vertical spread of the
spectrum depends only on the parameters of the Hamil-
tonian and is independent of the measurement strength
Γ. We label the eigenvalues of the full Liouvillian of the

spin star system as {λ(µ)
k }µ={0,1,2,3}, with superscript µ

denoting the vertical stripe of the eigenvalue and sub-
script k < 4(N + 1)2 enumerating the eigenvalues of the
full Liouvillian within the symmetric space of the ancilla
spins.

In the Zeno limit of strong measurement, the dynamics
is confined in the steady state subspace of the dissipator,
and is usually referred to as the Zeno subspace [9, 11, 12].
In the case of Eq. (2), the Zeno subspace is given by
the central spin being in the ground state. This corre-
sponds to the steady state stripe of the eigenspectrum
with µ = 0. We note that the effective dynamics inside
the Zeno subspace described by Eq. (3) has the Lindblad
structure with weak dissipation. The difference in the
eigenvalues of the full spin-star Liouvillian and the ancilla
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FIG. 2. Eigenspectrum of the spin star Liouvillian superoperator has four stripes (µ = 0, 1, 2, 3) corresponding to different
eigenvalues of Lindblad dissipator as shown in (a). Subfigure (b) shows that stripe µ = 0 of the spin star Liouvillian (× in
black) matches well with the effective ancilla Liouvillian (+ in red ) for moderate reduced measurement strength of γ = 15.
Corresponding non-zero Hamiltonian parameters are ωc/Jxx = 0.1, ωa/Jxx = 0.01 Jyy/Jxx = 1, Jzx/Jxx = 0.01 and N = 20.
Competition between reduced measurement strength γ and system size N gives rise to regions of qualitatively different behaviour
in the parameter space as presented in (c). The dotted lines are soft boundaries with the kinks on γ and N axis representing
the Zeno limit and thermodynamic limit respectively. The effective ancilla master equation is valid in the region on right side
of vertical dotted line at γ0. The presence of phase transition is represented by the solid vertical like at critical point γc.

Liouvillian scales as Γ−2, implying nearly overlapping
spectra for large enough measurement strengths [58, 60].
To compare the effect of the measurement strength and
the system size on the dynamics, we define reduced mea-
surement strength γ, such that Γ = γI, with I = N/2
being the total spin of the ancilla spins.

In order to neglect the higher-order term in Eq. (3),
and arrive at an effective Lindblad evolution for the an-
cilla spins, we require the reduced measurement strength
γ to be much greater than a threshold strength γ0 ≈
max{Jij , ωc, ωa}. For the parameters of the Hamiltonian
chosen in Fig. 2(a), moderate value of γ = 15 shows seg-
regation of the eigenspectrum of spin star Liouvillian into
distinct stripes. Fig. 2(b) shows excellent agreement be-
tween the Liouville eigenspectrum of the full and effective
evolutions given by Eq. (2) and Eq. (3), respectively.

The Zeno limit of Γ → ∞ can be achieved either by
keeping the system size fixed and increasing the reduced
measurement strength (γ → ∞) or by keeping the re-
duced measurement strength constant and going to the
thermodynamic limit (N →∞). Depending on the value
of γ and N , the spin star model shows distinct dynami-
cal behaviour as sketched in Fig. 2(c). We explore these
further below. Subsequent discussions are made in the
region where γ � γ0, where the ancilla master equation
is valid.

Finite spin-star system.— As the strength of measure-
ments on the central spin increases, the effective dis-
sipation on the collective ancilla spin becomes weaker.
For a finite ancilla size depending on the value of γ,
we observe two distinct regimes. These regimes are re-
ferred to as dissipative regime and unitary Zeno regime
in Fig. 2(c). In the dissipative regime, all the eigenvalues
of the spin star Liouvillian, except the one corresponding

to a steady state, have finite real part, αµk 6=0 6= 0. Hence
the dynamics takes arbitrary initial symmetric states of
the ancilla spins to the steady state characterized by
λ0 = 0. In contrast, in the unitary Zeno regime when
γ → ∞, the dissipation inside the Zeno subspace van-
ishes and the dynamics of collective ancilla spins is uni-
tary [9, 10]. In terms of the Liouville eigenspectum of the
spin star system, the unitary Zeno regime can be viewed
as the collapse of steady state stripe onto the imaginary
axis, α0

k → 1/Γ → 0, and the divergence of the eigen-
values from the other stripes towards negative infinity
αµ6=0
k → −Γ → −∞. In this limit, the measurement

overwhelms the dynamics of the central spin and drives
it to a steady state given by 〈~S〉 = (0, 0,−1/2), essen-
tially decoupling it from the ancilla spins. We now show
that variation of measurement strength induces strikingly
different behaviour in the thermodynamic limit.

Thermodynamic Limit.— In contrast to the previous
section, where we approached the Zeno limit by γ → ∞
for a finite N , we choose a fixed value of the reduced
measurement strength γ � γ0 and let the number of
the ancilla spins diverge, N → ∞. Doing this opens
the possibility for a dissipative phase transition to occur,
as both the unitary and dissipative parts of the master
equation (3) scale extensively with the size of the system.
To illustrate this explicitly, we make a particular choice
for the coupling matrix J in the Hamiltonian with non-
zero entries Jxx = Jyy, Jzz = 2ωa and Jzx = −2Ω. Such
anisotropic terms can be engineered by directional hop-
ping in Fermionic models [68–70] or optical lattices. This
choice of parameters reduces the ancilla master equa-
tion (3) to the following form,

ρ̇ = −iΩ[Îx, ρ] +
κ

I
D[Î−]ρ, (4)
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FIG. 3. (a) Time evolution of rescaled ancilla spin operator
mz for varying numbers of ancilla spins for initial state ~m =
(0, 0, 1). The solid lines correspond to the dynamics in the
ZTC phase with Ω/κ = 1.5, and show longer-lived oscillations
as N increases. These oscillations become persistent in the
thermodynamic limit. The dashed lines correspond to the
melted phase with Ω/κ = 0.9, for which mz settles down to a

saddle fixed point. (b) Magnetization 〈Ŝx〉 of the central spin
oscillates with the same frequency as the ancilla spins.

where κ := J2
xx/γ is the effective dissipation rate. This is

the well known driven Dicke model of continuous time
crystallization [37, 43–45]. The driven Dicke master
equation (4) displays a dissipative phase transition be-
tween a stationary melted phase for Ω/κ ≤ 1 and a con-
tinuous time crystal phase for Ω/κ > 1 [37], where the
system self-organizes into a steady state with persistent
limit-cycle oscillations.

We note that the phase transition occurs at the critical
reduced measurement strength γc = J2

xx/Ω. This implies
that for reduced measurement strength γ0 � γ ≤ γc,
the ancilla spins are in a stationary melted phase, where
the effective dissipation dominates over the coherent evo-
lution. In contrast, when γ > γc � γ0, the ancilla
spins enter a continuous time crystal phase with per-
sistent oscillations of their magnetization, breaking the
time-translation symmetry of the underlying dynamics,
as seen in Fig. 2(c).

The emergence of limit cycles in continuous time crys-
tals is traditionally understood as a competition between
oscillations-inducing coherent drive and oscillations-
destroying dissipation [37, 39, 43, 71]. We note the ab-
sence of any coherent drive in the full spin star model of
Eq. (2). The key ingredients in our model are anisotropic
coupling of the central spin to the ancilla spins given by fi-
nite off-diagonal element of the coupling matrix J and the
Zeno limit given by diverging measurement strength Γ.
In order to distinguish the origin of the effective model in
Eq. (4) from more traditional models in literature, we re-
fer to this measurement-induced symmetry-broken phase
as a Zeno time crystal (ZTC).

The ZTC phase can be witnessed by examining the
Liouville eigenspectrum of the full spin star model in
Eq. (2). In the Zeno limit taken by N → ∞ for
a fixed reduced measurement strength γ, the asymp-
totic dynamics settles into oscillating coherences. These
are eigenstates of Eq. (2) located within µ = 0 stripe
with pure imaginary eigenvalues λ1,2 = ±iΩZ , where

ΩZ =
√

(J2
xx/γ)2 − Ω2 is the frequency of the limit-cycle

oscillations. Eigenstates with eigenvalues located within
the remaining stripes, µ 6= 0, have eigenvalues with non-
vanishing real parts and therefore have no effect on late-
time dynamics.

We plot the dynamics of the rescaled magnetization of
the ancilla spins, mz ≡ 〈Îz〉/N , in Fig. 3(a) for increasing
values of N . We observe that for rescaled measurement
strength γ ≤ γc, mz settles into a steady value. This is
represented by the dashed lines and corresponds to the
melted ZTC phase of Fig. 2(c). On the other hand, for
γ > γc, the rescaled magnetization of the ancilla spins
displays transient oscillations for finite N as represented
by the solid lines in Fig. 3(a). The stability of these
oscillations increases with the number of ancilla spins N .
In the thermodynamic limit, N → ∞, these oscillations
become persistent, signaling a genuine phase with broken
time-translation symmetry. The full system of nonlinear
mean-field equations for 〈Îα〉 as well as the central spin
〈Ŝα〉 can be found in the appendix B.

For completeness, we examine the dynamics of the
central spin in the Zeno limit and diverging number
of ancilla spins N . The evolution of the central spin
is dominated by the measurement strength Γ, result-
ing in rapid damping of 〈~S〉. Solving the mean field
dynamics (see appendix B) of the coupled system in
the Zeno limit using adiabatic elimination [72] leads to
the steady-state solution for the central spin given by
〈~S〉 ≈ (−Jxxmy/γ, Jxxmx/γ,−1/2). Since the rescaled
magnetization of the ancilla spins, mx and my, display
limit-cycle oscillations in the ZTC phase, so does the
magnetization of the central spin, as shown in Fig. 3(b)
where we plot the steady-state dynamics of 〈Ŝx〉. This
demonstrates that time-translation symmetry breaking
does not only occur in the ancilla spins but in the central
spin as well. We see that provided γ > γc, the cen-
tral spin oscillates with the same frequency as the ancilla
spins.

Conclusions.— In this manuscript, we provide a path
to observe continuous time-translation symmetry break-
ing in many-body phase transitions induced by static
quantum measurements alone. We demonstrate how to
observe Zeno time crystals in spin star system, a model
well studied both theoretically [62, 63, 73–76] and exper-
imentally [77–80], forming a suitable platform for stable
quantum technologies. The relationship between phase
coherence, limit cycles and quantum technologies has
been studied recently in a number of physical systems
theoretically and experimentally [67, 81–84]. Our result
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is counter-intuitive in the role quantum measurements
have played in phase transitions. Unlike previous mod-
els which involve explicit coherent drive, we can observe
time-crystallinity directly from strong measurement of a
subsystem, which provides both the coherent and dissi-
pative terms for the time crystal. Furthermore, these
local measurements are usually thought of as localizing
the wavefunction and hence disrupting the otherwise en-
tangling nature of the unitary evolution in the study of
measurement induced phase transitions [85–87]. The re-
sults presented here are contrary to that expectation as
well, since indeed only in the strong measurement limit
do we see effective correlations being built up in the an-
cilla spins causing time-crystalline behavior.

We note that our methods have elaborated how en-
vironmental engineering of the ancilla spins in a spin
star model can be achieved by careful selection of the
coupling Hamiltonian and measurement rates. Our re-
sults present a novel technique of controlling the spin
star model. While inhomogenous interactions have been
shown to produce complete controllability of the ancilla
spins [88], here we demonstrate that sufficient coherent
control of the ancilla spins is available even in the thermo-
dynamic limit with anisotropic interactions. Such bath
engineering can be used to device technology applications
such as quantum memories, which rely on coherences [65].
For finitely large number of spins and for finitely strong
measurements, we can expect a metastable continuous
time crystal whose spectral gap goes as 1/Γ. We hence
expect this work to benefit our foundational understand-
ing of phase transitions and provide a concrete pathway
to realistic quantum technology applications.
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pathy, Phys. Rev. A 105, L020401 (2022).
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Appendix A: Derivation of ancilla master equation

In this section, we outline the derivation of Eq. (3) from Eq. (2). Consider a bipartite open system with subsystems
A and B evolving under the following master equation:

dρAB
dt

= K(ρAB) + ΓD(ρAB) = LρAB . (5)

Here ρAB is the composite state, K(.) = −i[H, .] where H is the Hamiltonian. We consider the scenario where the
dissipative superoperator D acts only on subsystem A and has a unique steady state. Let {ρk} ({πk}) be the set of
right (left) eigenvectors of the dissipator on subsystem A with eigenvalues {λk}. The Zeno subspace is the steady-state
manifold of the dissipator given as the kernel of dissipation superoperator, Ker D := ρ0 ⊗ B(HB). Here ρ0 is the
steady state of the dissipator on subsystem A and B(HB) is the Liouville space of subsystem B. We are interested
in evaluating the the dynamics of the system in the Zeno subspace, hence we define the projection operator onto
the Zeno subspace as P(X) = ρc0 ⊗ Trc((π

c
0 ⊗ I⊗N )X) = ρc0 ⊗ Trc(X). When the dissipation is strong, the system

settles into the Zeno subspace over a fast timescale O(1/Γ) and subsequently undergoes slow dynamics in the Zeno
subspace. The separation in timescales allows us to employ generalised Schrieffer-Wolff transformation perturbatively
[59] to decouple the fast and slow dynamics. In the Zeno limit of strong dissipation, the effective decoupled Liouvillian
describing the slow dynamics becomes,

Leff = PKP +
1

Γ
PKQSKP +O

(K3

Γ2

)
. (6)

Here Q = I − P is the orthogonal projection to the Zeno subspace and S is the pseudoinverse of the dissipation
superoperator.

In order to analyze the validity of Eq. (6) in the thermodynamic limit, we rescale time as τ = Γt and write Γ = γN
where N is the system size. The effective master equation in the rescaled time becomes,

dρAB
dτ

= PK
Γ
P + PK

Γ
QSK

Γ
P +O

(K3

Γ3

)
. (7)

When the Hamiltonian term K scales extensively with system size N , K/Γ ∼ γ0/γ with γ0 being the supremum of
the parameters in K. Thus the higher-order terms in Eq. (7) and hence Eq. (6) can be neglected when γ0 � γ.

The Hamiltonian of the entire system can be expressed in {πk} basis for Liouville space of subsystem A as H =∑
k π
†
k ⊗ Lk where Lk = Tr(ρkH). The first term in Eq. (6) leads the unitary part of the evolution [10, 58] with

corresponding Hamiltonian given by HZ = L0. The second term on the other hand contains the Lamb shift and
dissipation terms [58]. The Lamb shift Hamiltonian can be expressed as HL =

∑
m,n>0 hmnL

†
mLn, with hmn =

(Amn−A∗nm)/2i where Amn = −Tr(πmπ
†
nρ0)/λ∗m. The dissipation term has the GKLS structure with {Lk} being the

Lindblad operators for all non zero indices. Thus the effective master equation for the reduced state of subsystem B
becomes,

ρ̇B = −i[H +
HL

Γ
, ρB ] +

∑
m,n>0

1

Γ
kmn(LnρBL

†
m −

1

2
{L†mLn, ρB}). (8)

The elements of the Kossakowski matrix are kmn = Amn + A∗nm. For the spin star model with strong measurement
on the central spin considered in the main text, the eigenvalues and corresponding left and right eigenvectors of the
dissipator are,

λ0 = 0 with ρ0 = |0〉 〈0| and π0 = |0〉 〈0|+ |1〉 〈1| = I, (9a)

λ1 = −1

2
with ρ1 = |0〉 〈1| and π1 = |0〉 〈1| , (9b)

λ2 = −1

2
with ρ2 = |1〉 〈0| and π2 = |1〉 〈0| , (9c)

λ3 = 1 with ρ3 = |1〉 〈1| − |0〉 〈0| and π3 = |1〉 〈1| . (9d)

All Amn except A11 = 1 are zero, hence the Lamb shift term for our model vanishes and the only non-zero element in
the Kossakowski matrix is k11 = 4. The effective Zeno Hamiltonian becomes HZ = Tr(|0c〉 〈0c|H) = ωaÎz−

∑
α JzαIα.

The dissipation happens via a single channel generated by the Lindblad operator L1 = Tr(|0c〉 〈1c|H) =
∑
αβ(JxαIα−

iJyβIβ)/2 with decay rate 4/Γ. This reduces to Eq. (3) in the main text, justifying the master equation considered
in the main text in the limit of strong measurement of the central spin.
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Appendix B: Meanfield analysis of the spin star system

In this section, we derive the meanfield dynamics of the spin star variables for pedagogical understanding. Following
the master equation of the spin star system given by Eq. (2), expectation values of the central spin operators 〈Sα〉
and the ancillary spin operators 〈Iα〉 results in a system of coupled differential equations as given below

〈İx〉 = −ωa〈Iy〉+ Jyy〈Sy〉〈Iz〉 − Jzz〈Sz〉〈Iy〉, (10a)

〈İy〉 = ωa〈Ix〉+ Jzz〈Sz〉〈Ix〉 − Jxx〈Sx〉〈Iz〉 − Jzx〈Sz〉〈Iz〉, (10b)

〈İz〉 = Jxx〈Sx〉〈Iy〉 − Jyy〈Sy〉〈Ix〉+ Jzx〈Sz〉〈Iy〉, (10c)

〈Ṡx〉 = −ωc〈Sy〉+ Jyy〈Sz〉〈Iy〉+ Jzx〈Sy〉〈Ix〉 − Jzz〈Sy〉〈Iz〉 −
Γ

2
〈Sx〉, (10d)

〈Ṡy〉 = −ωc〈Sx〉 − Jxx〈Sz〉〈Ix〉+ Jzx〈Sx〉〈Ix〉+ Jzz〈Sx〉〈Iz〉 −
Γ

2
〈Sy〉, (10e)

〈Ṡz〉 = Jxx〈Sy〉〈Ix〉 − Jyy〈Sx〉〈Iy〉 − Γ(〈Sz〉+
1

2
). (10f)

Since the central spin is subjected to strong measurements Γ → ∞, there is a timescale separation between the
dynamics of the central and the ancilla spins. Therefore, we can use adiabatic elimination to solve these coupled
non-linear equations [72]. The central spin settle down to the fixed point provided by 〈Ṡx〉 = 〈Ṡy〉 = 〈Ṡz〉 = 0 in short
time span of O( 1

Γ ). Corresponding fixed point of the central spin is given by

〈Sx〉 = − Γ(JyyΓ〈Iy〉 − 2JxxJzx〈Ix〉2 + 2Jzz〈Ix〉〈Iz〉+ 2ωcJxx〈Ix〉)
Γ3 + 2J2

xxΓ〈Ix〉2 + 8JxxJyy〈Ix〉〈Iy〉(−Jzx〈Ix〉+ ωc) + Γ(2J2
yy〈Iy〉2 + 4J2

zz〈Iy〉2 − 4(−Jzx〈Ix〉+ ωc)2)
,

〈Sy〉 =
Γ(ΓJxx〈Ix〉 − 2Jyy〈Iy〉(Jzx〈Ix〉+ Jzz〈Iz〉 − ωc))

Γ3 + 2J2
xxΓ〈Ix〉2 + 8JxxJyy〈Ix〉〈Iy〉(−Jzx〈Ix〉+ ωc) + Γ(2J2

yy〈Iy〉2 + 4J2
zz〈Iy〉2 − 4(−Jzx〈Ix〉+ ωc)2)

,

〈Sz〉 = − Γ(Γ2 + 4J2
zz〈Iz〉2 − 4(−Jzx〈Ix〉+ ω2

c ))

2(Γ3 + 2J2
xxΓ〈Ix〉2 + 8JxxJyy〈Ix〉〈Iy〉(ωc − Jzx〈Ix〉) + Γ(2J2

yy〈Iy〉2 + 4J2
zz〈Iz〉2 − 4(−Jzx〈Ix〉ωc)2))

,

which relates the central spin variables 〈Sα〉 with the ancilla spin variables 〈Iα〉. In the large Γ limit, the above fixed
point simplifies to

{〈Sx〉, 〈Sy〉, 〈Sz〉} ≈
{
− Jyy

Γ
〈Iy〉,

Jxx
Γ
〈Ix〉,−

1

2

}
. (12)

After substituting Γ = γI, above equation can be rewritten in terms of the rescaled spin variables mα = 〈Iα〉/I as
given below

{〈Sx〉, 〈Sy〉, 〈Sz〉} ≈
{
− Jyy

γ
my,

Jxx
γ
mx,−

1

2

}
. (13)

In the Zeno limit, where the central spin is strongly coupled to the bath γ →∞, the central spin settles down to the
ground state as pointed out by the fixed point {〈Sx〉, 〈Sy〉, 〈Sz〉} = {0, 0,−1/2} given by Eq. (13). Substituting above
equation in Eqs. (10a-10c), the meanfield equations for the rescaled ancillary spin operators are given as follow,

ṁx =
JxxJyy
γ

mxmz +
(Jzz

2
− ωa

)
my, (14a)

ṁy =
JxxJyy
γ

mymz +
Jzx
2
mz −

(Jzz
2
− ωa

)
mx, (14b)

ṁz = −JxxJyy
γ

(m2
x +m2

y)− Jzx
2
my. (14c)

For the choice of the coupling J matrix described in section on the thermodynamic limit in the main text, namely
(Jxx = Jyy, Jzz = 2ωa and Jzx = −2Ω), above meanfield equations can be rewritten as

ṁx = κmxmz, (15a)

ṁy = κmymz − Ωmz, (15b)

ṁz = −κ(m2
x +m2

y) + Ωmy, (15c)
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where κ = J2
xx/γ. These equations describe the meanfield dynamics of the boundary time crystals discussed in [37].

This is consistent with the reduced master equation of the ancillary spins given by Eq. (4) in the main text which
describe the time evolution of a boundary time crystal. The operator I2 = I2

x + I2
y + I2

z commutes with all other
spin operators and hence is a strong symmetry of the system. Therefore total spin I2 is a conserved quantity of
the system and is also conserved by Eqs. (15a-15c). Fixed points for the above given set of equations along with
m2
x +m2

y +m2
z = 1 are given by

{m(1)
x ,m(1)

y ,m(1)
z } =

{
±
√

1−
( κ

Ω

)2

,− κ
Ω
, 0
}
, (16a)

{m(2)
x ,m(2)

y ,m(2)
z } =

{
0,−Ω

κ
,±

√
1−

(
Ω

κ

)2}
. (16b)

Stability of the fixed point is given by the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix which gives the linearisation

around the given fixed point. Eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix for the given fixed points {m(1)
x ,m

(1)
y ,m

(1)
z }

and {m(2)
x ,m

(2)
y ,m

(2)
z } are {λ(1)} = {0,±

√
κ2 − Ω2} and {λ(2)} = {0,

√
κ2 − Ω2,

√
κ2 − Ω2} respectively. We can

observe that for Ω/κ < 1, {m(1)
x ,m

(1)
y ,m

(1)
z } is a physical fixed point of the system and corresponding Jacobian

eigenvalues are real which makes it a saddle fixed point. Hence for Ω/κ < 1, system does not oscillate and settle

down to {m(1)
x ,m

(1)
y ,m

(1)
z } fixed point. On the other hand, for Ω/κ > 1, {m(1)

x ,m
(1)
y ,m

(1)
z } becomes unphysical and

{m(2)
x ,m

(2)
y ,m

(2)
z } is new physical fixed point of the system. Corresponding Jacobian eigenvalues for Ω/κ > 1 are

either zero or purely imaginary which corresponds to centers. This give rise to stable oscillations of rescaled spin
operators and hence breaks the continuous time translational symmetry of the system in thermodynamic limit for
Ω/κ > 1.
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