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Abstract: In this paper, we investigate the effect of the Dicke quantum phase transition on the speed
of evolution of the system dynamics. At the phase transition point, the symmetry associated with
the system parity operator begins to break down. By comparing the magnitudes of the two types of
quantum speed limit times, we find that the quantum speed limit time of the system is described by
one of the quantum speed limit times, whether in the normal or superradiant phase. We find that, in
the normal phase, the strength of the coupling between the optical field and the atoms has little effect
on the dynamical evolution speed of the system. However, in the superradiant phase, a stronger
atom–photon coupling strength can accelerate the system dynamics’ evolution. Finally, we investigate
the effect of the entanglement of the initial state of the system on the speed of evolution of the system
dynamics. We find that in the normal phase, the entanglement of the initial state of the system has
almost no effect on the system dynamics’ evolution speed. However, in the superradiant phase, larger
entanglement of the system can accelerate the evolution of the system dynamics. Furthermore, we
verify the above conclusions by the actual evolution of the system.

Keywords: quantum speed limit time; Dicke quantum phase transition; normal phase; superradiant
phase; entanglement

1. Introduction

The quantum speed limit (QSL) characterizes the lower bound on the minimum
time a quantum system can take to evolve from an initial quantum state to a distinguish-
able state [1–9]. The quantum speed limit has important application value in various
research fields of quantum physics, such as quantum communication [10–15], quantum
computing [16–19], quantum metrology [20–23], non-equilibrium thermodynamics [24–26],
and quantum optimal control theory [4,27–32]. Currently, there are two main understand-
ings of quantum acceleration. The first understanding is that the shorter the quantum
speed limit time is, the faster the quantum system evolves, given the fidelity between the
initial and final states. The second one is based on comparing the quantum speed limit
time and the actual evolution time. If the actual evolution time is equal to the quantum
speed limit time, it means that the system has evolved along the fastest path and the system
has no potential to accelerate. However, if the actual evolution time is greater than the
quantum speed limit time, the system has the potential to accelerate [33–42].

For a closed quantum system, the dynamical evolution is determined by a time-
independent Hamiltonian Ĥ when the system evolves from an initial state to an orthogonal
state of the initial state. Mandelstam and Tamm (MT) obtained a quantum speed limit deter-
mined by the system’s Hamiltonian variance based on the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality [43].
This limit shows that the speed limit time τMT required for the system to evolve from the ini-
tial state to the orthogonal state of the initial state satisfies the equation τMT = πh̄/(2∆Ĥ),
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where ∆Ĥ denotes the variance of the Hamiltonian Ĥ over the initial state. In 1998, Margo-
lus and Levitin (ML) obtained another quantum speed limit time using the von Neumann
trace inequality [18,44]. They showed that the limit time τML required for a closed quan-
tum system to evolve from its initial state to its orthogonal state satisfies the equation
τMT = πh̄/[2(〈Ĥ〉 − E0)]. 〈Ĥ〉 and E0 are the mean value of Hamiltonian Ĥ over the
initial state and the ground state energy of Hamiltonian Ĥ, respectively. Both MT-type and
ML-type quantum speed limits indicate that the time required for a quantum system to
evolve from its initial state to its orthogonal state depends only on the initial state of the
quantum system and the system’s Hamiltonian. The time required for a closed quantum
system to evolve from its initial state to its orthogonal state must satisfy both MT-type and
ML-type quantum speed limit times. Thus, the quantum speed limit time of the system
is taken as the largest of the two. That is, the quantum speed limit time of the system is
τQSL = max{πh̄/(2∆Ĥ), πh̄/[2(〈Ĥ〉 − E0)]} [18]. It is worth noting that the MT-type and
ML-type quantum speed limit times are only applicable to closed quantum systems whose
initial state is a pure state. In recent years, the quantum speed limit time has been extended
to systems with mixed initial states and open systems [3,33,38,45–58].

In quantum computing, quantum communication, and quantum simulation, the con-
trol of the dynamical evolution speed of the system is critical. Moreover, quantum phase
transitions can strongly influence the dynamical behavior of the system [59–82]. Mean-
while, continuous-variable entanglement, a key resource in continuous-variable quantum
information processing, has been widely used in various quantum communications and
quantum computing [83–90]. The effect of the Dicke quantum phase transition as an envi-
ronment on the quantum speed limit time of a two-level atom has been studied [91]. Here,
we mainly study the effects of quantum phase transition and initial state entanglement on
the quantum speed limit time of the system. We find that, in the normal phase, the phase
transition parameters and the initial state entanglement of the system have almost no
effect on the quantum speed limit time. However, in the superradiant phase, both the
phase transition parameters and the initial state entanglement can accelerate the system’s
dynamical evolution. Finally, we confirm these conclusions through the actual dynamical
evolution of the system.

2. Quantum Phase Transition in a Nonlinear Dicke Model with Two Impurity Qubits

In this section, we focus on the quantum phase transition of the nonlinear Dicke model
containing two impurity qubits. Here, the two impurity qubits interact only with the
single-mode optical field in the nonlinear Dicke model. The interaction of the two impurity
qubits with the single-mode optical field is described by the following Tavis–Cummings
model:

ĤTC = ωa â† â +
ωq

2 ∑
i=1,2

σ̂i
z + g ∑

i=1,2
(â†σ̂i

− + σ̂i
+ â), (1)

where â (â†) is the annihilation (creation) operator of the single-mode cavity field with
resonance frequency ωa and ωq is the transition frequency between the two levels of the
impurity qubit. σ̂i

x,y,z are the usual Pauli operators of the impurity qubit, and σ̂i
± = 1

2 (σ̂
i
x ±

iσ̂i
y). g is the dipole interaction strength between the cavity field and the impurity qubit. We

define a frequency detuning ∆q = ωq −ωa. Under the large detuning condition, i.e., ∆q �
g, the Hamiltonian above can be transformed by the Fröhlich–Nakajima transformation
into the following form [92,93]:

Ĥe f f
TC = ωa â† â +

ωq

2 ∑
i=1,2

σ̂i
z + ∑

i=1,2
κi â† âσ̂i

z, (2)

where κi = g2/∆q. The Hamiltonian of the nonlinear Dicke model is

ĤD = ωa â† â + ω0 Ĵz +
λ√
N
(â† + â)( Ĵ+ + Ĵ−) +

χ

N
Ĵ2
z , (3)
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where ω0 is the transition frequency of these N identical two-level atoms. Ĵj (j = x, y, z) is
the collective angular momentum operator for the spin ensemble consisting of N identical
two-level atoms; these operators Ĵx, Ĵy, Ĵz satisfy the commutation relation of the SU(2)
algebra and Ĵ± = Ĵx ± i Ĵy. χ denotes the interaction between N identical two-level atoms.

When both the interaction of the two impurity qubits with the light field and the
interaction between the atoms vanish, the above equation is reduced to the standard Dicke
model. Then, the Hamiltonian of the nonlinear Dicke model with two impurity qubits is as
follows:

Ĥ = ĤD +
ωq

2 ∑
i=1,2

σ̂i
z + ∑

i=1,2
κi â† âσ̂i

z. (4)

With the Holstein–Primakoff transformation [94], we can represent the angular mo-
mentum operators by the following single-mode boson operators:

Ĵ+ = ĉ†
√

N − ĉ† ĉ, Ĵ− =
√

N − ĉ† ĉĉ, Ĵz = ĉ† ĉ− N
2

. (5)

Substituting Equation (5) into Equation (4) and dropping the constant terms and
conserved term yield

Ĥ =

(
ωa + ∑

i=1,2
κiσ̂

i
z

)
â† â + (ω0 − χ)ĉ† ĉ + λ(â† + â)

(
ĉ†

√
1− ĉ† ĉ

N
+

√
1− ĉ† ĉ

N
ĉ

)
+

χ

N
(ĉ† ĉ)2. (6)

To describe the collective behavior of condensed atoms and photons, we introduce
new boson operators â1 = â +

√
Nα and ĉ1 = ĉ −

√
Nβ, where both α and β are real

numbers. Substituting â1 and ĉ1 into the above equation and neglecting the term of N in
the denominator yields the following expression:

Ĥ = NE0 +
√

NĤ1 + Ĥ2, (7)

where E0, Ĥ1, and Ĥ2 are defined by

E0 = ω′aα2 + (ω0 − χ)β2 + χβ4 − 4λ
√

1− β2αβ, (8)

Ĥ1 =

[
2λα

1− 2β2√
1− β2

− (ω0 − χ)β− 2χβ3

](
c†

1 + c1

)
+

[
ω′aα− 2λ

√
1− β2β

](
a†

1 + a1

)
, (9)

Ĥ2 = ω′aa†
1a1 +

[
(ω0 − χ) + 2χβ2 +

2λαβ√
1− β2

]
c†

1c1

+

[
χβ2 +

λαβ
(
2 + β2)

2(1− β2)
√

1− β2

](
c†

1 + c1

)2
− λαβ√

1− β2

+
λ
(
1− 2β2)(a†

1 + a1
)(

c†
1 + c1

)√
1− β2

. (10)

Here, ω′a = ωa + ∑i=1,2 κi〈σ̂i
z〉. Since σ̂i

z commutes with the total Hamiltonian Ĥ, we
replace σ̂i

z with its mean 〈σ̂i
z〉.

The collective excitation parameters α, β can be determined from the equilibrium
conditions ∂E0/∂α = 0, ∂E0/∂β = 0, which leads to the following two equations:

ω′aα− 2λ
√

1− β2β = 0, (11)
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(ω0 − χ)β + 2χβ3 −
2λα

(
1− 2β2)√
1− β2

= 0. (12)

In this way, we are able to obtain an equation that characterizes the quantum phase
transition:

β
[(

2χω′a + 8λ2
)

β2 + ω′a(ω0 − χ)− 4λ2
]
= 0. (13)

Obviously, if ω′a(ω0 − χ) − 4λ2 > 0, then β = α = 0, i.e., there is no macroscopic
excitation of both the light field and the atoms. At this point, the system is in the normal
phase. However, when ω′a(ω0 − χ)− 4λ2 < 0, then we can obtain the following expression:

α2 =
λ2

ω′2a
−

λ2ω2
0

(4λ2 + χω′a)2 , (14)

β2 =
1
2
− ω′aω0

8λ2 + 2χω′a
. (15)

Equations (14) and (15) imply the existence of macroscopic excitations in the light field
and the atoms, respectively. In this case, the system is in the superradiant phase. At the
transition point from the normal phase to the superradiant phase, the symmetry of the
ground state of the system defined by the parity operator Π̂ = exp[iπ(â† â + Ĵz + N/2)] is
broken. This spontaneous symmetry breaking was studied in [60].

In the thermodynamic limit N → ∞, we can obtain the scaled population inversion of
N identical two-level atoms as

〈Jz〉
N

= β2 − 1
2
= − ω′aω0

8λ2 + 2χω′a
. (16)

In Figure 1, we plot the variation of the atomic population with the strength of
interatomic interactions and atom–photon interactions. When 〈 Ĵz〉/N = −0.5, the atoms
have no macroscopic population in the excited state, and the system is in the normal phase.
When 〈 Ĵz〉/N > −0.5, there is macroscopic excitation of the atoms, and the system is in the
superradiant phase. The red line indicates the dividing line between the normal phase and
the superradiant phase. The relevant parameters in Figure 1 were selected from [95].

Figure 1. Phase diagrams described by the scaled population inversion of 〈 Ĵz〉/N with respect to the
atom–photon coupling strength λ and interatomic interaction χ. The other parameters are taken as
ωa = 20MHz, ω0 = 0.05MHz, N = 105, and both qubits are in the ground state |g〉⊗ |g〉. The relevant
parameters in the figure are given in units of ω0.

3. The Effect of Quantum Phase Transition on Quantum Speed Limit Time

In this section, we focus on the effect of the Dicke quantum phase transition on the
speed of evolution of the system dynamics. For a closed system, its initial and orthogonal
states are |Ψ(0)〉 and |Ψ(τ)〉, respectively. Then, the quantum speed limit time for this
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closed system to evolve from the initial state to the orthogonal state is given by the following
equation [18]:

τQST = max{τMT , τML}. (17)

Furthermore, τQST has been shown to be tightly bounded [18].
In the following, for an initial state |Ψ(0)〉 of the system, we discuss the quantum speed

limit time of the system in the normal phase and superradiant phase regions, respectively.
For a given initial state,

|Ψ(0)〉 = W[cos θ|γ, η〉+ sin θ exp(iϕ)|−γ,−η〉], (18)

where θ ∈ [0, π/2], ϕ ∈ [0, 2π] and |γ〉 and | − γ〉 (|η〉 and | − η〉) are the eigenstates of
the operator annihilation operators â (ĉ) when the eigenvalues are γ and −γ (η and −η),
respectively. Obviously, |Ψ(0)〉 is a superposition state of coherent states. The normalization
coefficient is given by the following equation:

W2 = [1 + K cos ϕ sin 2θ]−1, (19)

where K = exp
[
−2
(
|γ|2 + |η|2

)]
.

In the normal phase at the thermodynamic limit N → ∞, we can take ĉ† ĉ
N ≈ 0,

(ĉ† ĉ)2

N ≈ 0. Hamiltonian Equation (6) then becomes

Ĥnp = ω′a â† â + (ω0 − χ)ĉ† ĉ + λ
(

â† + â
)(

ĉ† + ĉ
)

. (20)

Since neither the atoms nor the light field is collectively excited in the normal phase,
the ground state energy of the system in the normal phase in the thermodynamic limit is
E0 = 0. For our studied nonlinear Dicke quantum system with two impurity qubits in the
normal phase, the limit time for the system to evolve from the initial state |Ψ(0)〉 to the
orthogonal state of the initial state is

τnp = max

{
π

2
√
〈Ĥ2

np〉 − 〈Ĥnp〉2
,

π

2〈Ĥnp〉

}
, (21)

where the average value of the Hamiltonian Ĥnp over the initial state |Ψ(0)〉 is

〈Ĥnp〉 = W2[(R + 4λRe(γ)Re(η))− D(R + 4λIm(γ)× Im(η))], (22)

and R = ω′a|γ|
2 + (ω0 − χ)|η|2, D = K sin 2θ cos ϕ. The average value of Ĥ2

n over the initial
state |Ψ(0)〉 is

〈Ĥ2
np〉

= W2

{
ω′2a F(γ) + (ω0 − χ)2F(η) + λ2[Π+ + DΠ−

]
+ 2ω′a(ω0 − χ)|γ|2|η|2(1 + D)

+4(ω0 − χ)λ

[(
2|η|2 + 1

)
Re(γ)Re(η) + DIm(γ)Im(η)

(
2|η|2 − 1

)]

+4ω′aλ

[(
2|γ|2 + 1

)
Re(γ)Re(η) + DIm(γ)Im(η)

(
2|γ|2 − 1

)]}
, (23)

where

F(j) = |j|2
[(
|j|2 + 1

)(
1− |j|2

)]
, j = γ, η, (24)
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Π± =
(

2Re
(

γ2
)
± 2|γ|2 + 1

)(
2Re

(
η2
)
± 2|η|2 + 1

)
. (25)

In the superradiant phase, we translate the two operators, â and ĉ, respectively, where
â = â1−

√
Nα, ĉ = ĉ1 +

√
Nβ. The values of α and β are determined by Equations (14) and (15),

respectively. Substitute the operators after the translation into Equation (6). Because, in the
thermodynamic limit N → ∞, the denominator terms containing N have a value of zero,
after neglecting the terms of N in the denominator and the constant terms, we obtain

Ĥsp = ω′a â†
1 â1 + ω̃0 ĉ†

1 ĉ1 + λ1

(
â†

1 + â1

)(
ĉ†

1 + ĉ1

)
+ λ2

(
ĉ†

1 + ĉ1

)2
, (26)

where the parameters ω̃0, λ1, and λ2 are given by

ω̃0 =
2λ2ω0

4λ2 + χω′a
+

2λ2

ω′a
, (27)

λ1 =
λω′aω0√

(4λ2 + χω′a)(4λ2 + χω′a + ω′aω0)
, (28)

λ2 =
λ2

2ω′a

(1− µ)(3 + µ)

1 + µ
+

χ

2
(1− µ). (29)

Since â1 and ĉ1 are the operators after displacing the bosonic operators â and ĉ, respec-
tively, then, we obtain the eigenvalues of â1 (ĉ1) for the states |γ〉 and | − γ〉 (|η〉 and | − η〉),
respectively.

â1|γ〉 = (â +
√

Nα)|γ〉 = A1|γ〉, (30)

â1| − γ〉 = (â +
√

Nα)| − γ〉 = A2| − γ〉, (31)

ĉ1|η〉 = (ĉ−
√

Nβ)|η〉 = B1|η〉, (32)

ĉ1| − η〉 = (ĉ−
√

Nβ)| − η〉 = B2| − η〉, (33)

where A1 = γ +
√

Nα, A2 = −γ +
√

Nα, B1 = η −
√

Nβ, and B2 = −η −
√

Nβ.
In the superradiant phase, the ground state energy of the system is given by Equation (8).

Then, for the following quantum speed limit time:

τQSL = max

{
π

2
√
〈Ĥ2

sp〉 − 〈Ĥsp〉2
,

π

2(〈Ĥsp〉 − E0)

}
. (34)

We need to calculate the average values of Ĥsp and Ĥ2
sp on the initial state |Ψ(0)〉. We

easily obtain the average value of Ĥsp over the initial state |Ψ(0)〉 as

〈Ĥsp〉 = W2

{
∑

j=1,2
(−1)j−1 sin(θ + j

π

2
)

[
ωa
∣∣Aj
∣∣2 + ω̃0

∣∣Bj
∣∣2 + 4λ1Re

(
Aj
)
Re
(

Bj
)

+λ2

(
2Re

(
B2

j

)
+ 2
∣∣Bj
∣∣2 + 1

)]
+ K sin 2θRe

{
exp(iϕ)[ωa A∗1 A2 + ω̃0B∗1 B2

+λ1
(

A∗1 + A2
)
(B∗1 + B2) + λ2

(
B∗21 + B2

2 + 2B∗1 B2 + 1
)
]
}}

. (35)

Since the average value of Ĥ2
sp over the initial state |Ψ(0)〉 is too cumbersome, we put

it in Appendix A.
In order to determine the quantum speed limit times of the system in the normal and

superradiant phases, we need to compare the magnitude of the MT-type and ML-type
quantum speed limit times. In Figure 2a, when ωa = 400ω0, χ = 0.64ω0, we plot the
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variation of these two quantum speed limit times with the phase transition parameter λ.
The figure shows that the MT-type quantum speed limit time is always larger than the ML-
type quantum speed limit time, whether in the normal phase region or the superradiant
phase region. Furthermore, to investigate whether the MT-type quantum speed limit
time is always larger than the ML-type quantum speed limit time at different interatomic
interaction strengths, we plot the variation of the two quantum speed limit times with
the phase transition parameter λ and the interatomic interaction strength χ in Figure 2b.
We find that the MT-type quantum speed limit time is always larger than the ML-type
quantum speed limit time in any parameter interval, so we can obtain the quantum speed
limit time of the system as follows:

τQSL =



π

2
√
〈Ĥ2

np〉 − 〈Ĥnp〉2
, Normal phase,

π

2
√
〈Ĥ2

sp〉 − 〈Ĥsp〉2
, Superradiant phase.

(36)

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
/ c

0

2

4

6

8

10

QS
L 

×10 4

(a) MT

ML

Figure 2. (a) Variation of MT-type and ML-type quantum speed limit times with the phase transition
parameter λ, where ωa = 400ω0, χ = 0.64ω0, and the critical coupling strength λc = 6ω0. (b) The
MT-type and ML-type quantum speed limit times vary with the phase transition parameter λ and the
strength χ of the interatomic interactions. The initial state parameters of the system are γ = η = 5,
ϕ = 0, and θ = π/4. The other parameters are the same as in Figure 2.

From Figure 2a,b, we can see a sudden change in the quantum speed limit time of
the system from the normal phase to the superradiant phase. Moreover, the stronger the
coupling between the optical field and the atoms, the smaller the quantum speed limit time
is, which means that the stronger interaction between the subsystems can accelerate the
evolution of the system dynamics. At the same time, in the normal phase, the quantum
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speed limit time of the system decreases slowly with the increase of the phase transition
parameter λ. However, once the coupling strength λ exceeds the critical coupling strength
λc, in the superradiant phase, the quantum speed limit time of the system suddenly
decreases sharply. Moreover, when the coupling strength λ far exceeds the critical coupling
strength λc, the quantum speed limit time of the system again decreases slowly with the
increase of the phase transition parameter λ.

In order to verify our conclusions from the actual dynamical evolution of the system,
in Figure 3, we plot the fidelity of the initial state of the system with time for different
phase transition parameters. We find that, in the normal phase region, the time taken for
the system to evolve from the initial state to the orthogonal state of the initial state hardly
decreases with the enhancement of the coupling strength. However, in the superradiant
phase, the time for the system to reach the initial state’s orthogonal state decreases with
the coupling strength. In other words, in the normal phase, the stronger phase transition
parameters hardly accelerate the system dynamics’ evolution. In contrast, the stronger
phase transition parameters accelerate the system dynamics’ evolution in the superradiant
phase. The numerical simulation of the actual dynamical evolution of the system in Figure 3
was performed with the Qutip software [96].

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5
t (×10 3)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Fi
de

lit
y

Normal phase, = 2
Normal phase, = 5
Critical point, c = 6
Superradiant phase, = 6.1
Superradiant phase, = 8

Figure 3. Variation of fidelity with time for systems with the same initial state under different phase
transition parameters. The other parameters are the same as in Figures 1 and 2.

4. The Effect of Initial State Entanglement on the Evolution Speed of
System Dynamics

Entanglement is a fundamental resource. In this section, we study the effect of the ini-
tial state entanglement on the evolution speed of the system dynamics in normal phase and
superradiant phase systems, respectively. For the initial state represented by Equation (18),
the magnitude of the initial entanglement is [97]

E = W2| sin 2θ|
√
(1− exp(−4|γ|2))(1− exp(−4|η|2) (37)

where W is the normalization coefficient of the initial state. When we choose γ = η = 5,
we can obtain the relationship between the size of the initial quantum entanglement of the
system and θ from Equations (19) and (37), that is E ≈ | sin 2θ|. In this way, we only need
to adjust the value of θ to control the size of the initial quantum entanglement.

In the following, we study the quantum speed limit time of the system in the normal
phase and the superradiant phase by adjusting the initial state parameter θ. In Figure 4a, we
study the variation of the system fidelity with time when the initial state entanglement takes
different values. We find that, in the normal phase, the system’s initial state entanglement
hardly affects the system’s quantum speed limit time. However, in the superradiant phase,
the greater the entanglement of the initial state of the system, the shorter the time for the
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system to evolve to the orthogonal state of the initial state. In order to verify the above
conclusion, in Figure 4b, when the initial state entanglement takes different values, we plot
the fidelity of the initial state of the system as a function of time. We find that, in the normal
phase, a different initial state entanglement has almost no effect on the evolution of the
system dynamics. However, in the superradiant phase, larger initial state entanglement
can accelerate the system dynamics’ evolution. The numerical simulation of the actual
dynamical evolution of the system in Figure 4b was executed with the Qutip software [96].

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
E

0

2

4

6

8

10

QS
L 

×10 4

(a) Normal phase
Superradiant phase

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5
t (×10 3)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Fi
de

lit
y

(b) Normal phase, E=0
Normal phase, E=0.5
Normal phase, E=1
Superradiant phase, E=0
Superradiant phase, E=0.5
Superradiant phase, E=1

Figure 4. (a) Variation of the MT-type quantum velocity limit time of the system with the initial state
entanglement when the system is in the normal and superradiant phases, respectively. (b) Fidelity of
the initial state of the system with time for different initial state entanglement and different phase
transition parameters. The initial state parameters of the system are γ = η = 5 and ϕ = 0. The other
parameters are the same as in Figure 1.

5. Conclusions

In summary, we focused on the effect of the Dicke quantum phase transition on the
quantum speed limit time of the system. We obtained the MT-type and ML-type quantum
speed limit times following the general approach. We found that the MT-type quantum
speed limit time is always larger than the ML-type quantum speed limit time, both in
the normal and superradiant phases. Therefore, we finally chose the MT-type quantum
speed limit time as the quantum speed limit time of the system. In the normal phase,
the time taken for the system to evolve from the initial state to the orthogonal state of the
initial state is almost independent of the phase transition parameters. However, a stronger
phase transition parameter in the superradiant phase enables the system to have a shorter
quantum speed limit time. In addition, we investigated the effect of the entanglement
of the initial state on the quantum speed limit time. We found that, in the normal phase,
the entanglement of the initial state does not affect the quantum speed limit time of the
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system. However, in the superradiant phase, a more extensive initial state entanglement can
give the system a shorter quantum speed limit time. We verified all the above conclusions
by studying the actual dynamical evolution of the system through numerical calculations.
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Appendix A. Specific Expression for the Average Value of Ĥ2
sp over the Initial State

|Ψ(0)〉
Since the average value of Ĥ2

sp over the initial state |Ψ(0)〉 is too cumbersome, we give
its specific expression as follows:
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