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My area of research is Computational Complexity Theory. In this article, I would like to give

a brief introduction to this topic. My attempt is to explain this area to a younger version of me.

Say when I was 20 years old. Back then, I did not know anything about Complexity Theory. I was

interested in puzzle solving. I liked to think about the design and analysis of algorithms. And I

really enjoyed mathematical thinking. If you share some of these traits with me, then read on!

Before I start, here are some things you may want to know. Firstly, there are many really good

articles and books about this topic. I will point you to many resources throughout. So, this article

will only serve as a gateway into the rich world of complexity theory. You are encouraged to follow

all and any rabbit holes and find your path to explore this wonderland.

Secondly, it will be good to have some familiarity with algorithmic thinking. It is a bonus if

you have done some coding in the past. Some familiarity with basic mathematical concepts such as

probability theory and graph theory is also useful.

1. What is complexity theory?

Complexity theory attempts to understand the boundary of computation, namely what can be

computed efficiently and what cannot be computed efficiently. It does so by creating mathematical

abstractions of computation and by reasoning about them. The notion of efficiency depends on the

context. Typically, the context determines the resources we are working with. For example, we may

want time-efficient or space-efficient algorithms. In some situations, we may want energy efficiency

or efficiency of communication.

But what exactly do I mean by efficiency? Well, this can be made quite precise and mathematical.

Let me illustrate with an example.
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Primes. You are given a number N in binary notation. So, the length of the input is n � rlogN s1.

For example, if the input is 14, then it is written down as 1110. Now, you are asked to check

whether N is a prime number or not. A typical algorithm, which you may have coded in your

favorite programming language, will do the following. For each number r in the range r2, r?N ss
check whether r divides N . If some r divides N then output that N is not a prime. If no such

number is found, then declare that N is a prime number. As any number N must have at least

one factor less than r
?
N s, the algorithm is correct. Now, let us analyze the running time of this

algorithm.

It is easy to see that its running time is bounded by Op?N � logNq2. This is because it does a

division computation for each number in a range of size Op?Nq. Assuming that each division step

takes time OplogNq, the bound follows. Is that efficient? To answer this question, let us first define

the notion of efficiency3 .

We say that an algorithm is efficient if it takes number of steps which is at most a polynomial

function of the length of its input. In this case the algorithm is said to be a polynomial time

algorithm.

We will say that a problem is hard if it does not have a polynomial time algorithm.

Here, the length of the input is n � rlogN s. The running time of the algorithm is Op?N � logNq.
The running time is equal to Op2n{2q when expressed as a function of n. So the running time of the

algorithm is exponential in the length of the input.

In fact, the problem of designing a polypnq running time4 algorithm algorithm for this problem

was open for many decades. In 2002 three Indian scientists Manindra Agrawal (IIT Kanpur), Neeraj

Kayal (MSRI, Bangalore)5 and Nitin Saxena (IIT Kanpur) gave a polynomial time algorithm for

this problem [1].

P and NP. Several important problems can be solved in polynomial time (in the length of

their inputs). Some well-known examples are multiplying or adding integers, Gaussian elimination,

determinant computation, matrix multiplication, and finding a maximum flow in a network [6]. The

class of all problems that can be solved in polynomial time is called P.

Which problems are in P and which are not? Can we categorise problems that are not in P? Can

we prove that a certain problem is not in P? All these are very interesting and deep questions.

For example, consider the following problem. Given two numbers N and k (in binary), check

1 All the logarithms are base 2, unless stated otherwise.
2 Let F,G : N Ñ N. We say that Gpnq is in OpF pnqq, if there exists a constant c and a number n0 such that

Gpnq ¤ c � F pnq for all inputs of length n ¥ n0. Informally, the growth rate of Gpnq is slower than the growth rate of

F pnq for large enough n.
3 This is the most accepted notion of efficiency. Here are some papers that consider other refined notions of

efficiency.[37].
4 We will use polypnq to denote the class of functions

�
c¤0 tn

cu.
5 In fact, Neeraj Kayal is originally from Assam!
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if N has a prime factor bounded by k. We will call this problem Factor. It is not known whether

Factor is in P or not. It is widely believed that Factor is not in P, i.e., it is a hard problem.

The hardness of Factor has implications for cryptography. Today many online transactions,

password verifications, and credit card payments depend on secure cryptography protocols. At the

heart of the security guarantees of these crypto-systems, lies the assumption that certain problems

such as Factor are hard. See for instance Section 2 in [9] for more information about this problem

and its relation to cryptography.

We would like to prove that Factor is hard. But unfortunately, we do not have the techniques to

prove this result yet. What we can say about this problem is the following. Given a number m ¤ k,

we can check whether m divides N or not in P. That is, it is easy to verify.

Here is another example of a problem that is easy to verify. You are given n positive numbers

a1, a2, . . . , an and a target value T . Check whether there exists a subset of these numbers that add

to exactly T . That is, is there a subset S � rns such that p°iPS aiq � T , where rns stands for the set
t1, 2, . . . , nu. This problem is known as the Subset Sum problem. This problem is also not known

to have polynomial time algorithms. However, like Factor, even this is easy to verify. Given a subset

of numbers, checking whether they add to T or not requires integer additions, which can be done in

polynomial time.

There are many problems which have this feature. The class of problems that are easy to verify

is called NP. It is easy to see that any problem that can be solved in P is in NP, i.e., P � NP. This

is because there is nothing left to verify once the problem is solved. So these problems are trivially

easy to verify. However, whether NP � P or not is a long-standing open problem.

A million dollar problem, literally! This problem is famously known as the P vs. NP

problem. This is one of the seven named Prize Problems established by the Clay Mathematics

Institute (CMI). Here I quote the description given by CMI about these Prize Problems [5].

“In order to celebrate mathematics in the new millennium, The Clay Mathematics Institute

of Cambridge, Massachusetts (CMI) established seven Prize Problems. The Prizes were

conceived to record some of the most difficult problems with which mathematicians were

grappling at the turn of the second millennium; to elevate in the consciousness of the

general public the fact that in mathematics, the frontier is still open and abounds in

important unsolved problems; to emphasize the importance of working towards a solution

of the deepest, most difficult problems; and to recognize achievement in mathematics of

historical magnitude.”

The P vs. NP problem is at the center stage of computational complexity theory. The problem

seems to be notoriously hard to resolve. If we cannot solve the problem we are trying to solve, how

should we proceed next? We could do many things. We could simplify the problem and try to

resolve a simpler version of the problem. We could reformulate the problem differently and try to

attack the reformulation. We could identify a bottleneck for resolving the problem using the existing

techniques and develop a theory for explaining the failed attempts. We could imagine a world where
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the problem is resolved in a specific way, say P � NP (a widely held belief), and develop methods

to cope with computational problems in that world.

When a fundamental problem you are trying to tackle is rich enough, every natural sub-problem

arising from it is likely to inherit its richness. As it turns out, all these and many more themes have

been explored in complexity theory, each giving rise to profound insights into the P vs. NP problem.

2. What is the history of complexity theory?

The history of complexity theory starts before physical computers came into existence. This may

seem counter-intuitive today. How can one think about computing without a computer? But that

is what is surprising about this area of computer science. It involves abstract reasoning about

computation without actually ever using a computer! The prerequisites for this are mathematical

reasoning, logical thinking, and a robust definition of computation.

All of these came together in the foundational work of Alan Turing. He developed an abstract

model of computation, which was later named after him, a Turing machine. This appeared in his

1937 paper titled “On computable numbers, with an application to the Entscheidungsproblem” [32].

Consequently, the foundations of complexity theory were laid by early works of scientists such as

Alan Turing, von Neumann, Kurt Gödel, and David Hilbert. For more information about that era

of computer science, please take a look at these references [15, 21, 29, 31].

By the 1950s, computers were being used for basic arithmetic.6 Some problems were efficiently

solvable on these computers. But some required brute-force computation. For example, Factor and

Subset Sum problems listed above can be solved in exponential time using a brute-force algorithm.

That is an algorithm that enumerates all possible solutions for the given problem and verifies whether

any of them is a valid solution. For example, consider the following brute-force algorithm for the

Factor problem. For every number i between 2 and k, check whether i is a factor of N . For the

Subset Sum problem, enumerate every subset S � rns and check whether the elements indexed by

S sum to T or not. These are brute-force algorithms. In the worst case, these algorithms can take

exponential time.

In the early 1970s, Cook in the US and Levin in the Soviet Union simultaneously and

independently formalized this notion of bute-force search. They defined the concept of NP problems.

They gave a list of problems in NP that were practically relevant, but the only known algorithm for

them was a brute-force algorithm.

There is another fundamental definition in their work. This is the notion of NP-completeness.

That is slightly more tricky to describe. Informally speaking, it allows us to compare problems that

are in NP and show that they are computationally equivalent to each other up to simple algorithmic

manipulations.

6 There was a team of human computers, primarily consisting of women, who developed fast computational skills and

later learned to code using early programming languages such as Fortran [28].
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Some of these notions were studied by several predecessors of Cook and Levin under different

guises [29]. For example, the genesis of some central computational themes can be found in the

works of Kolmogorov, Shannon, Hartmanis and Strean, Blum, Smale, Edmonds, and Rabin. Cook

and Levin’s works formalized many of these themes. Their work is an important cornerstone in the

history of complexity theory.

It may surprise some readers today to know that when Cook and Levin wrote their papers,

hardly any universities in the world had Computer Science departments. Computer scientists were

employed either in the Electrical Engineering departments or in the Mathematics departments till

the late 70s. Computer Science (and consequently Complexity Theory) is a relatively new field. I

would argue that the history of Complexity Theory is being written today as we speak. I hope some

of the readers will become important personalities in this story!

3. What are the famous and classical questions in this field?

In this section I would like to describe some important themes studied in complexity theory. The

list below is neither exhaustive nor representative. You may check textbooks and lecture notes from

the references for more details on each topic and for exploring other topics.

3.1. The circuit complexity versions of the P vs. NP question

Circuits are models of computation of Boolean functions. You may have heard about them in the

context of microchips and electronics. They consist of AND (denoted as ^), OR (denoted as _) and
NOT (denoted as  ) gates. The gates are connected in an acyclic graph structure. There are some

designated nodes for inputs and they are labeled with bits t0, 1u. There is a designated node for

the output. Each gate computes a Boolean function of its inputs. An ^ gate computes the logical

AND of its inputs. That is, it outputs 1 if and only if all its input bits are 1. Similarly, an _ gate

computes the logical OR of its inputs. It outputs 1 if and only if at least one of its input bits is

1. Finally, the  gate outputs the negation of its input bit. The values propagate from the input

nodes to the output node. See for instance the figure below.

x1 x2 x3

 _ _ _

^ ^ ^

_

fpx1, x2, x3q

Here the circuit takes inputs from t0, 1u3 and outputs a value from t0, 1u. The depth of the

circuit is the length of the longest input to output gate path. The size of the circuit is the number

of operators used in it. So here, the size is 8 and the depth is 3.
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We have already seen one notion of efficiency. We said that a function is efficiently computable if

it has a polynomial time algorithm. But based on the circuit model, we could define another notion

of efficiency. We will say that a function is efficiently computable if it has a polynomial-size circuit.

The notion of the size of a circuit is a bit delicate. Let me define it formally.

A circuit Cn with n inputs is said to compute a function fn : t0, 1un Ñ t0, 1u if for every
input x P t0, 1un, Cnpxq � fnpxq. A function family F � tfnun¥0 is said to be computed

by a family of circuits C � tCnun¥0, if for every n, Cn computes fn. We say that F has

polynomial size circuits if there is a circuit family C such that for every n, Cn computes

fn and the size of Cn is bounded by polypnq.

If the definition above seems too formal, here is an informal description. Note that a circuit

comes with some designated number of input gates. So it can only compute a function that depends

on that many input bits. However, we would like to compute functions on n bits as nÑ 8. So we

say that functions are computed by a family of circuits rather than just one circuit.

After this brief technical digression, let me bring the reader back to our main theme. The class

of functions that have polynomial-size circuits is called P/poly in the literature. Can we show that

there exists a function f in NP such that f is not in P/poly? Clearly, this is a variant of the P vs.

NP question. Moreover, it is an interesting variant. This is because it is known that proving NP is

not contained in P/poly is sufficient to prove that NP is not contained in P as well. This gives a

different route for attacking the P vs. NP question.

The circuit model is quite structured. Therefore, one hopes that proving such results will be

easier than attacking the P vs. NP question. However, unfortunately, nothing better is known for

this P/poly vs. NP question as well. Over the years, researchers have explored this question in

different restricted settings. Here is one such setting.

Constant depth circuits. Consider a class of functions computable by circuits that have

polynomial size but fixed constant depth. That is, the depth is a fixed constant (say, 10 or 1000)

independent of the input length. This class is known as AC0 and is well-studied. We can ask the

corresponding AC0 vs. NP question. Interestingly, this question is fully resolved! That is, we know

that there exists a function in NP that is provably not in AC0 [2, 7, 13, 26, 30].

This result (established in a body of work by many researchers in a large set of papers in the

1980s) was a landmark breakthrough in complexity theory. It took a step closer to resolving the P

vs. NP question.

The next breakthrough in this line of work is by Ryan Williams in 2010 [36]. We do not have

enough vocabulary to discuss the result here. But what is worth noting is that this result managed

to develop a new proof technique to prove a version of the P vs. NP question.
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Barriers. Here is a natural question arising from the above successes. Can the proof strategy

used to resolve AC0 vs. NP question be extended to prove the P/poly vs. NP question or the P

vs. NP question? To answer this question positively, one needs to find a way to apply the proof

strategy in a more general setting. We have not made much progress in this endeavor after almost

three decades of initial breakthroughs.

What if the answer to the above question is no? What if the proof strategy used to resolve

the AC0 vs. NP question is not strong enough to prove other results? If that is the case, can we

mathematically prove the limitations of this proof strategy?

To do that, one needs to formalize what one means by ’this proof strategy’. Razborov and

Rudich precisely did that in the 1990s [27]. They developed a meta-theory to talk about proof

techniques that prove theorems of interest. They compared the powers of these proof techniques.

They established a framework to argue about the limitations of proof strategies, which gave rise to

a rich theory of meta-reasoning.

Algebraic Models. In another line of work, Leslie Valiant introduced algebraic circuits in the late

1970s [33]. These are circuits that have � and � gates. The inputs are variables or constants (not

necessarily just 0 and 1), and the output is a polynomial. The number of inputs is the parameter

of interest. The size of the circuit is the number of �,� operators in it. We say that an n-variate

polynomial Pnpx1, . . . , xnq is computed efficiently by a circuit with n input gates if the circuit has

size polypnq. Here too, as nÑ8, we will say that a family of polynomials tPnun¥0 is computed by

a circuit family tCnun¥0 as before.

Consider the following polynomial.

P px1, . . . , xnq �
¸

S�rns

¹

iPS

xi

It sums over all possible subsets S of the index set of the variables, i.e. rns, and for each such

set, it adds a monomial obtained by multiplying the variables from S with a coefficient 1. So here,

the size of the circuit is Op2nq. But consider the following alternative representation.

P px1, . . . , xnq �
¹

iPrns

p1� xiq.

It is not hard to see that this computes the same polynomial. However, this has a size of only

Opnq.

In general, a polynomial may seem quite complicated on the face of it. But it may have an

efficient representation. Here, by efficient, we again mean a circuit of size polypnq.

Does every polynomial have an efficient circuit computing it? This is a version of the P vs. NP

question in the algebraic setting. It is called the VP vs. VNP question. It is known that if NP is not

contained in P/poly, then VNP is not contained in VP [4]. Thus, proving VNP � VP is formally

easier than proving NP � P/poly.
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Overall, the circuit model allows us to attack the P vs. NP question in many different ways. We

may not be close to resolving the P vs. NP question yet, but certainly, this area is taking us forward

in the right direction.

3.2. Approximation algorithms and hardness of approximation

Consider a social network, e.g., Facebook (FB). Let us say we assign a node for every profile on FB.

We link two nodes if the two profiles are friends with each other on FB. This collection of nodes and

links is called a graph. You can imagine that this is a graph with millions of nodes and links. We

will use G � pV,Eq to denote the graph. Here, V is the collection of nodes, and E � V � V is a

collection of links. The links are undirected.

MaxCut: the problem statement For a given X � V , a cut CX is defined to be the set

tpu, vq P E | u P X and v P V zX or v P X and u P V zXu. That is, the cut corresponding to

X � V is a subset of the links of G that have one node in X and the other in V zX. The size of the

cut CX is the number of links in it, i.e., |CX |.

Given a graph G � pV,Eq and a parameter k, check whether the graph has a cut of size at least

k. This is the MaxCut problem. This problem is an NP-complete problem.

A brute-force algorithm for this will just go over every X � V and compute the size of CX .

Finally, it will output ‘yes’ if there is an X for which CX has at least k links and output ‘no’

otherwise. Given a set X, checking whether CX has a size at least k or not will take time polypnq.
As there are 2n possibilities for X, where n is the size of V , it is easy to see that the brute-force

algorithm will take time Op2n polypnqq.

Can we design an algorithm that runs in time polypnq? Well, if we do, then, in particular, we

will prove that P � NP, thereby resolving the P vs. NP question. Given all the above discussion,

designing a polynomial time algorithm for the problem may be difficult! One natural question to

ask is, can we answer the question approximately?

Approximation algorithms Let us first define the notion of approximation.

For a given G, let OPTpGq denote the size of the maximum cut. For α ¥ 1, we say that a

cut C is an α-approximation if

|C| ¥ OPTpGq
α

.

Here, α is called the approximation ratio. We would like it to be as close to 1 as possible.

We may not be able to compute the best solution efficiently, but how about designing an

efficient algorithm for an α-approximation? In fact, in this case, we can very easily compute a

2-approximation as follows.
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Arrange the vertices in some arbitrary order tv1, . . . , vnu.
Let A � tv1u, B � H.

For every 2 ¤ i ¤ n

If vi has more neighbours in A than in B,

then add vi to B

else add it to A.

Final output is pA,Bq.

Analysis of the algorithm. The algorithm terminates after these steps. It is not hard to see

that the total time taken is only polypnq. To see why this gives a 2-approximation, first observe that

OPTpGq is at most |E|. We now need to show that the size of the cut given by pA,Bq is at least

|E|{2. This is slightly technical.

For each link in the graph, let the node with the higher number be the owner of that link.

For example, if pvi, vjq is a link in the graph and i   j, then vj is the owner of pvi, vjq.
Suppose a vertex vi is an owner of ri many links. Then we know that

°n
i�1 ri � |E|. Suppose

vi is added to B by the algorithm, then at least half of its neighbors among the vertices

tv1, . . . , vi�1u are in A. This means that when vi is added to B, at least ri{2 links are added

to the cut. Similarly if vi is added to A. Hence, the cut constructed by the algorithm contains

at least |E|{2 links.

Improving the approximation ratio. The next obvious question is: can we get a better

approximation ratio than 2? This is a well-studied question. The best-known approximation ratio for

the problem is around 1.139 by Goemans and Williamson [8]. They achieve this using a randomized

strategy. The analysis of this strategy uses some really clever techniques. If you wish to read more

about this, you may look up lecture notes by Venkatesh Guruswami here [11].

It is also known that no better than p17{16q-approximation can be obtained unless P equals NP.

Such results are called hardness of approximation results. Typically, they show that an NP-complete

problem is hard to approximate beyond a certain approximation ratio under some complexity-

theoretic assumptions (e.g. P is not equal to NP).

In the early 2000s, Subhash Khot introduced a new complexity-theoretic assumption called The

Unique Games Conjecture (UGC) [18]. The conjecture says that a certain computational problem,

which he called the Unique Game, cannot be approximated efficiently. In the last two decades,

this conjecture has been a driving force behind many hardness of approximation results. Assuming

UGC and that P is not equal to NP, we can show that some NP-complete problems are not just

hard to solve, but are also hard to approximate beyond a certain approximation ratio. Specifically,

Khot, Kindler, Mossel, and O’Donnell showed that the approximation ratio for MaxCut achieved by

Goemans and Williamson’s algorithm is the best we can get assuming UGC [17].
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3.3. Randomness in computation and derandomization

A randomized algorithm is an algorithm that has access to random bits. Randomized algorithms are

ubiquitous in many real-world applications including large-scale data analysis, disease prediction,

image processing algorithms, weather prediction, and natural language processing.

As complexity theorists, we would like to understand the role of randomness in computation. How

does randomness affect computation? Suppose we have a problem that is not known to be in P,

for example, the Factor problem. Can we design efficient randomized algorithms for such problems?

Before I go any further, let me formalize what I mean by efficient randomized algorithms.

A randomised algorithm A is said to compute a function f : t0, 1un Ñ t0, 1u efficiently if it

has the following properties. During its computation, it tosses polypnq many random coins

and for every x, it has the following behavior.

If fpxq � 1 then it outputs 1 with probability at least 1� p.

If fpxq � 0 then it outputs 0 with probability at least 1� p.

It halts in polypnq steps.

Informally, the algorithm runs in polynomial time using at most polynomially many random

bits. Moreover, it may have a small probability of error. It may output either a false-negative7

with probability p, or it may output a false-positive8 with probability p. (Here, think of p as a real

number between p0, 1{2q. Typically, we want it to be as close to 0 as possible.)

The class of problems that have efficient randomized algorithms is called BPP. We would like

to understand the relationship between P, NP, and BPP. Overall, we would like to understand how

randomness affects computation. Is it possible to remove randomness from computation? Can it be

done efficiently? [16]

Here is a relevant observation in this context. We can always apply a brute-force strategy to

remove randomness from the algorithm. Suppose we have a randomized algorithm A that uses

r random bits. Then we can design another algorithm A1 as follows. For every u P t0, 1ur, A1

simulates A with u as its random bits. After all these simulations, A1 outputs whatever majority of

the simulations did.

A1 is correct and not randomized. However, if the original algorithm used polypnq bits of

randomness then A1 will run for exponentially many steps. So, we can remove randomness from

computation at the expense of time efficiency.

The process of removing randomness from computation is called derandomization. It is widely

believed that efficient derandomization is possible, i.e., BPP equals P. The above naive brute-

force strategy does not give an efficient derandomization. Moreover, looking at all the real-world

applications BPP � P conjecture sounds counter-intuitive. Then why do experts believe that BPP

� P?

7 the true answer is 1, but the algorithm outputs 0
8 the actual answer is 0, but the algorithm outputs 1
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One reason to believe in efficient derandomization is evidence-based. For many problems, we first

tend to obtain efficient (and often simple) randomized algorithms. Over time, a conglomeration of

clever ideas leads to efficient deterministic algorithms for them. This has famously happened for the

Primes problem we discussed earlier.

The other reason to believe in BPP � P comes from cryptography [22]. Let us assume that Factor

is not solvable in P. (This is not known, but we believe it to be true.) As we discussed before, if

Factor is not in P, we have provable safety guarantees for our cryptographic systems. The safety of

the online banking systems, credit card payments, etc. depends on this assumption.

Under this assumption, complexity theorists have developed pseudorandom generators (PRG).

PRGs are devices that assume that hard functions exist (e.g. assume that Factor is a hard function),

and under this assumption, they stretch a small string of random bits into a very long string

of random bits. The existence of such PRGs further implies that randomized algorithms can be

efficiently derandomized.

Safe crypto-systems ð Factor is not in P ñ Pseudorandom generators ñ BPP = P.

3.4. Other important themes

Here, I would like to give you a short list of a few more topics studied in complexity theory and

some references for each.

Communication complexity. [19, 20, 12] Suppose we wish to compute a function on input bits

that are split among two or more players. In this case, the players need to communicate with each

other to compute the function. Communication Complexity studies the number of bits required to

compute functions in this setting.

Coding theory. [34] Suppose we are trying to communicate between multiple parties in the

presence of errors in the communication channel. In coding theory, we study how best to

communicate in the presence of such errors.

Proof complexity. [25] A proof system is a set of axioms and rules that prove theorems. Peano

arithmetic and trigonometry are examples of such proof systems. In proof complexity, we study

the strengths and weaknesses of different proof systems. Specifically, we try to understand the

computational limits of theorem proving.

Quantum complexity. [23] This area of complexity theory studies quantum computation. Here,

the laws of quantum physics govern the rules of the computation. The theory of quantum

computers precedes physical quantum computers. Just like Alan Turing created an abstract model
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of computation before a physical computer was built, today, complexity theorists study quantum

computation. A lot is known about this model.

For example, we know that Factor has a polynomial time algorithm on a quantum computer.

In particular, this implies that if we can build sufficiently powerful quantum computers, then our

classical cryptographic systems will be rendered unsafe!

Today, many leading tech giants such as IBM, Google, and Microsoft are developing quantum

computers [14, 10]. Along with this, cryptographers are designing new crypto-systems that will be

safe even if we can build quantum computers.

3.5. Closing remarks

At this point, I would like to remind the reader that the list above is not comprehensive. You

may wonder why I chose the above topics and not some other topics. Good question! Here are my

reasons.

Firstly, it shows my personal biases. These are the topics that fascinate me the most and they

are the topics that got me deeply interested in complexity theory.

Secondly, these are central to complexity theory. Any complexity theory text is incomplete

without the mention of a good number of the above topics.

Finally, I chose these themes to demonstrate the importance of asking the right questions. The

central goal of complexity theory is to understand computation. (Depending on your area of research,

it may be something else.) The above questions are important because they are exactly aligned with

this central goal. In my view, the success of your research career depends on whether you can ask

the right questions or not. To quote Einstein –

If I had an hour to solve a problem and my life depended on the solution, I would spend

the first 55 minutes determining the proper question to ask. . . for once I know the proper

question, I could solve the problem in less than five minutes.

4. How can I start working in this area?

If you are thinking about working in complexity theory, here are some pointers to get you started.

Prerequisites. The main prerequisites for working in complexity theory are algorithm design,

randomized algorithms, and discrete mathematics. It will be great if you have also gone through the

Toolkit for CS course offered by Ryan O’Donnell [24]. (All the course material and YouTube videos

are available online.)

Texts. I highly recommend reading Mathematics and Computation, a textbook by Avi

Wigderson [35]. He is one of the most renowned researchers in complexity theory. He has put
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together a fantastic collection of topics for beginners in this book. (It also contains many advanced

topics, but you may skip those the first time.)

Many standard complexity theory courses taught across the world also refer to Introduction to

Complexity Theory: A Modern Approach, by Arora and Barak [3]. The textbook has a nice set of

problems that you may be able to attempt on your own.
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