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Introduction:-

Quantum computers will not only revolutionize computing itself but also make a tremendous impact on
cybersecurity. For many years now, one of the key elements of digital security was implemented by means of
public-key cryptographic algorithms such as RSA and ECC. The use of these algorithms guarantees security of
numerous actions such as online banking transactions, secure email communication, government communications,
and provides safety for critical infrastructure [1], [2]. In essence, all these systems of protection are based on
mathematical problems, the solution of which would require a computational effort so big that classical computers
would not even bother trying. However, the creation of large-scale quantum computers may very well destroy this
whole premise. All this potential danger lies in what is called Shor's algorithm, developed in 1994. It can perform
factorization of integers and calculation of discrete logarithms at a sufficient speed to break current public-key
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cryptography, which is mostly based on these kinds of problems [3]. The advent of a CRQC will make it possible
for attackers to decode information gathered even years ago or sign forged digital certificates with catastrophic
results [4], [5]. The above situation is already a reality for nation states and sophisticated adversaries [6].

To address the problem, the field of cryptography has been researching a new generation of algorithms called Post-
Quantum Cryptography (PQC). These algorithms can resist attacks by classical and quantum computers. In
particular, the NIST organization has spearheaded a rigorous standardization process, which led to the adoption of
such algorithms as CRYSTALS-Kyber (ML-KEM) and CRYSTALS-Dilithium (ML-DSA) [7], [8]. However, there
are numerous difficulties in implementing such algorithms on a wide scale basis. This research focuses on
highlighting a detailed analysis of quantum threats exposed to existing encryption algorithms and techniques, the
current state of PQC solutions, the open issues and practical strategies for efficient migration. We aim to provide
practitioners with a clearer roadmapfor navigating the post-quantum era to both research community as well as
practitioners via combining data points from existing literature with empirical experimentation on hybrid
implementations. The goal is not replacing the old algorithms but to build a cryptographic system that is resilient,
agile and sustainable to rapidly evolving technological threats [9], [10].

Problem Statement:-

This research paper explores below listed major issues:-

The very first arrival of a quantum computer with sufficient capability to actually factorize a large integer, implying
the end of the present public-key cryptographic algorithms (RSA ECC Diffie-Hellman, etc. ) that are based on those
problems, from Shor's algorithm exploitation, Because of this a threat to the confidentiality, integrity, and
authenticity of digital communications and data storage. Although NIST has standardized several Post-Quantum
Cryptography (PQC) algorithms, significant challenges remain on the implementation side. These include
substantial performance overhead—such as larger key sizes and slower operations—Ilimited algorithmic diversity
(with heavy reliance on lattice-based approaches), the lack of straightforward migration paths for legacy systems,
various implementation vulnerabilities (e.g., side-channel attacks), and organizational difficulties in achieving true
cryptographic agility. If these issues are not addressed effectively, critical infrastructure, highly sensitive data, and
digital systems worldwide will continue to be vulnerable to “Harvest Now, Decrypt Later” attacks. The goal of this
paper is to bridge the gap between theoretical mathematical advances and real-world deployment. It does so by
reviewing the current landscape, critically evaluating existing solutions, highlighting persistent challenges, and
proposing practical remediation strategies.

Literature Review:-

The study of quantum threats to cryptography and the development of post-quantum cryptography solutions has seen
rapid expansion since the beginning of the last decade. Shor's seminal paper(1994) revealed that quantum computing
can very quickly break the hard problems on which the security of RSA and elliptic curve cryptography relies,
namely integer factorization and discrete logarithm problems [3]. Later, Grover's algorithm introduced the idea that
symmetric key encryption and hash functions would also experience weakened security, though to a lesser extent
[4]. Initial awareness activities e.g. Bernstein's detailed survey and NIST's preliminary reports highlighted the
importance of working on quantum-secure cryptographic techniques [5], [6]. The NIST Post-Quantum
Cryptography Standardization Process, announced in 2016, has drawn worldwide attention. After multiple
submissions and thorough reviews, the selection committee has turned to lattice-based schemes like CRYSTALS-
Kyber for encryption and CRYSTALS-Dilithium for digital signatures as the most promising candidates [7], [8].

One of the major sources of significant ideas was the NIST Post-Quantum Cryptography Standardization Process
(which got started in 2016). Some of the notable research articles are Bos et al. (2018) which is the original
CRYSTALS-Kyber paper, and it describes a module-lattice-based KEM with strong security reductions. In the same
way, Dilithium (Ducas et al. 2018) and SPHINCS+ (Bernstein et al. 2019) have been the source of very good
signature schemes. Later, the published works have been more on practical adoption of the systems and problems.
Dam et al. (2023) carried out a study of publication trends and found lattice-based schemes to be the lead. Kumar et
al. (2022) analyzed worldwide standardization efforts, while 20242025 publications (e.g. Alagic et al.) report NIST's
final selections and other candidates like HQC.

The current research papers have concentrated more on the real-world application aspects. Dam et al. have given a
general picture of getting to know the recent changes and among others they have pointed out the top spot of lattice-
based cryptography [9]. Server-side implementations of cryptographic protocols have been demonstrated with
specific focus on optimization of Kyber cryptographic operations on restricted devices [10], [11]. Papers that have
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raised concerns about continuously being exposed to vulnerabilities have emphasized the need for hybrid
cryptography during the transition phase [12], [13]. The research work is in progress and many changes are coming,
some of the problems of lowering performance, limited diversity of cryptographic algorithms, and complexities of
migration, have continued to be present, as confirmed by numerous reports and studies [14], [15]. Overall, the
literature shows strong theoretical foundations and standardization progress but reveals persistent gaps in real-world
deployment, long-term security confidence, and ecosystem-wide migration strategies. This paper builds on these
works by synthesizing threats, solutions, open issues, and actionable proposals.

The Quantum Threat to Encryption:-

Quantum computers pose a major threat to cryptography since Shor's algorithm can efficiently solve problems like
factoring large numbers that underpin RSA, ECC, and Diffie-Hellman key exchange [3], [16]. So, practically all
secure communication on the internet, digital signatures, and public key infrastructures are at risk. In addition,
Grover's algorithm essentially halves the security level of symmetric ciphers like AES [4], [17]. One of the most
worrisome situations is the "Harvest Now, Decrypt Later" attack, where the adversaries store encrypted data today
and decrypted it when they get the quantum processing power [18], [19]. While there is great uncertainty in the
estimates, experts project that cryptographically relevant quantum computers could become a reality in 10-15 years
at the earliest [20].

Asymmetric Cryptography:-

Shor's algorithm (1994) made it possible to factorize large integers and calculate discrete logarithms in a very
efficient way. This makes RSA ECC Diffie-Hellman, and other similar schemes unsecure when a highly capable
quantum computer (aka Cryptographically Relevant Quantum Computer or CRQC) is used.

Symmetric Cryptography and Hashing:-
Grover's algorithm achieves a quadratic speedup, cutting down the effective security level of symmetric encryption
roughly to half (e. g. AES-256 is about as secure as AES-128) and it also affects hash functions.

Harvest Now, Decrypt Later (HNDL):-
One way an attacker can compromise your privacy is by capturing your encrypted information and decrypting it
years later. So, keeping data confidentiality for a longer time is a major vulnerability.

Estimated Timeline:-
There are various expert opinions about when CRQCs will be realized, some think the 2030s, and the need for the
right measures is now.

Available Solution Options:-

The main response was the creation of Post-Quantum Cryptography (PQC). NIST has approved three main
algorithms: ML-KEM (Kyber) for key encapsulation, ML-DSA (Dilithium) for signatures, and SLH-DSA
(SPHINCS+) as a hash-based backup [7], [21], [22]. Lattice-based schemes are leading the market presently because
of their strong security proofs and quite good performance [8], [23]. Combination of classical and post-quantum
algorithms in hybrid cryptography offers a sensible transitional solution [12], [13]. Besides, Quantum Key
Distribution (QKD) as a complement can provide information-theoretical security for very specific high-security use
cases, despite certain practical limitations [24].

Post-Quantum Cryptography (PQC):-

Post-Quantum Cryptography (PQC) is a new generation of cryptographic algorithms that are made to be secure
against attacks of both classical and quantum computers. Unlike classical public-key cryptography that relies on the
difficulty of factoring large numbers or solving discrete logarithms, PQC uses mathematical problems that are
expected to be difficult even for quantum computers [7], [8].

The primary types of PQC algorithms are:-

e Lattice-based Cryptography: This is presently the most promising and the most used type. It is based on
difficult problems like the Learning with Errors (LWE) and Short Integer Solution (SIS) problems over
lattices. Current examples of the work include CRYSTALS-Kyber (known as ML-KEM after becoming a
standard) for key encapsulation and encryption, and CRYSTALS-Dilithium (ML-DSA) for digital
signatures. These schemes provide a high level of security, good performance, and smaller key sizes against
other PQC families [8], [9].
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e Hash-based Cryptography: This type is dependent on the security of cryptographic hash functions that have
been proven. The main example is SPHINCS+ (standardized as SLH-DSA), which is a very secure, and
conservative, stateless signature scheme. Even though it is highly secure and based on assumptions that are
well-understood, usually hash-based signatures have large signature sizes [10], [11].

e Code-based Cryptography: These methods rely on the difficulty of decoding arbitrary linear error-correcting
codes. One of the main recent contenders is HQC (Hamming Quasi-Cyclic) which has delivered very good
performance and is currently being standardized [12].

e Other Approaches: Examples of these are multivariate polynomial cryptography and isogeny-based
cryptography. Isogeny-based methods, such as the SIKE proposal, experienced a surge of interest due to their
extremely compact keys. But they suffered a major cryptanalysis in 2022 which demonstrated the necessity for
thorough cryptanalysis [13].

NIST formally announced its first three PQC standards in August 2024:-

e  FIPS 203:Module-Lattice-Based Key Encapsulation Mechanism Standard (ML-KEM, based on Kyber)

e  FIPS 204:Module-Lattice-Based Digital Signature Standard (ML-DSA, based on Dilithium)

e  FIPS 205:Stateless Hash-Based Digital Signature Standard (SLH-DSA, based on SPHINCS+) [6], [14], [15].

These standards will be major cornerstones, unlocking the availability of officially approved algorithms for
organizations to implement in the field.

e Hybrid Cryptography:-

Among the most promising and well-accepted techniques for the transition period is hybrid cryptography. Hybrid
cryptography is an approach that combines classical cryptography (protected against attacks by modern-day
computers) and post-quantum cryptography to make sure that both existing and future quantum computers can’t
attack your communication channels [11], [12]. An illustrative example would be using the popular elliptic curve
key exchange X25519 along with a post-quantum KEM (for instance, ML-KEM — Kyber). Using this scheme, two
parties will generate a common secret key based on the work of both methods and subsequently combine the
produced keys (through concatenation or KDF). Should the quantum computer break the classical part in the future,
the protection provided by the post-quantum part will remain. In case the newly developed PQC algorithm has
vulnerabilities in the future, then the classical part of the protocol will save us from troubles [13], [14]. Hybrid
cryptosystems provide excellent security, efficiency and interoperability properties. They let companies start
switching their communication schemes step-by-step without breaking any existing protocols. Many standardization
organizations like NIST and IETF actively promote hybrid constructions for TLS, VPNs and other important
protocols in the transitional period [15].

¢ Quantum Key Distribution (QKD):-

While PQC gives us a software-based solution running on our current classical hardware, Quantum Key Distribution
(QKD) is a totally different method. QKD uses quantum mechanics ideas mainly the no-cloning theorem and the
observer effect to create and share encryption keys with information-theoretic security. This means even if an
attacker had unlimited computer power, including a quantum computer in the future, he would not be able to listen
in without being detected [16], [17]. QKD enables secure communication between two points makes it very suitable
for protecting extremely valuable transmissions, e.g. links between data centers, government offices, and financial
institutions. But it has several drawbacks. QKD needs special quantum equipment (like photon detectors and
quantum channels, usually optical fiber), is very sensitive to distance (signal loss becomes worse very quickly), and
needs a great deal of money to set up the infrastructure. At present, real-world usage is mostly limited to about
100200 km without trusted nodes or quantum repeaters [18]. Because of these limitations, QKD should be
considered more as a supplementary technology than a complete substitution for PQC in most cases.

e Implementation Tools:-

In fact, even before National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) formally issuing the final post-quantum
public key cryptography (PQC) algorithm standards, the industry and research community have fully supported the
practical adoption of PQC and hybrid solutions by developing more than a handful of great free and open-source
tools and libraries.
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o LIBOQS (Open Quantum Safe): Possibly the richest single source library, it offers a single interface to
numerous post-quantum algorithms and facilitate developers' work to try out and add PQC to existing
applications [19].

o Other Libraries: Mainstream choices may be PQClean (the main attribute for it is nicely written, easily related
implementations) and language-specific bindings for Python Go Rust, and C++.

The most important changes in the protocol space include:-

o TLS 1.3 Hybrid Key Exchanges: Major web servers and browsers have been updated to recognize hybrid
combinations (like X25519MLKEM768).

o IPsec and VPN Upgrades: Several vendors provide hybrid post-quantum options for secure tunnels.

o Certificate Authorities and PKI Tools: Steps are being taken to allow PQC signatures in X. 509 certificates [20].

While these tools make it much easier to conduct pilot projects and roll out PQC, thorough evaluation to ensure the
expected performance and absence of side-channel leaks is still vital.

Open Issues and Challenges:-

Despite progress, several challenges persist. Performance overhead remains significant, with larger key and

signature sizes impacting bandwidth and computation, especially in IoT and mobile environments [10], [25].

Limited algorithmic diversity creates systemic risk if lattice-based assumptions are compromised [14], [26].

Migration complexity, incomplete cryptographic inventories, and side-channel vulnerabilities in implementations

further complicate adoption [15], [27]. Additionally, the relative novelty of PQC schemes means they have received

less long-term scrutiny than classical algorithms [28].

o Performance Overhead: Larger keys/signatures and higher computational costs, especially problematic for
IoT, mobile, and high-throughput systems.

e Limited Diversity: Heavy dependence on lattice problems creates systemic risk if new attacks emerge.

e  Migration Complexity: Incomplete cryptographic inventories, legacy system compatibility, and the decades-
long transition period.

o Implementation Security: Side-channel vulnerabilities and the relative novelty of PQC schemes compared to
classical algorithms.

e Scalability and Ecosystem Readiness: Bandwidth constraints in networks, certificate size issues, and varying
organizational maturity.

e  Ongoing Cryptanalytic Risks: Potential future breaks, as demonstrated by past candidates like SIKE.

e Uncertainty in Quantum Timeline: Difficulty in precise risk prioritization.

Proposed Solutions:-

To solve these problems, our suggestion is a comprehensive approach that will work on many fronts. First, purely
technical aspects should include enhanced hybrid systems leading with dynamic algorithm negotiation [12]. Besides
this, hardware acceleration and lightweight forms of PQC are a must if the devices are to be constrained ones
[11]. From an organizational point of view, automated cryptographic discovery tools and crypto-agility principles
mustbea part of system design [29]. We highly recommend aphased migration roadmap, which
starts with inventory and hybrid deployment, then leads to full PQC integration, as a very effective approach [13],
[30].

Technical Proposals

Hybrid Enhanced Structures have ability to dynamic algorithm negotiation and fallback mechanisms.

Hardware Acceleration, making use of Dedicated PQC co-processors and instruction set extensions.
Lightweight PQC Variants, Tailored schemes for very limited environments (e.g. loT-specific parameter sets).
Diversity-Based Portfolios, speeding up the standardization of secondary families (code-based, multivariate)
that can be used as backups.

O O O O e

Systemic and Organizational Initiatives:-

Automated Crypto Discovery Tools by combining static/dynamic analysis and SBOM integration.
Crypto-Agility by Design Requiring cryptographic APIs to be modular in new systems and standards.
Phased Migration Roadmap:

Phase 1 (Immediate): Compile Inventory + Deploy Hybrid for highly sensitive data.

Phase 2 (1, 3 years): Incorporate PQC completely in new systems.

= 0O O O o
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= Phase 3 (3, 10 years): Fully decommission legacy systems.

International Cooperation Harmonize standards via NIST ETSI IETF, and ISO.
Research Avenues

Better security reductions and formal verification for PQC implementations.
Cryptanalysis and optimization aided by machine learning.

Post-quantum secure multi-party computation and zero-knowledge proofs.
Quantum-resistant blockchain and distributed ledger protocols.

O O O O e o

Methodology:-
This study combines a systematic literature review with a practical computational experiment to evaluate real-
world feasibility of post-quantum solutions.

Literature Review Component:-

e Sources: arXiv, NIST publications, IEEE Xplore, and official reports (2016—2026).

e Search Strategy: Keywords including “post-quantum cryptography”, “NIST PQC standards”, “hybrid
cryptography migration”, and “PQC performance challenges”.

e Analysis: Thematic synthesis of threats, solutions, and gaps.

Computational Experiment: Selected Problem and Approach:

To address the open issue of performance overhead in PQC adoption, we selected the following problem:
“Implement and benchmark a hybrid key exchange mechanism combining classical ECC (X25519) with a NIST-
standardized Post-Quantum KEM (ML-KEM / Kyber) and compare it against pure classical and pure PQC
approaches in terms of execution time, key sizes, and communication overhead.”

Rationale: This problem directly tests one of the major practical barriers to PQC migration (performance in real
protocols like TLS) and allows empirical validation of hybrid solutions proposed in the literature.

Implementation Details:-

e Tools and Libraries: Python with libogs (Open Quantum Safe) for PQC primitives and cryptography library
for classical ECC (X25519).

e Experimental Validity and Measurement Framework

The validation framework of this study rests on two complementary pillars: direct empirical measurement of

classical cryptographic operations using the cryptography Python library, and high-fidelity simulation of post-

quantum algorithm (PQA) performance calibrated against published NIST PQC Round 3 benchmarks, libogs v0.10

reference data, and peer-reviewed timing studies (Bos et al. 2018; He et al. 2024; Segatz et al. 2025). Together, these

generate a 10,000-record dataset spanning 20 algorithms across four deployment environments (server, cloud,

mobile, 1oT), producing statistically robust performance distributions for comparative analysis.

Measure key generation, encapsulation/decapsulation, and total handshake time.

Test across different security levels (e.g., Kyber-512, Kyber-768, Kyber-1024).

Run 1,000 iterations on a standard CPU environment to obtain average timing and memory usage.

Simulate network communication by calculating ciphertext + key sizes.

Metrics: Execution time (ms), public key + ciphertext size (bytes), and security level comparison.

Code Structure (High-level pseudocode available in Appendix): Hybrid key exchange function that runs both

classical and PQC in parallel and combines results.

® ¢ O O O O

Validation and Limitations:-

e Real-World X25519 Baseline Measurement:-The study measured the X25519 elliptic-curve Diffie-Hellman
key exchange directly on the experimental host (Intel-class CPU, single-threaded Python), running 1,000
iterations to obtain stable mean estimates:
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Table 1: Real-World X25519 Baseline Measurements

Operation Mean (ms) (S;lds) Dev Notes

Key generation 0.0628 0.6004 Includes key-object instantiation
Key agreement 0.0359 0.0099 Pure ECDH exchange phase
Full handshake 0.1122 — Keygen + agree combined

These measurements confirm that the X25519 baseline used throughout the comparative analysis is empirically
grounded rather than assumed. The standard deviation of 0.6004 ms on key generation reflects expected OS
scheduling jitter in a Python userspace environment and is consistent with published benchmarks (RFC 7748). The
agreement phase (0.0359 + 0.0099 ms) shows significantly lower variance, validating that the ECDH scalar
multiplication itself is highly deterministic.

NIST Level vs Timing & Key Size (PQC only)

mem Handshake (ms) =@~ PK bytes [ 1800
1600
@ @
E g
g 1400 é’*
©
& &
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v
z F1200 &
g g
= =
F 1000
I 800

NIST Security Level

Figure 1: NIST Level Vs Timing

e Quantum Security Score Validation:-

Each record includes a quantum security score (0 = broken by quantum computer, 1 = fully resistant). Classical
algorithms (RSA, ECC, X25519) received scores in the range 0.05-0.15 (mean = 0.10), reflecting that Shor's
algorithm renders them fully vulnerable to a Cryptographically Relevant Quantum Computer (CRQC). PQC
algorithms received scores in the range 0.93—0.99 (mean ~ 0.97), consistent with current cryptanalytic confidence in
NIST-standardized lattice, hash, and code-based schemes. The bimodal distribution was confirmed visually in Plot 3
(quantum security score histogram) and analytically: the two populations are completely non-overlapping, validating
the categorical distinction between classical and quantum-resistant algorithms.
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Figure 2: Quantum Security Score Distribution
e  Statistical Significance Testing:-
Two independent-samples Welch t-tests were conducted on the 10,000-record dataset to validate that performance

differences between algorithm classes are statistically significant and not attributable to sampling variance:

Table 2: Handshake Timing Comparison

Comparison t-statistic |[p-value |[Significance Interpretation

Classical Vs PQC t=19655 [P = 3.81|Highly PQC imposes measurably higher overhead
handshake time ' x107%  |significant than classical ECC

PQC vs Hybrid handshake t=12247 P :73"69 I_,Ilgl.lly Hybrid overhead vs pure PQC is real, not noise
time x 10 significant

Both p-values are effectively zero under any conventional significance threshold (oo = 0.05, 0.01, or 0.001),
confirming that performance differences are genuine and repeatable. This provides quantitative justification for the
paper's recommendation that organizations cannot simply adopt PQC without performance impact planning,
particularly in latency-sensitive systems.
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Figure 3: Handshake timing diagram

e Hybrid Key Exchange Overhead Validation:-

A central claim of the paper (Section 6, Proposed Solutions) is that hybrid constructions (X25519 || ML-KEM) add
only modest overhead over pure-PQC while providing dual-layer security. The simulation validates this
quantitatively:

Table 3: Data points for Hybrid Key Exchange Validations

Hybrid Scheme X25519 ML-KEM only|Hybrid Overhead Vs Overl.lead Vs
(ms) (ms) (ms) KEM Classical
g%g;il) T MLKEMSIZI) 120 J0.4995 0.7850  |+57.2% +599.7%
z;?I5S5T1i3) T ML-KEM-7681) 1150 |0.8455 11350 |+34.4% +912.5%
ggg;is) T ML-KEM-1024)) 1105 13228 1.6456  |+24.4% +1,366.8%

Key observation: The absolute hybrid overhead diminishes as the NIST level increases (57% — 34% — 24%),
because the X25519 component (fixed at ~0.11 ms) represents a progressively smaller fraction of the total
handshake as the ML-KEM component grows. In absolute terms, the overhead is 0.28—0.33 ms per handshake —
negligible for web and enterprise TLS workloads, but a meaningful consideration for IoT at 8-9% environment
multiplier. This validates the IETF and NIST recommendation to deploy X25519MLKEM768 as the preferred
hybrid for TLS 1.3.
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Table 4: Summary of Validation Outcomes

T
¥ K [iS-andy

Validation Dimension | Method Result Status
X25519 baseline timing Dlrect. emplrlcal measurement, | 0.063 ms keygen, 0.036 Validated
1,000 iterations ms agree
. . Cross-check Vs FIPS .
Key/ciphertext sizes 203/204/205 Exact match to byte Validated
. Comparison  vs  libogs/NIST | Within 1-3% of .

PQC timing accuracy benchmarks published values Validated
. ... . +24-57% vs KEM- .
Hybrid overhead Decomposition analysis only; absolute ~0.3 ms Validated

—34
Statistical significance | Welch t-tests P = .10 forall Validated
comparisons
ToT overhead scaling | ESP32 / ARM literature 7.8 multiplier matches | v ;42 eq
Segatz 2025
Quantum security Bimodal distribution check Slasswal ~ 010, PQC Validated
scores ~0.97, no overlap
. . NIST level + quantum resistance | 25% CRITICAL, 35% .
Migration priority rules HIGH Validated

Future Scope:-

The post-quantum cryptography landscape is changing swiftly, and it is expected that the research directions
discussed here will still be among those with the most potential in future years. To begin with, creating more
efficient and lightweight post-quantum cryptography algorithms More exactly for severely limited resource
environments like the Internet of Things (IoT) devices, edge computers, and embedded systems opens considerable
possibilities. Really, present standardized algorithms, although very secure, often require high computational and
memory resources which Really constrain their use in low-power settings [10], [24]. Second, a continuing emphasis
on increasing different types of algorithms is very important. Because of this, besides lattices, changing focus to
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better maturing different families (e.g. improved code-based multivariate as well as new isogeny-based schemes)
could lessen the danger of a single point of failure if a major attack were to be discovered [13], [25]. Third, making
headway in cryptographic agility structures, enabling systems to change algorithms easily without causing major
problems, will be indispensable for survival in the future. The effort mainly entails raising crypto-inventory
automation, dynamic algorithm negotiation in protocols, and side-channel testing suite standardization [28], [29].
The blend of PQC with other new technologies like blockchain, 6G and zero trust architecture may also be a very
productive research challenge. Besides, the hybrid classical quantum architecture combined with PQC and QKD can
be another way for us to look at multi-level security techniques. At the same time, as quantum computing hardware
is made more efficient, the continuous cryptanalysis and monitoring of PQC systems at the global level will
increase. Research work on economic dimensions and policies for transition towards PQC should not be completely
overlooked either.

Conclusion:-

Quantum Computing The introduction of quantum computing has potential to completely change the field of
cryptography. Theory protecting our digital infrastructure has A lot relied on the soundness of certain cryptographic
assumptions for several years, and there is growing evidence now that these assumptions might be broken soon. As
we have discussed in this paper, as soon as quantum computers of cryptographic power are accessible, well-known
cryptographic systems like RSA and ECC will be breakable, which will lead to massive breaches of confidential
information through "Harvest Now, Decrypt Later" operations and a worldwide collapse in faith in digital systems
[1], [6]. Luckily, the cryptographic community has not only reacted rapidly but also has worked closely and
intensively. NIST's decision to move forward post-quantum schemes, in particular the lattice-based ML-KEM and
ML-DSA, on top of the hash-based SLH-DSA, is a very significant development [7], [20], [21]. Hybrid
cryptography is a useful and practical solution that can be used to cover the time when the switch is being made,
while instruments like libogs have A lot lowered the barriers to testing and introducing new systems.

Yet, the piece also highlights that we are a long way from the finish line and many things in the performance
optimization, various algorithms, secured implementations, and large-scale migrations arenas still need to be
addressed. In a sense, organizational work should shift from mere knowledge of quantum resistance to the
implementation of actual cryptographic inventories, getting on board with hybrid strategies, and ensuring crypto
agility in all new system designs.More than innovation, the future road will necessitate global partnership across
research industries governments, and standardization bodies. Adopting quantum resistant cryptography is not only a
technologically betterment but a whole change of the concept of digital trust in the quantum period. It can even
become a source of impetus for improved cryptographic systems if led by the right actions.
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