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“Einstein argued that there must be simplified explanations of nature, because God
is not capricious or arbitrary. No such faith comforts the software engineer. Much

of the complexity that he must master is arbitrary complexity, forced without
rhyme or reason by the many human institutions and systems to which his

interfaces must conform. These differ from interface to interface, and from time to
time, not because of necessity but only because they were designed by different

people, rather than by God.”

— Frederick O. Brooks, Jr.
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