Scott Carey

From: James R. Lowell <james.lowell@diplomail.ch>

Sent: Wednesday, November 2, 2022 9:12 PM

To: Scott Carey

Subject: Public Commentary for November 3rd 2022 NTRPA Governing Board Meeting
Attachments: Up-Yours Seminar.pdf; The-Wealthiest-Zip-Codes-in-America.pdf; Teshara—12-30-2020

_Letter_to_City.pdf; Res 2021-003 Budget Amendment Short Term Economic Recovery
Task Force.pdf; Teshara's PAC—FPPC Form 460 01 04 2022.pdf; Talent vs Luck—the role
of randomness in sucess and failure.pdf; If You're So Smart, Why Aren’t You Rich Turns
Out It's Just Chance..pdf

Dear Nevada Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Governing Board,

We need you to completely divest from the TPC\Tahoe Chamber\LTVA NOW! We should not
be giving them more of OUR money! The City just begged us all for how much we needed to
raise taxes and then turned around and agreed to approve sending $75,000 from our treasury to
Nevada. That money could have gone to two of those "much needed" City vehicle purchases!
What the fuck is wrong with you? You have let the Tahoe Chamber host our City Council
debates and now you are giving those disgusting corporate bastard toadies "Statesmanship
Status."

We've Upped Our Ambitions.
Now...

UP YOURS!

Are You Ready?
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AR Brainwashing sessions for just $10 a

e e
TAHOE PROSPERITY CENTER meeting!




I'll tell you what's going on: Tamara Wallace wants to climb onto the Board of Directors of the
Tahoe Chamber (cf., GOV. §§ 87407, 1090, & 1097; CIV. § 1549; PEN. § 86; 2 CCR §§
18747, & 18371). The shameless Nevada-based Tahoe Chamber—which nakedly serves
corporate rather than City interests—is much wealthier and more affluent than our City's South
Tahoe Chamber. Douglas County does not want to raise taxes. Nevada does not want an income
tax. Tahoe Chamber's Political Action Committee (PAC) lobbies to keep Stateline taxes low,
and the minimum wage even lower. The east shore has some of the wealthiest zip codes in the
entire Country. Then Teshara has the effrontery to turn around and ask us for money. If
anything, they should be giving money to us! A large portion of the $75,000 will be spent in
Nevada.

Oh Wallace, if a business model can't survive by paying a living wage, then let your "invisible
hand" find the business model that can. No business should be allowed to stand, if it can't find a
way to adequately pay its employees. No "hands" of any kind can physically lift up the Tahoe
Rim and move it all into Nevada. Commercial rent control is an option to help essential non-
profits and some types of small businesses. This City is like an airport terminal capturing the
tourists in town, even if they are on route to their "higher" purists. As the gasoline price
equalization across the interstate border proves, despite vastly different taxing, these unethical
shits will charge whatever the hell they want. It is because the "invisible hand" is an just an
anthropomorphic representation that you puppeteer for your convenient fearmongering, that all
the new virtual office tech jobs in the "post-COVID economy" will apocryphally move to
Tahoe rather than foreseeably to India where—thanks to a century of English imperialism—
everyone speaks English and tech labor is comparably cheap. Karma is a bitch, and will work
by wire!

The perverse irony with the Wallace's living wage opposition is that their Evangelical Bible,
and their beloved Tucker Carlson & Sean Hannity's voodoo economic polices are actually
incompatible. Mathew's Law (Matthew 25:29 & 13:11-12) is actually a mathematical truth well
understood by academic economists. Income inequality saliently obeys the Pareto Distribution,
because of the strong feedback loops pulling people away from the middle. Once you are near
zero dollars, you statistically don't leave. There are a tremendous amount of tax-sheltering
lakefront property owners in Douglass and Washoe Counties that make almost their entire
earnings off of capital gains—a.k.a. the doctrine of shareholder primacy. The working poor
can't even afford to pay rent let alone invest in one tiny, aging, poorly-insulated house in which
to live. This leaves the middle-class subsidizing wealthy corporations—CEQ's lobby
lawmakers to allow them to not adequately compensate their own employees—resulting in the
middle-class paying for perpetual low-income housing for the poor, from which there is no
escape from their poverty. This tax payment to compensate underpaid employees cumulatively
passes the middle class' wealth to the 1%. Corporate tycoons like Rob Katz make millions a
year, while creating a humanitarian crisis that forces your taxes to effectively compensate
his employees. As for Sean Hannity, he is preying off naive, well-meaning, religious suburban
residents, to keep him rich—he makes millions himself off people like you in this deliberately
rigged system. If you still don't believe me, read this.




We should not be collateral damage in the Wallace's personal ambitions.

James R. Lowell



Schedule F

SCHEDULE F (CONT}

. S : Amounts may be rounded ' ,
{Continuation Sheet) L8 25 m”;'aﬁz;fdﬁ“:::" Statement covers period CAI;:IggnR,quA 460
Accrued Expenses (Unpaid Bills) from 07/01/2021

thmugh 12/31;2021 P.g‘ & of a
MAME OF FILER |.D. NUMBER '
Tahoe Chamber Independent Expenditwure Committee 1367096

CODES: If orie of the following codes accurately describes the payment, you may enter the code. Otherwise, describe the payment.

VP campaign paraphernalia/misc. MER  member communications RAD radip airtime and production costs
CNS campaign consultants MIG meetings and appearances RFD  retummed contributions
CTB  conffibution (expisin nonmonetany)* OFC  dffice expenses BAL campaign workers' saiaries
CVC  civic donations PET petition circulating TEL tw or cable aitime and production costs
FIL candidaie fling/baliot fees PHO  phone banks TRC candidate fravel, ledging, and meals
FND  fundraising events POL  polling and survey research TRS stafifspouse travel, lodging, and meals
WD independent expendiiure supportingfopposing others (exglainy* POS postage, delivery and messenger services TSF  transfer between commiltees of the same candidate/spensor
{EG  legal defense PRO professional services (legal. accounting) VOT voler registration
LT  campaign literature and mailings FRT print ads WEB information technology costs (intemet, e-mail}
* Payments that are contributions or indepeéndent axpenditures mist also be summarized on Schedule D.
B B ok A (=) b _le) {d)
HAME AND ADDRESS OF CREDITOR , CODE OR , OUTSTANDING AMOUNT INCURRED AMOUNT PAID CUTSTANDING
[IF COMMITTEE, ALSD ENTER LD. NUMBER) RESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT BALANCE BEGINNING THIS PERIOD THIS PERIOD BALANCE AT CLOSE
- OF THIS PERICD (ALSO REPORT ON E) OF THIS PERIOD
J. Richard Eichman, CFA FRO 324.52 0.00 0.00 324 .52
1127-1ith Street Suite 300
Saoyvamentc, CR %5814
J. Richard Eichman, CPA PRO 125.30 0.00 0.00 125.30
1137-11th Street Suite 300
Sacramento, CA %5814
J. Richard Eichman, CPA [PRO 78.40 0.00 D.00 78.40
1127-11th Street Suite 300 |
Sacramenta, CA 5814
J. Richard Eichman, CPA ERC 113.40] 0.00 0.00 113.40
1127-11th Street Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
SUBTOTALS § 6541.62% 0.008% 0.00 % 641.62

www._neffile.com

FPPC Form 460 (Jan/Z016)

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/ASK-FPPC (B66/275-3772)

www.fppc.ca.gov



Schedule F
{Continuation Sheet)

Accrued Expenses (Unpaid Bills)

Amounts may be rounded

to whole dollars.

SCHEDULE F {CONT.}

NAME OF FILER

Tahoe Chamber Independemt Expenditure Committee

Statement covers period CALIFORNIA 460
from 07/01/2023 FORM
through __12/31/2021 Page__7 g
i.D.NUMBER
1367096

CODES: If one of the following codes accurately describes the payment, you may enter the code. Otherwise, describe the payment.

CMP  campaign paraphernalia/misc.
CNS campaign consultants

CTE  contribution (explain nenmenetary}”

CVC civic donafions
FiL  candidate filing/ballof fees
FND  fundraising events

ND independent expendifure supporlingfopposing others (explain)®

LEG legal defense

LT campaign literature and mailings

MER member communications

MG meetings and appearances

FC office axpenses
PET petition circulating
PHO  phone banks

POL  polling and survey research
POS postage, delivery ard messenger services
PRO  professional services {legal, accounting)

PRT  print ads

* payments that are contributions or independent expeniditures must also be summarized on Schedule D.

RAD radio airlime and production costs

RFD returned contributions

SAL campaign workers' salanes

TEL {.v or cable aiflime and production costs

TRC candidate fravel, lodging. and meals

TRS staffispouse travel, lodging, and meals

TSF  iransfer between committees of the same candidate/sponsor
VOT voter registration

WEB information technaology costs {intermet, e-mail)

y . {a) (b} | {c) {dj
NAME AND ADDRESS OF CREDITOR CODE OR OQUTSTANDING AMOUNT INCURRED | AMOUNT PAID GUTSTANDING
B TR LB R R DESCRIFTION OF PAYMENT | pa| ANCE BEGINNING THIS PERICD THIS PERIOD BALANCE AT CLOSE
OF THIS PERIOD {ALBO REPORT ON E) QF THIS PERIOD
Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk PRC 86.52 0.00 0.00 B&.52
455 Capitol Mall, Suite &00 ;
Sacramento, CA 955814 |
Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk PRD 0.00 86.52 0.00 5653
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600
Bacramento, CA 95814
Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk FRO 0.00 331.83 D.00 331.83
455 Capitol Mall. Suite 600
Sacramento, CHR 25814
Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk PRO 0.00| 200.76 0.00 200.76
455 Capitol Mall, Suite &00
Sacramenteo, CA 35814
SUBTOTALS $ 86.52% 619.11% 0.00% 705.63

www.neffile.com

FPPC Form 460 (Jan/2018)
FPPC Toll-Fres Helpling: B66/ASK-FPPC (866/275-2772)
www.fppc.ca.gov



SCHEDULE F (CONT.}

Schedule F \
ST . 3 Amounts may be rounded
(Gﬁntlmuatlon Sheet) {ﬁwhpl?doi Statement covers period CALIFORNIA 4 6 0
Accrued Expenses (Unpaid Bills) from 07/01/2021 FORM
through 12/31/2021 Page 8 of 8

NAME OF FILER 2 .D.NUMBER ‘
Tahoe Chamber Independent Expenditure Committee 1367096 [
CODES: if ane of the following codes accurately describes the payment, you may enter the code. Otherwise, describe the payment.

OWP  campaign paraphernaliafmisc. MBR member communicaticns RAD radio airtime and production costs

CNS  campaign consultants MTG mieetings and appearances RFD  returned contribulions

CTEB coniribution (explain nonmonetaryj* OFC  office expensas SAL campaign workars' salaries

CWC  civic danations PET  petition circulating TEL tv. or cable aiflime and production costs

FIL candidate filing/ballot fees PHO phone banks TRC candidate travel, ledging, and meals

FNO  fundraising events POL polling and survey research TRS staffispouse travel, lodging, and meals

ND independent expenditure supportingfopposing others {expiain)* POS postage, delivery and messenger services TSF  transfer betwesn committees of the same candidate/sponsar
LEG legal deferse PRO  professional services (legal, accounting) VOT voter regisiration

UT  campaign literature and mailings PRT print ads WEH information technology costs (intemet, e-mail)

* payments that are contributions or independent expenditures must also be summarized on Schedule D.

: R = {a) . L (c) {d)
NAME AN ADDRESS OF CREDITOR ___ CODEOR OUTSTANDING AMOUNT INCURRED AMOUNT PAID CUTSTANDING
TF CHMSLTEE, AL e R L e DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT | pal ANCE BEGINNING THIS PERIOD THIS PERIOD BALANCE AT CLOSE
. — .. OF THIS PERIOD {ALSO REPORT OM E) OF THIS PERIOD

Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk PRO 0.00 187.50 0.00 187.5¢
455 Capitel Mall, Swite &00

Sacramentoc, CA 95814

Bell, MchAndrews & Hiltachk - PRO L e 0.00 200.76 : 0.00 = 200.76
455 Capitol Mall, Suite €00

Sacraments, CA 95814

‘Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk PRO 0.00 127.50 0.00 12750
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 603

Sacramento, CA 95814

Bell, McAndrews & Hiltachk PRO 0.00 340.76 0.00 340.76
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600

Sacraments, CA 95814

SUBTOTALS § 0.00% 856.52% 0.00 % 856.52

FPPC Form 480 (Jan/Z016)
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: BES/ASK-FPPC (B66/275-3772)
www.netfile.com veww.fppc.ca.gov
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December 30, 2020

Mr. Joe Irvin

City Manager

City of South Lake Tahoe
1901 Airport Road

South Lake Tahoe, CA. 96150

Dear Mr. Irvin,

The Tahoe Chamber has recently launched a gift card program that aims to put money directly in the hands of small
businesses. The Chamber launched the program over Christmas week with a bonus offer to any one that purchased
a gift card. The purchaser received an extra $10 from the chamber for every $25 they spent on the purchase of gift
cards. This bonus offer sold out in just four days. That money from the purchase of the gift cards and the bonus
offer can only be spent at local businesses and they are beginning to be redeemed throughout the community.

The $75,000 requested from the city’s Short Term Economic Recovery committee would be used to support this
bonus offer program giving purchasers more money to spend at small businesses in the South Lake Tahoe.

The money would pay for things like bonus gift cards for purchasers, certain transaction fees related to the gift card
program, and marketing/advertising expenses to ensure the program’s success in helping our small businesses thrive
during this pandemic. With the city’s help, the Chamber would like to expand this program to include any business
that has been effected by the current regional Stay at Home Order.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
, ik
S VPTTN
& D
Emily Abernathy Steve Teshara

Director of Operations Chief Executive Officer
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Talent vs Luck:
the role of randomness in success and failure

A. Pluchino®, A. E. Biondo!, A. Rapisardat

Abstract

The largely dominant meritocratic paradigm of highly competitive Western cultures is
rooted on the belief that success is due mainly, if not exclusively, to personal qualities such as
talent, intelligence, skills, smartness, efforts, willfulness, hard work or risk taking. Sometimes,
we are willing to admit that a certain degree of luck could also play a role in achieving
significant material success. But, as a matter of fact, it is rather common to underestimate
the importance of external forces in individual successful stories. It is very well known
that intelligence (or, more in general, talent and personal qualities) exhibits a Gaussian
distribution among the population, whereas the distribution of wealth - often considered
a proxy of success - follows typically a power law (Pareto law), with a large majority of
poor people and a very small number of billionaires. Such a discrepancy between a Normal
distribution of inputs, with a typical scale (the average talent or intelligence), and the scale
invariant distribution of outputs, suggests that some hidden ingredient is at work behind
the scenes. In this paper, with the help of a very simple agent-based toy model, we suggest
that such an ingredient is just randomness. In particular, we show that, if it is true that
some degree of talent is necessary to be successful in life, almost never the most talented
people reach the highest peaks of success, being overtaken by mediocre but sensibly luckier
individuals. As to our knowledge, this counterintuitive result - although implicitly suggested
between the lines in a vast literature - is quantified here for the first time. It sheds new
light on the effectiveness of assessing merit on the basis of the reached level of success and
underlines the risks of distributing excessive honors or resources to people who, at the end
of the day, could have been simply luckier than others. With the help of this model, several
policy hypotheses are also addressed and compared to show the most efficient strategies for
public funding of research in order to improve meritocracy, diversity and innovation.

Keywords: Success, Talent, Luck, Randomness, Serendipity, Funding strategies.

1 Introduction

The ubiquity of power-law distributions in many physical, biological or socio-economical complex
systems can be seen as a sort of mathematical signature of their strongly correlated dynamic
behavior and their scale invariant topological structure [Il 2, B, 4]. In socio-economic context,

*Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Catania and INFN Sezione di Catania, Italy; alessan-
dro.pluchino@ct.infn.it

"Dept. of Economics and Business, Univ. of Catania, Italy; ae.biondo@unict.it

tDepartment of Physics and Astronomy, University of Catania and INFN Sezione di Catania, Italy; Complexity
Science Hub Vienna; andrea.rapisarda@ct.infn.it



after Pareto’s work [5] 6], [7, [8, 9], it is well known that the wealth distribution follows a power-
law, whose typical long tailed shape reflects the deep existing gap between the rich and the poor
in our society. A very recent report [10] shows that today this gap is far greater than it had been
feared: eight men own the same wealth as the 3.6 billion people constituting the poorest half
of humanity. In the last 20 years, several theoretical models have been developed to derive the
wealth distribution in the context of statistical physics and probability theory, often adopting a
multi-agent perspective with a simple underlying dynamics [11], 12} 13} [14], 15 [16] 17].

Moving along this line, if one considers the individual wealth as a proxy of success, one could
argue that its deeply asymmetric and unequal distribution among people is either a consequence
of their natural differences in talent, skill, competence, intelligence, ability or a measure of their
willfulness, hard work or determination. Such an assumption is, indirectly, at the basis of the so-
called meritocratic paradigm: it affects not only the way our society grants work opportunities,
fame and honors, but also the strategies adopted by Governments in assigning resources and
funds to those who are considered the most deserving individuals.

However, the previous conclusion appears to be in strict contrast with the accepted evidence
that human features and qualities cited above are normally distributed among the population,
i.e. follow a symmetric Gaussian distribution around a given mean. For example, intelligence,
as measured by IQ tests, follows this pattern: average IQ is 100, but nobody has an 1Q of 1,000
or 10,000. The same holds for efforts, as measured by hours worked: someone works more hours
than the average and someone less, but nobody works a billion times more hours than anybody
else.

On the other hand, there is nowadays an ever greater evidence about the fundamental role
of chance, luck or, more in general, random factors, in determining successes or failures in our
personal and professional lives. In particular, it has been shown that scientists have the same
chance along their career of publishing their biggest hit [I8]; that those with earlier surname
initials are significantly more likely to receive tenure at top departments [19]; that the distribu-
tions of bibliometric indicators collected by a scholar might be the result of chance and noise
related to multiplicative phenomena connected to a publish or perish inflationary mechanism
[20]; that one’s position in an alphabetically sorted list may be important in determining ac-
cess to over-subscribed public services [21]; that middle name initials enhance evaluations of
intellectual performance [22]; that people with easy-to-pronounce names are judged more pos-
itively than those with difficult-to-pronounce names [23]; that individuals with noble-sounding
surnames are found to work more often as managers than as employees [24]; that females with
masculine monikers are more successful in legal careers [25]; that roughly half of the variance
in incomes across persons worldwide is explained only by their country of residence and by the
income distribution within that country [26]; that the probability of becoming a CEO is strongly
influenced by your name or by your month of birth [27, 28] [29]; that the innovative ideas are the
results of a random walk in our brain network [30]; and that even the probability of developing
a cancer, maybe cutting a brilliant career, is mainly due to simple bad luck [31) [32]. Recent
studies on lifetime reproductive success further corroborate these statements showing that, if
trait variation may influence the fate of populations, luck often governs the lives of individuals
[33, [34].

In recent years many authors, among whom the statistician and risk analyst Nassim N.
Taleb [35], 36], the investment strategist Michael Mauboussin [37] and the economist Robert H.
Frank [38], have explored in several successful books the relationship between luck and skill in
financial trading, business, sports, art, music, literature, science and in many other fields. They



reach the conclusion that chance events play a much larger role in life than many people once
imagined. Actually, they do not suggest that success is independent of talent and efforts, since
in highly competitive arenas or 'winner-takes-all’ markets, like those where we live and work
today, people performing well are almost always extremely talented and hard-working. Simply,
they conclude that talent and efforts are not enough: you have to be also in the right place at
the right time. In short: luck also matters, even if its role is almost always underestimated by
successful people. This happens because randomness often plays out in subtle ways, therefore it
is easy to construct narratives that portray success as having been inevitable. Taleb calls this
tendency "narrative fallacy” [36], while the sociologist Paul Lazarsfeld adopts the terminology
”hindsight bias”. In his recent book ”Everything Is Obvious: Once You Know the Answer”
[39], the sociologist and network science pioneer Duncan J. Watts, suggests that both narrative
fallacy and hindsight bias operate with particular force when people observe unusually successful
outcomes and consider them as the necessary product of hard work and talent, while they mainly
emerge from a complex and interwoven sequence of steps, each depending on precedent ones:
if any of them had been different, an entire career or life trajectory would almost surely differ
too. This argument is also based on the results of a seminal experimental study, performed
some years before by Watts himself in collaboration with other authors [40], where the success
of previously unknown songs in an artificial music market was shown not to be correlated with
the quality of the song itself. And this clearly makes very difficult any kind of prediction, as
also shown in another more recent study [41].

In this paper, by adopting an agent-based statistical approach, we try to realistically quantify
the role of luck and talent in successful careers. In section 2, building on a minimal number of
assumptions, i.e. a Gaussian distribution of talent [42] and a multiplicative dynamics for both
successes and failures [43], we present a simple model, that we call ” Talent vs Luck” (TvL) model,
which mimics the evolution of careers of a group of people over a working period of 40 years. The
model shows that, actually, randomness plays a fundamental role in selecting the most successful
individuals. It is true that, as one could expect, talented people are more likely to become rich,
famous or important during their life with respect to poorly equipped ones. But - and this is a
less intuitive rationale - ordinary people with an average level of talent are statistically destined
to be successful (i.e. to be placed along the tail of some power law distribution of success) much
more than the most talented ones, provided that they are more blessed by fortune along their
life. This fact is commonly experienced, as pointed in refs.[35] 36, B38], but, to our knowledge, it
is modeled and quantified here for the first time.

The success of the averagely-talented people strongly challenges the "meritocratic” paradigm
and all those strategies and mechanisms, which give more rewards, opportunities, honors, fame
and resources to people considered the best in their field [44] [45]. The point is that, in the
vast majority of cases, all evaluations of someone’s talent are carried out a posteriori, just by
looking at his/her performances - or at reached results - in some specific area of our society like
sport, business, finance, art, science, etc. This kind of misleading evaluation ends up switching
cause and effect, rating as the most talented people those who are, simply, the luckiest ones
[46, [47]. In line with this perspective, in previous works, it was advanced a warning against
such a kind of "naive meritocracy” and it was shown the effectiveness of alternative strategies
based on random choices in many different contexts, such as management, politics and finance
[48, 49, 50l 51, 52) (3] 541 [55]. In section 3 we provide an application of our approach and sketch
a comparison of possible public funds attribution schemes in the scientific research context. We
study the effects of several distributive strategies, among which the ”"naively” meritocratic one,



Figure 12: Funding strategies Table with fixed funds. The outcomes of the normalized efficiency index
E,orm are reported again in decreasing order, from top to bottom, for several funding distribution
strategies with different targets (1st column). At variance with Fig. 10, now the total capital invested in
each run was fixed to Fr = 80000. The egalitarian strategy is, again, at the top of the ranking.

appears - for example - by the comparison between the sixth and the fourth rows of the funding
table, in spite of the same overall investment of 16000 units, the value of Ppr obtained with
the mixed criterion stays well below the one obtained with the egalitarian approach (70.83%
against 84.02%), as also confirmed by the values of the corresponding efficiency index Ejprm
(0.55 against 0.74).

If one considers psychological factors (not modeled in this study), a mixed strategy could
be revalued with respect to the egalitarian one. Indeed, the premium reward - assigned to
the more successful individuals - could induce all agents towards a greater commitment, while
the equally distributed part would play a twofold role: at the individual level, it would act
in fostering variety and providing unlucky talented people with new chances to express their
potential, while feeding serendipity at the aggregate level, thus contributing to the progress of
research and of the whole society.

Looking again at the funding strategy table, it is also worthwhile to stress the surprising high
efficiency of the random strategies, which occupy two out of the three best scores in the general
ranking. It results that, for example, a periodic reward of 5 units for only the 10% of randomly
selected individuals, with a total investment of just 4000 units, gives a net increase Py = 17, 78%,
which is greater than almost all those obtained with the elitarian strategies. Furthermore,
increasing to 25% the percentage of randomly funded people and doubling the overall investment
(bringing it to 10000 units), the net increase Pj. = 35.95% becomes comparable to that obtained
with the best egalitarian strategy, first in the efficiency ranking. It is striking to notice that this
latter score for Pj is approximately four times grater than the value (P} = 9.03%) obtained with
the elitarian approach (see 12th row in the table), distributing exactly the same capital (10000
units) to exactly the same number of individuals (25% of the total). The latter is a further
confirmation that, in complex social and economical contexts where chance plays a relevant
role, the efficiency of alternative strategies based on random choices can easily overtake that
of standard strategies based on the "naively meritocratic” approach. Such a counterintuitive
phenomenon, already observed in management, politics and finance ([48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54,
55]), finds therefore new evidence also in the research funding context.

To further corroborate these findings, in Figure 12, the results of another set of simulations
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are presented. At variance with the previous simulations, the total capital invested in each one
of the 100 runs is now fixed to Fp = 80000, so that Fp/8 = 10000 units are distributed every
5 years among the agents following the main funding strategies already considered. Looking at
the table, the egalitarian strategy results again the most efficient in rewarding the most talented
people, with a percentage Pr close to 100%, immediately followed by the random strategy (with
50% of randomly funded individuals) and by the mixed one, with half of the capital distributed to
the 25% of the most successful individuals and the other half in equal measure to the remaining
people. On the contrary, all the elitarian strategies are placed again at the bottom of the ranking,
thus further confirming the inefficiency of the "naively meritocratic” approach in rewarding real
talent.

The results of the TvL model simulations presented in this subsection, have focused on the
importance of external factors (as, indeed, efficient funding policies) in increasing the opportu-
nities of success for the most talented individuals, too often penalized by unlucky events. In the
next subsection we investigate to what extent new opportunities can be originated by changes
in the environment as for example the level of education or other stimuli received by the social
context where people live or come from.

3.2 The importance of the environment

First, let us estimate the role of the average level of education among the population. Within the
TvL model, the latter could be obtained by changing the parameters of the normal distribution
of talent. Actually, assuming that talent and skills of individuals, if stimulated, could be more
effective in exploiting new opportunities, an increase in either the mean mr or the standard
deviation op of the talent distribution could be interpreted as the effect of policies targeted,
respectively, either at raising the average level of education or at reinforcing the training of the
most gifted people.

In the two panels of Figure [13| we report the final capital/success accumulated by the best
performers in each of the 100 runs, as function of their talent. The parameters setup is the same
than in subsection 2.2 (N = 1000, I = 80, é&; = 6, C'(0) = 10, Ng = 500 and pr, = 50%) but
with different moments for the talent distributions. In particular, in panel (a) we left unchanged
mp = 0.6 but increased op = 0.2, while in panel (b) we made the opposite, leaving op = 0.1
but increasing mp = 0.7. In both cases, a shift on the right of the maximum success peaks can
be appreciated, but with different details.

Actually, it results that increasing op without changing my, as shown in panel (a), enhances
the chances for more talented people to get a very high success: the best performer is, now, a very
talented agent with T"= 0.97, who reaches an incredible level of capital /success Cpest = 655360.
This, on one hand, could be considered positive but, on the other hand, it is an isolated case
and it has, as a counterpart, an increase in the gap between unsuccessful and successful people.

Looking now at panel (b), it results that increasing mp without changing o7 produces a best
performer, with Ch.s; = 327680 and a talent T° = 0.8, followed by other two with C' = 163840
and, respectively, T' = 0.85 and 7' = 0.92. This means that also in this case the chances for more
talented people to get a very high success are enhanced, while the gap between unsuccessful and
successful people is lower than before.

Finally, in both considered examples, the average value of the capital/success for the most
talented people over the 100 runs is increased with respect to the value Cp,; ~ 63 found in
subsection 2.2. In particular, we found C,,; ~ 319 for panel (a) and C,,; ~ 122 for panel (b), but
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Figure 13: The final capital of the most successful individuals in each of the 100 runs is reported as
function of their talent for populations with different talent distributions parameters: (a) mr = 0.6
and op = 0.2 (which represent a training reinforcement for the most gifted people); (b) mpy = 0.7 and
or = 0.1 (which represents an increase in the average level of education). The corresponding mr and
mp £ or values are also indicated as, respectively, vertical dashed and dot lines.

these values are quite sensitive to the specific set of simulation runs. A more reliable parameter in
order to quantify the effectiveness of the social policies investigated here is, again, the indicator
Pr introduced in the previous subsection, i.e. the average percentage of individuals with talent
T > myp + op and with final success/capital Ce,q > 10, over the total number of individuals
with talent 7' > mp + o (notice that now, in both the cases considered, my + op = 0.8). In
particular, we found Ppr = 38% for panel (a) and Pp = 37.5% for panel (b), with a slight net
increment with respect to the reference value Ppy = 32% (obtained for a talent distribution with
mp = 0.6 and op = 0.1).

Summarizing, our results indicate that strengthening the training of the most gifted people
or increasing the average level of education produce, as one could expect, some beneficial effects
on the social system, since both these policies raise the probability, for talented individuals, to
grasp the opportunities that luck presents to them. On the other hand, the enhancement in
the average percentage of highly talented people who are able to reach a good level of success,
seems to be not particularly remarkable in both the cases analyzed, therefore the result of
the corresponding educational policies appears mainly restricted to the emergence of isolated
extreme successful cases.

Of course, once a given level of education has been fixed, it is quite obvious that the abun-
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indicated as, respectively, vertical dashed and dot lines.

dance of opportunities offered by the social environment, i.e. by the country where someone
accidentally is born or where someone choose to live, it is another key ingredient able to influence
the global performance of the system.

In Figure[14] we show results analogous to those shown in the previous figure, but for another
set of simulations, with 100 runs each, with the same parameters setup as in subsection 2.2
(N = 1000, mp = 0.6, o = 0.1, I = 80, C(0) = 10, Ng = 500) and with different percentages
pr, of lucky events (we remind that, in subsection 2.2.; this percentage was set to pr, = 50%).
In panels (a) we set p, = 80%, in order to simulate a very stimulating environment, rich
of opportunities, like that of rich and industrialized countries such as the U.S. [26]. On the
other hand, in panels (b), the value py = 20% reproduces the case of a much less stimulating
environment, with very few opportunities, like for instance that of Third World countries.

As visible in both panels, the final success/capital of the most successful individuals as
function of their talent strongly depend on pry..

When p;, = 80%, as in panel (a), several agents with medium-high talent are able to reach
higher levels of success compared to the case p;, = 50%, with a peak of Cpesy = 163840. On the
other hand, the average value of the capital/success for the most talented individuals, Cy,; ~ 149,
is quite high and, what is more important, the same holds for the indicator Pr = 62.18% (about
twice with respect to the reference value Pry = 32%), meaning that, as expected, talented people

22



benefits of the higher percentage of lucky events.

Completely different outcomes are obtained with p;, = 20%. Indeed, as visible in panel (b),
the overall level of success is now very low, if compared to that found in the simulations of
subsection 2.2, with a peak value Ches of only 5120 units: it is a footprint of a reduction in the
social inequalities, which is an expected consequence of the flattening of success opportunities.
According with these results, also the Pp indicator reaches a minimal value, with an average
percentage of only 8.75% of talented individuals able to increase their initial level of success.

In conclusion, in this section we have shown that a stimulating environment, rich of op-
portunities, associated to an appropriate strategy for the distribution of funds and resources,
are important factors in exploiting the potential of the most talented people, giving them more
chances of success with respect to the moderately gifted, but luckier, ones. At the macro level,
any policy able to influence those factors and to sustain talented individuals, will have the result
of ensuring collective progress and innovation.

4 Conclusive remarks

In this paper, starting from few very simple and reasonable assumptions, we have presented an
agent-based model which is able to quantify the role of talent and luck in the success of people’s
careers. The simulations show that although talent has a Gaussian distribution among agents,
the resulting distribution of success/capital after a working life of 40 years, follows a power law
which respects the ”80-20” Pareto law for the distribution of wealth found in the real world.
An important result of the simulations is that the most successful agents are almost never the
most talented ones, but those around the average of the Gaussian talent distribution - another
stylised fact often reported in the literature. The model shows the importance, very frequently
underestimated, of lucky events in determining the final level of individual success. Since rewards
and resources are usually given to those that have already reached a high level of success,
mistakenly considered as a measure of competence/talent, this result is even a more harmful
disincentive, causing a lack of opportunities for the most talented ones. Our results highlight the
risks of the paradigm that we call ”naive meritocracy”, which fails to give honors and rewards
to the most competent people, because it underestimates the role of randomness among the
determinants of success. In this respect, several different scenarios have been investigated in
order to discuss more efficient strategies, which are able to counterbalance the unpredictable
role of luck and give more opportunities and resources to the most talented ones - a purpose
that should be the main aim of a truly meritocratic approach. Such strategies have also been
shown to be the most beneficial for the entire society, since they tend to increase the diversity
of ideas and perspectives in research, thus fostering also innovation.

Acknowlegments

We would like to thank Robert H. Frank, Pawel Sobkowicz and Constantino Tsallis for fruitful
discussions and comments.

23



References

1]

2]

Bak, P., Tang, C. and Wiesenfeld, K., Self-organized criticality. Phys. Rev. A, 38:364-374
(1988).

Barabasi, A.-L., Albert, R., Emergence of Scaling in Random Networks, Science, Vol. 286,
Issue 5439, pp. 509-512 (1999).

Newman, M. E. J., Power laws, Pareto distributions and Zipf’s law, Contemporary Physics,
46 (5): 323-351 (2005).

Tsallis, C., Introduction to Nonextensive Statistical Mechanics. Approaching a Complex
World, Springer (2009).

Pareto, V., Cours d’Economique Politique, vol. 2 (1897).

Steindl, J., Random Processes and the Growth of Firms - A Study of the Pareto Law,
Charles Griffin and Company, London (1965).

Atkinson, A. B., Harrison, A. J., Distribution of Total Wealth in Britain, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge (1978).

Persky, J., Retrospectives: Pareto’s law, Journal of Economic Perspectives 6, 181-192
(1992).

Klass, O. S., Biham, O., Levy, M., Malcai, O., Solomon, S., The Forbes 400 and the Pareto
wealth distribution, Economics Letters 90, 290-295 (2006).

Hardoon, D., An economy for the 99%, Oxfam GB, Oxfam House, John Smith Drive,
Cowley, Oxford, OX4 2JY, UK (January 2017).

Bouchaud, J.-P., Mézard, M., Wealth condensation in a simple model of economy, Physica
A 282, 536-54 (2000).

Dragulescu, A. and Yakovenko, V. M., Statistical mechanics of money, Fur. Phys. J. B 17,
723-729 (2000).

Chakraborti, A. and Chakrabarti, B. K., Statistical mechanics of money: how saving
propensity affects its distribution, Eur. Phys. J. B 17, 167-170 (2000).

Patriarca, M., Chakraborti, A., Germano, G., Influence of saving propensity on the power
law tail of wealth distribution, Physica A 369(2), 723-736 (2006).

Scalas, E., Random exchange models and the distribution of wealth. European Physical
Journal - Special Topics, 225. pp. 3293-3298. ISSN 1951-6355 (2016).

During, B., Georgiou, N. and Scalas, E., A stylised model for wealth distribution. In Akura,
Yugi and Kirman, Alan (eds.) Economic Foundations of Social Complexity Science. Springer
Singapore, Singapore, pp. 95-117. ISBN 9789811057045 (2017).

During, Bertram, Georgiou, Nicos and Scalas, Enrico (2017) A stylised model for wealth
distribution. In: Akura, Yuji and Kirman, Alan (eds.) Economic Foundations of Social
Complexity Science. Springer Singapore, Singapore, pp. 95-117. ISBN 9789811057045

24



[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

Sinatra, R., Wang, D., Deville, P., Song, C. and Barabasi, A.-L., Quantifying the evolution
of individual scientific impact, Science 354, 6312 (2016).

Einav, L. and Yariv, L., What’s in a Surname? The Effects of Surname Initials on Academic
Success, Journal of Economic Perspective, Vol. 20, n. 1, p.175-188 (2006).

Ruocco, G., Daraio, C., Folli, V. and Leonetti, M., Bibliometric indicators: the origin of
their log-normal distribution and why they are not a reliable proxy for an individual scholar’s
talent, Palgrave Communications 3:17064 doi: 10.1057 /palcomms.2017.64 (2017).

Jurajda, S., Munich, D., Admission to Selective Schools, Alphabetically, Economics of Ed-
ucation Review, Vol. 29, n. 6, p.1100-1109 (2010).

Van Tilburg, W. A. P., Igou, E. R., The impact of middle names: Middle name initials
enhance evaluations of intellectual performance, European Journal of Social Psychology,
Vol. 44, Issue 4, p.400-411 (2014).

Laham, S. M., Koval, P., Alter, A. L., The name-pronunciation effect: Why people like Mr.
Smith more than Mr. Colquhoun, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 48, p.752-756
(2012).

Silberzahn, R., Uhlmann, E. L., It Pays to be Herr Kaiser: Germans with Noble-Sounding
Last Names More Often Work as Managers, Psychological Science 24(12): 2437-44 (2013).

Coffey, B. and McLaughlin, P., From Lawyer to Judge: Advancement, Sex, and Name-
Calling. SSRN Electronic Journal, DOI10.2139/ssrn.1348280 (2009).

Milanovic, B., Global Inequality of Opportunity: How Much of Our Income Is Determined
by Where We Live?, Review of Economics and Statistics, 97.2 (2015): 452-60.

Du, Q., Gao, H., Levi, M. D., The relative-age effect and career success: FEwvidence from
corporate CEQOs, Economics Letters 117(3):660-662 (2012).

Deaner, R. O., Lowen, A., Cobley, S., Born at the Wrong Time: Selection Bias in the NHL
Draft. PLoS ONE 8(2): e57753 (2013).

Brooks, D., The Social Animal. The Hidden Sources of Love, Character, and Achievement,
Random House, 424 pp. (2011).

Tacopini, 1., Milojevic, S. and Latora, V., Network Dynamics of Innovation Processes, Phys-
ical Review Letters 120, 048301 (2018).

Tomasetti, C., Li, L., Vogelstein, B., Stem cell divisions, somatic mutations, cancer etiology,
and cancer prevention, Science 355, 1330—1334 (2017).

Newgreen, D. F. et al., Differential Clonal Expansion in an Invading Cell Population: Clonal
Advantage or Dumb Luck?, Cells Tissues Organs 203:105-113 (2017).

Snyder, R. E. and Ellner, S. P., We Happy Few: Using Structured Population Models to
Identify the Decisive Events in the Lives of Fxceptional Individuals, The American Natu-
ralist 188, no. 2 (2016): E28-E45.

25



[34]

[35]

[36]
[37]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

Snyder, R. E. and Ellner, S. P., Pluck or Luck: Does Trait Variation or Chance Drive
Variation in Lifetime Reproductive Success?, The American Naturalist 191, no. 4 (2018):
E90-E107.

Taleb, N. N., Fooled by Randomness: The Hidden Role of Chance in Life and in the Markets,
London, TEXERE (2001).

Taleb, N. N., The Black Swan: The Impact of the Highly Improbable, Random House (2007).

Mauboussin, M. J., The Success Equation: Untangling Skill and Luck in Business, Sports,
and Investing, Harvard Business Review Press (2012).

Frank, R. H., Success and Luck: Good Fortune and the Myth of Meritocracy, Princeton
University Press, Princeton, New Jersey (2016).

Watts, D. J., Everything Is Obvious: Once You Know the Answer, Crown Business (2011).

Salganik, M. J., Dodds P. S., Watts D. J., Fxperimental Study of Inequality and Unpre-
dictability in an Artificial Cultural Market, Science Vol.311 (2006)

Travis, M., Hofman, J. M., Sharma, A., Anderson,. A., Watts, D. J., Ezploring limits to
prediction in complex social systems, Proceedings of the 25th ACM International World
Wide Web Conference (2016) arXiv:1602.01013 [cs.SI]

Stewart, J. , The Distribution of Talent, Marilyn Zurmuehlin Working Papers in Art Edu-
cation 2: 21-22 (1983).

Sinha, S. and Pan, R. K., How a "Hit” is Born: The Emergence of Popularity from the
Dynamics of Collective Choice, In Econophysics and Sociophysics: Trends and Perspectives
(eds B. K. Chakrabarti, A. Chakraborti and A. Chatterjee), Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH &
Co. KGaA, Weinheim, Germany. doi: 10.1002/9783527610006.ch15 (2006).

Fortin, J.-M., Curr, D. J., Big Science vs. Little Science: How Scientific Impact Scales with
Funding, PLoS ONE 8(6): €65263 (2013).

Jacob, B. A., Lefgren, L., The impact of research grant funding on scientific productivity,
Journal of Public Economics 95 (2011) 1168-1177.

O’Boyle, JR. E. and Aguinis, H., The Best and the Rest: revisiting the norm of nor-
mality of individual performance, Personnel Psychology, 65: 79-119. doi:10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2011.01239.x (2012).

Denrell, J. and Liu, C., Top performers are not the most impressive when extreme perfor-
mance indicates unreliability, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(24):
9331-9336 (2012).

Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A., and Garofalo, C., The Peter principle revisited: A computa-
tional study, Physica A 389(3):467-472 (2010).

Pluchino, A., Garofalo, C., Rapisarda, A., Spagano, S. and Caserta, M., Accidental politi-
cians: How randomly selected legislators can improve parliament efficiency, Physica A
390(21):3944-3954 (2011).

26


http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.01013

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]
[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A. and Garofalo, C., Efficient promotion strategies in hierarchical
organizations, Physica A 390(20):3496-3511 (2011).

Biondo, A. E., Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A., Helbing, D., Reducing financial avalanches by
random investments, Phys. Rev. E 88(6):062814 (2013).

Biondo, A. E., Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A., Helbing, D., Are random trading strategies
more successful than technical ones, PLoS One 8(7):68344 (2013)

Biondo, A. E., Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A., The beneficial role of random strategies in social
and financial systems, J. Stat. Phys. 151(3-4):607-622 (2013).

Biondo, A. E., Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A., Micro and macro benefits of random investments
in financial markets, Cont. Phys. 55(4):318-334 (2014).

Biondo, A. E., Pluchino, A., Rapisarda, A., Modeling financial markets by self-organized
criticality, Phys. Rev. E 92(4):042814 (2015).

Wilensky, U., NetLogo. hitp://ccl.northwestern.edu/netlogo/. Center for Connected Learn-
ing and Computer-Based Modeling, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL (1999).

Merton, R. K., The Matthew effect in science, Science 159, 56-63 (1968).

Merton, R. K., The Matthew effect in science, 1I: Cumulative advantage and the symbolism
of intellectual property, Isis: A Journal of the History of Science 79, 606-623 (1988).

Bol, T., de Vaan, M. and van de Rijt, A., The Matthew effect in science funding, Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences, DOI: 10.1073 /pnas.1719557115 (2018).

Mongeon, P., Brodeur, C., Beaudry, C. et al., Concentration of research funding leads to
decreasing marginal returns, Research Evaluation 25, 396-404 (2016).

Merton, R. K., Barber, E., The Travels and Adventures of Serendipity, Princeton University
Press, Princeton (2004).

Murayama, K. et al., Management of science, serendipity, and research performance, Re-
search Policy 44 (4), 862-873 (2015).

Benias, P. C. et al., Structure and Distribution of an Unrecognized Interstitium in Human
Tissues, Scientific Reports, vol. 8, 4947 (2018).

Flexner, A, The Usefulness of Useless Knowledge, Princeton University Press, Princeton
(2017).

Lucky science. Scientists often herald the role of serendipity in research. A project in Britain
aims to test the popular idea with evidence., Nature Editorial, Vol.554, 1 February 2018.

Yaqub, O., Serendipity: Towards a tazonomy and a theory, Research Policy 47, 169-179
(2018).

Page, S. E., The Diversity Bonus. How Great Teams Pay Off in the Knowledge Economy,
Princeton University Press (2017).

27


http://ccl.northwestern.edu/netlogo/

[68] Cimini, G., Gabrielli, A., Sylos Labini, F., The Scientific Competitiveness of Nations, PLoS
ONE 9(12): e113470. https://doi.org/10.1371 /journal.pone.0113470 (2014).

[69] Curry, S., Let’s move beyond the rhetoric: it’s time to change how we judge research, Nature
554, 147 (2018).

[70] Nicholson, J. M. and loannidis, J. P. A., Research grants: Conform and be funded, Nature
492, 34-36 (2012).

[71] Bollen, J., Crandall, D., Junk, D. et al., An efficient system to fund science: from proposal
review to peer-to-peer distributions, Scientometrics 110, 521-528 (2017).

[72] Garner, H. R., Mclver, L. J. and Waitzkin, M. B., Research funding: Same work, twice the
money?, Nature 493,599-601 (2013).

28



DocuSign Envelope ID: 6C3A9BA9-959A-4E99-999F-D423C6E7F113

Resolution 2021-003

Adopted by the City of South Lake Tahoe
City Council

January 5, 2021

Amending the FY 20-21 Budget and appropriating undesignated, unreserved
General Fund balance to support COVID-19 recovery effort recommendations
from the City’s Short-term Economic Recovery Task Force

BACKGROUND

A. The City of South Lake Tahoe is current in the Regional Stay at Home Order due to COVID-
19 spread.

B. The City of South Lake Tahoe and the Short-term Economic Recovery Task Force continue to
look for ways to support COVID-19 recovery efforts and local businesses.

C. The Short-term Economic Recovery Task Force met Monday, December 21, 2020 and
recommends the following:

1. Appropriate $75,000 in undesignated, unreserved fund balance to support small
businesses in the South Lake Tahoe area through the Lake Tahoe South Shore
Chamber of Commerce’s gift card program; and

D. City Council evaluated and determined it is appropriate to recommend the following:
2. Appropriate $700,000 in undesignated, unreserved fund balance to support the

implementation of a small business sustainability loan program.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City
Council of the City of South Lake Tahoe hereby:

1. Amends the 2020-2021 budget to appropriate $775,000 in undesignated, unreserved fund
balance to support COVID-19 recovery efforts within the City of South Lake Tahoe
community.

100-01951-44032 $75,000
100-01951-44028 $700,000
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The presence of electronic signature certifies that the foregoing is a true and correct copy as approved by
the South Lake Tahoe City Council.
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If You’re So Smart, Why Aren’t You
Rich? Turns Out It’s Just Chance.

The most successful people are not the most talented, just the luckiest, a new
computer model of wealth creation confirms. Taking that into account can
maximize return on many kinds of investment.
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The distribution of wealth follows a well-known pattern sometimes called
an 80:20 rule: 80 percent of the wealth is owned by 20 percent of the
people. Indeed, a report in 2017 concluded that just eight men had a total

wealth equivalent to that of the world’s poorest 3.8 billion people.

This seems to occur in all societies at all scales. It is a well-studied pattern
called a power law that crops up in a wide range of social phenomena. But
the distribution of wealth is among the most controversial because of the

issues it raises about fairness and merit. Why should so few people have so
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much wealth?

The conventional answer is that we live in a meritocracy in which people
are rewarded for their talent, intelligence, effort, and so on. Over time,
many people think, this translates into the wealth distribution that we

observe, although a healthy dose of luck can play a role.

But there is a problem with this idea: while wealth distribution follows a
power law, the distribution of human skills generally follows a normal
distribution that is symmetric about an average value. For example,
intelligence, as measured by IQ tests, follows this pattern. Average IQ is

100, but nobody has an IQ of 1,000 or 10,000.

The same is true of effort, as measured by hours worked. Some people
work more hours than average and some work less, but nobody works a

billion times more hours than anybody else.

And yet when it comes to the rewards for this work, some people do have
billions of times more wealth than other people. What’s more, numerous
studies have shown that the wealthiest people are generally not the most

talented by other measures.

What factors, then, determine how individuals become wealthy? Could it
be that chance plays a bigger role than anybody expected? And how can
these factors, whatever they are, be exploited to make the world a better

and fairer place?

We finally get an answer thanks to the work of Alessandro Pluchino at the



University of Catania in Italy and a couple of colleagues. These guys have
created a computer model of human talent and the way people use it to
exploit opportunities in life. The model allows the team to study the role

of chance in this process.

The results are something of an eye-opener. Their simulations accurately
reproduce the wealth distribution in the real world. But the wealthiest
individuals are not the most talented (although they must have a certain
level of talent). They are the luckiest. And this has significant implications
for the way societies can optimize the returns they get for investments in

everything from business to science.

Pluchino and co’s model is straightforward. It consists of N people, each
with a certain level of talent (skill, intelligence, ability, and so on). This
talent is distributed normally around some average level, with some
standard deviation. So some people are more talented than average and
some are less so, but nobody is orders of magnitude more talented than

anybody else.

This is the same kind of distribution seen for various human skills, or even
characteristics like height or weight. Some people are taller or smaller
than average, but nobody is the size of an ant or a skyscraper. Indeed, we

are all quite similar.

The computer model charts each individual through a working life of 40
years. During this time, the individuals experience lucky events that they

can exploit to increase their wealth if they are talented enough.



However, they also experience unlucky events that reduce their wealth.

These events occur at random.

At the end of the 40 years, Pluchino and co rank the individuals by wealth
and study the characteristics of the most successful. They also calculate
the wealth distribution. They then repeat the simulation many times to

check the robustness of the outcome.

When the team rank individuals by wealth, the distribution is exactly like
that seen in real-world societies. “The ‘80-20’ rule is respected, since 80
percent of the population owns only 20 percent of the total capital, while
the remaining 20 percent owns 80 percent of the same capital,” report

Pluchino and co.

That may not be surprising or unfair if the wealthiest 20 percent turn out
to be the most talented. But that isn’t what happens. The wealthiest
individuals are typically not the most talented or anywhere near it. “The
maximum success never coincides with the maximum talent, and vice-

versa,’ say the researchers.

So if not talent, what other factor causes this skewed wealth distribution?
“Our simulation clearly shows that such a factor is just pure luck,” say

Pluchino and co.

The team shows this by ranking individuals according to the number of
lucky and unlucky events they experience throughout their 40-year

careers. “It is evident that the most successful individuals are also the



luckiest ones,” they say. “And the less successful individuals are also the

unluckiest ones.”

That has significant implications for society. What is the most effective

strategy for exploiting the role luck plays in success?

Pluchino and co study this from the point of view of science research
funding, an issue clearly close to their hearts. Funding agencies the world
over are interested in maximizing their return on investment in the
scientific world. Indeed, the European Research Council invested $1.7
million in a program to study serendipity—the role of luck in scientific

discovery—and how it can be exploited to improve funding outcomes.

It turns out that Pluchino and co are well set to answer this question. They
use their model to explore different kinds of funding models to see which

produce the best returns when luck is taken into account.

The team studied three models, in which research funding is distributed
equally to all scientists; distributed randomly to a subset of scientists; or
given preferentially to those who have been most successful in the past.
Which of these is the best strategy?

The strategy that delivers the best returns, it turns out, is to divide the
funding equally among all researchers. And the second- and third-best
strategies involve distributing it at random to 10 or 20 percent of

scientists.

In these cases, the researchers are best able to take advantage of the



serendipitous discoveries they make from time to time. In hindsight, it is
obvious that the fact a scientist has made an important chance discovery
in the past does not mean he or she is more likely to make one in the

future.

A similar approach could also be applied to investment in other kinds of
enterprises, such as small or large businesses, tech startups, education

that increases talent, or even the creation of random lucky events.
Clearly, more work is needed here. What are we waiting for?

Ref: arxiv.org/abs/1802.07068 : Talent vs. Luck: The Role of Randomness in

Success and Failure
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