Learning from failure
In brief, success needs several factors, while failure often needs one (sometimes more, but I’m simplifying so you get the idea).

In a system (this can be a project or a person’s career, a company’s results etc), if factors A, B, C and D can determine possible outcome, usually success is an “AND” combination of factors and failure an “OR” combination.

In other words, typically for success, all the important factors need to align together (in an “AND” relationship), while only one (and on rare occasions, a couple) needs to go wrong for failure (A OR B OR C OR D). This is not a universal truth, but I’m simplifying to give you an idea.  And this is largely true for real life situations, be it a company’s success, a person’s career etc.
What helps further is that with failure, the cause often reveals itself (though this may not always be true).

This means it is easier to analyze failure and more difficult to analyze success. Don’t get me wrong; both can be done, and ideally you should be tracking both your own experiences and others to learn from both success and failure. But given a lack of time and resources, if you had to choose, I’d focus more on news/information/data pertaining to failure and try to draw inferences from it, rather than from data pertaining to success. To reiterate, there is learning in both success and failure. But studying failure gives you more bang for your time/effort (it’s a much more efficient way to learn).
When I say it is easier to learn from failure, I do not mean this varies by person or situation. I mean that this is objectively and mathematically true for typical real life situations (sorry if the "AND" and "OR" stuff is not clear - all I am saying is that the inputs that go into a failure are more easily isolated and hence understood). Ability / etc comes into play for pretty much everything under the sun, because we're all different. However, this fact I’m stating is true for every real life situation. 
One evening, at a party, someone mentioned an observation that often, people who’re promoted in their careers and do well on average (“doing well” is subjective, but let’s agree for simplicity’s sake) are often obnoxious (or some negative trait, I forget what) in their behavior. I forget the exact details, but the belief is that somehow, having that trait might help your career.
I’ve often heard arguments that such and such super successful person (Steve Jobs / Mark Zuckerberg – the list is endless) never graduated, so education or degrees do not matter. That’s the end of the analysis.

The above two examples and inferences are faulty at several levels, but I won’t go into those details here, as that is not the topic at hand. For purposes of this discussion, know that there are several things that need to come together for a project’s success or a person’s career to soar. The factor you’re observing/studying might not matter (zero correlation – orthogonally independent variables), or it might even go against the grain (negative correlation). Maybe the project / person succeeded despite this factor (which is possible since the negative correlation is not perfect, as is usually the case with life).

On the other hand, it’s a lot easier to observe and isolate the (usually single) factor for failure.

Had the Columbia mission succeeded, what could you and I (or the project management team) have learned from it? A space mission needs a team of hundreds of people working together (using the sum total of human knowledge, including different aspects of physics, math etc – in total “rocket science”) and delivering with precision, so not much easy learning there (especially since you apply what you already know/believe will contribute to success). It’s not that one just gets inspiration and develops a whole new branch of science if “all is well”. But the shuttle crashed because of a faulty insulation and hence, the project failed. Future missions will benefit from the learning from that unfortunate crash, and the changes in engineering that result.
OK, so you wonder: We are watching Global warming affects on earth that will cause a huge negative shift in our lives or our children's life and it is not easy to analyze or learn from it even though the failure is developing in front of our eyes. 
And I respond: You have chosen a complex example. Comparing apples to apples, what would be a better situation to learn from? If the project failed or if the SAME project succeeded? For typical real life situations, because of the "AND" condition for success, and "OR" for failure, it appears, failure is a better guru. Going back to your example on global warming, I'd argue that if we were successful in controlling global warming (which I'm confident, BTW that we'll be able to do eventually - the question is not if but when - but I digress), there is little to learn because the intended strategy (known to humankind and applied deliberately with a hope to succeed) worked. If it did not work, since this is a complex example, one would start by understanding what part did not work, and then the next step is why.

 You continue to wonder: Then why does the stock market crash again and again?
And I respond: The example of the stock market crash actually is interesting, because it actually shows that failure is a better guru. The issues (that eventually cause a crash) existed for quite a while before the crash. But since the problem was not found (the crash hadn't occurred), no one learned from it (success = difficult to analyze = no learning). Once the crash occurred is exactly when analysis started because that's when it made sense to analyze. 

Now, take a leap of faith with me, and assume that failure is indeed easier to learn from. Then it makes sense for one to read up more about failure, with the intention of imbibing / learning from it.
Corollary: OK, so I get that it’s better to learn from failure, mine or someone else’s. But which is better to learn from? My own, or someone else’s?

My take is that it is better to study someone else’s failure, because you’re more objective about it. Often you don’t know your own shortcomings, or are otherwise not as well aware of situations close to your heart. But I’m not going into the mathematical proof of that :-)

At least, now you know why history is my favorite subject.

==========================================

OK, so here is your proof. Remember set theory and Venn diagrams? This is brush up time.

Start with a blank sheet of paper. This is the universal set of all possible outcomes (of your career, of a project, whatever you want)

Assume that the o...utcomes depend on A and B, and and unknown input variable C. The success is achieved when all variables fall in place (in an AND fashion, or intersection in set theory).

Accordingly, draw two circles that overlap in part. Mark them A and B.

Draw a third circle, but make it dotted, as at this point, we do not even know what C is. C should overlap A and B. C is what is discoverable and hence, this is where the learning potential lies.

Now, assume you are successful. This means that on your sheet of paper, the data point lies on the area common to A, B and C (A intersection B intersection C).

Finally, assume you fail. This means the data point lies on the overlap of A and B, but outside of C (A intersection B intersection C'). Note that C' (C prime) means NOT C in set theory, or the area outside C.

Now, watch carefully - the following is your situation: you took care of both the factors you thought would bring you success, and both fell in place (the point lies on the overlap between A and B). However you still failed. That is proof there is at least one more factor you did not consider that was crucial to success. Congratulations: you are now on your way toward determining the factor C.

As long as you continue to succeed, there will be no indication to learn about the existence of C, nor any motivation or reason.

Hence proved.

The ironic fallout of the above is that as far as learning potential is concerned, failure is the "luckier" option.

So, next time you do something, I hope you succeed. If not, all is not lost; in fact something might be gained: the opportunity to evolve faster

