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1 Descriptive Statistics

The manuscript’s primary statistical analyses (Tables 2 and 3) use the regiment-half month as the unit
of analysis. Descriptive statistics are provided for the key variables, split into pre- and post-armistice
spans. The pre-armistice and post-armistice analyses respectively spanned 22 and 25 half-month peri-
ods. A regiment-half month observation is only included if the regiment is deployed in Europe during that
half-month period.

Table A1: Summary Statistics: Regiment-Half Month Unit of Analysis

Variable N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Pre-armistice
Black Infantry Regiment 1,770 0.06 0.24 0 1
Fatalities (matching designated unit race) 1,770 23.25 48.43 0 390
Fatalities (all inclusive) 1,770 23.43 48.61 0 391
Combat Fatalities 1,770 20.10 45.64 0 363
Non-combat Fatalities 1,770 2.55 5.18 0 58

Post-armistice
Black Infantry Regiment 1,719 0.03 0.16 0 1
Non-combat Fatalities 1,719 1.03 1.55 0 21
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2 Calculations for Occupational Assignment Results

The data presented in Figure 1 of the main manuscript provides the estimated prescribed personnel
totals for Military Occupational Specialties (MOSs) for which at least one Black unit was created. Provided
that MOS included one Black unit, we take the count of total units for the MOS deployed to Europe and
multiply by the prescribed size of that unit type as stipulated by the Tables of Organization and Equipment
(TO&E). This bottom-up approach provides an approximation of the military’s desired personnel numbers
across MOSs, split by race.

Several points merit discussion and clarification. First, we assume that all members of the unit match the
racial designation of the unit. The calculation, thus, proceeds as if all 3,768 prescribed soldiers in a Black-
designated infantry regiment are indeed Black. This is a simplifying assumption given the presence of
White officers in Black-designated units. Unfortunately, we do not have a systematic data source providing
detailed breakdowns on the race of each regiment’s officers, some of which were Black. The calculation for
stevedore units is the one exception to our approach of categorizing all personnel to match the unit’s racial
designation. All stevedore units were designated for Black personnel. However, because of the military’s
biased concerns about large groups of unsupervised Black soldiers, commanders assigned White soldiers
to these units to make up approximately 12% of the personnel. This presence of White soldiers in otherwise
Black-designated stevedore units is reflected in Figure 1 of the main manuscript.

Second, the totals shown in Figure 1 reflect the United States’ estimated prescribed strength in Europe,
not the actual strength at a moment in time or the cumulative personnel strength across the war. Many
factors cause deviations from the prescribed totals. These include general manpower shortages, force rota-
tions, the hospitalization of sick and wounded, and delayed deployments to Europe among other factors.
Thus, it is best understood as the American Expeditionary Forces’ desired strength in Europe rather than
its realized strength at a particular moment.

Third, as noted, Figure 1 only displays MOSs for which at least one Black-designated unit was created.
There were numerous other MOSs with only White-designated units. These were both combat and support
roles, and thus their inclusion in any analysis does not meaningfully change the key result: being Black
rather than White increased the chances of receiving a support versus a combat role. Incorporating these
White-only MOSs into the analysis is complicated by difficulties locating a reliable TO&E estimate for each
unit type. Consequently, we shift the presentation outcome from the estimated number of personnel (units ∗
TO&E) to the estimated number of units for each MOS. Unit sizes are not comparable across MOSs, which
complicates the interpretation of the figures, but the general point remains quite obvious: commanders
were more likely to create Black support (vs. combat) units compared to units for White soldiers. Addi-
tionally, we know from Keene (2002) that at aggregate levels Black soldiers constituted a far larger share of
total support personnel than they did for total combat personnel. Figure A1 presents the number of units
for each MOS with at least one Black-designated unit (akin to Manuscript Figure 1 but at the unit level).
Figure A2 presents the number of units across all MOSs, including those with only White-designated units.

3



0

50

100

150

200

Tr
en

ch
 A

rti
lle

ry

Tr
en

ch
 M

or
ta

r B
at

ta
lio

ns
Fi

el
d 

Ar
til

le
ry

Br
ig

ad
e 

H
ea

dq
ua

rte
rs

In
fa

nt
ry

Br
ig

ad
e 

H
ea

dq
ua

rte
rs

M
ac

hi
ne

 G
un

 U
ni

ts

M
ac

hi
ne

 G
un

 B
at

ta
lio

ns
Fi

el
d 

Ar
til

le
ry

R
eg

im
en

ts
In

fa
nt

ry
R

eg
im

en
ts

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
C

or
ps

St
ev

ed
or

e 
Ba

tta
lio

ns
In

fa
nt

ry

Pi
on

ee
r R

eg
im

en
ts

Fi
el

d 
Ar

til
le

ry

Am
m

un
iti

on
 T

ra
in

s

M
ed

ic
al

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t

Sa
ni

ta
ry

 T
ra

in
s

C
or

ps
 o

f E
ng

in
ee

rs

En
gi

ne
er

 T
ra

in
s

Q
ua

rte
rm

as
te

r C
or

ps

Se
rv

ic
e 

Ba
tta

lio
ns

Si
gn

al
 C

or
ps

Fi
el

d 
Si

gn
al

 B
at

ta
lio

ns

Q
ua

rte
rm

as
te

r C
or

ps

Bu
tc

he
ry

 C
om

pa
ny

Q
ua

rte
rm

as
te

r C
or

ps

Ba
ke

ry
 C

om
pa

ny

C
or

ps
 o

f E
ng

in
ee

rs

R
eg

im
en

ts
, B

at
ta

lio
ns

, C
om

pa
ni

es

M
ot

or
 T

ra
ns

po
rt 

C
or

ps

M
ot

or
 T

ru
ck

 C
om

pa
ny

Unit Type

U
ni

ts
 D

ep
lo

ye
d

White Combat

Black Combat

White Support

Black Support

Figure A1: Number of deployed units by occupational specialty, conditional on that speciality including at
least one Black-designated unit.
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Figure A2: Number of deployed units by occupational specialty, including those with no Black-designated
units.
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3 Raw Counts of Unit-Level Casualties Over Time

Figures A3 and A4 replicate Figures 3 and 4 in the main manuscript respectively, but showing raw
casualty counts rather than logged values. Logged versions are provided in the main manuscript to in-
crease legibility of the plots by reducing empty space, but Figures A3 and A4 may be a more useful visual
representation of the gaps in casualties between Black and White units.
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Figure A3: Raw counts of US fatalities by regular infantry regiment. Solid lines represent the average
regiment fatalities for that period.
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Figure A4: Raw counts of post-armistice non-combat US fatalities by regular infantry regiment. Solid lines
represent the average regiment fatalities for that period.
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4 Robustness Tests

4.1 Unit Size Variation
One potential concern is that the size of units differs between White and Black units. If, for example,

White regiments were much larger in overall size than Black units, then it could be the case that the pre-
armistice difference in fatality rates resulted from differences in the size of units, rather than differential
exposure to combat. We assess this possibility by rerunning the analyses with different assumptions about
unit sizes. The main specifications assume all units have roughly 3,700 troops. Models in Table A2 vary
the assumed unit size from equal between the races to White units having 40% more soldiers than Black
units. To better capture fatality rates, the outcome variable shifts from a count to being a percentage of units
members who died in each period. As shown, even if White units had 40% more troops than Black units,
White units still suffered far higher fatality rates and the difference remains significant.

Table A2: Unit Size Variation – Pre-Armistice Fatalities by Race
White Units Larger than Black Units. . .

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Black Regt. −0.42∗∗∗ −0.38∗∗∗ −0.35∗∗∗ −0.31∗∗∗ −0.28∗∗∗

(0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10)
Constant 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04

(0.27) (0.26) (0.25) (0.24) (0.23)

N 1,770 1,770 1,770 1,770 1,770
Period FEs Y Y Y Y Y
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
Notes: OLS regression with the regular infantry regiment-period as the unit
of analysis where each half-month is a period. Standard errors in parenthe-
ses. Period fixed effects not shown. Outcome is percentage of soldiers who
died in a unit in a given period.

Table A3 shows the analogous models for the post-armistice period. The relevant form of unit size
differentials flips for this period. We wish to assess whether Black units simply having more soldiers could
explain the higher non-combat fatality numbers observed after the armistice. We again vary the unit sizes
up to the point where Black units have 40% more soldiers than White units. The main finding of higher
fatality rates in Black units remains significant even if Black units had 20% more soldiers than White units.

Table A3: Unit Size Variation – Post-Armistice Non-Combat Fatalities by Race
Black Units Larger than White Units. . .

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Black Regt. 0.02∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗∗ 0.01∗ 0.01 0.002
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Constant 0.05∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗ 0.07∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
N 1,719 1,719 1,719 1,719 1,719

Period FEs Y Y Y Y Y
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
Notes: OLS regression with the regular infantry regiment-period as
the unit of analysis where each half-month is a period. Standard
errors in parentheses. Period fixed effects not shown. Outcome is
percentage of soldiers who died in a unit in a given period.
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4.2 Count Models
Whereas the main specifications employ OLS, below we show that all results are robust to using a

negative binomial count model. Table A4 and Table A5 respectively evaluate all pre-armistice deaths and
non-combat post-armistice deaths.

Table A4: Negative Binomial – Pre-Armistice Fatalities by Race
All Deaths

(1) (2)

Black Regt. −1.29∗∗∗ −1.31∗∗∗

(0.19) (0.17)
Constant 3.19∗∗∗ 0.07

(0.05) (0.43)

N 1,770 1,770
θ 0.29∗∗∗ (0.01) 0.39∗∗∗ (0.01)
Period FEs N Y
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
Notes: Negative binomial regression with the regular
infantry regiment-period as the unit of analysis where
each half-month is a period. Standard errors in paren-
theses. Period fixed effects not shown. Outcome is
number of fatalities.

Table A5: Negative Binomial – Post-Armistice Non-Combat Fatalities by Race
Non-Combat Deaths

(1) (2)

Black Regt. 0.79∗∗∗ 0.49∗∗∗

(0.18) (0.15)
Constant −0.002 0.69∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.08)

N 1,719 1,719
θ 0.96∗∗∗ (0.08) 1.65∗∗∗ (0.17)
Period FEs N Y
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
Notes: Negative binomial regression with the regular
infantry regiment-period as the unit of analysis where
each half-month is a period. Standard errors in paren-
theses. Period fixed effects not shown. Outcome is
number of non-combat fatalities.
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4.3 Focusing on Units under AEF Command
The main specifications include all Black units, including those that were ultimately under French com-

mand. The table below replicates our analysis after removing all Black units that were under French
command—or equivalently, only focusing on US units that explicitly were under the command of the Amer-
ican Expeditionary Forces (AEF). The differences in fatalities become magnified once we only focus on units
in the AEF.

Table A6: Remove Black units under French command – Pre-Armistice Fatalities by Race
All Deaths

(1) (2)

Black Regiment −20.30∗∗∗ −23.93∗∗∗

(7.85) (7.23)
Constant 24.30∗∗∗ 1.11

(1.20) (10.60)

N 1,704 1,704
Period FEs N Y
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
Notes: OLS regression with the regular infantry
regiment-period as the unit of analysis where each
half-month is a period. Standard errors in parentheses.
Period fixed effects not shown. Outcome is number of
fatalities.

4.4 Inclusion of Different Race Fatalities
The main specifications only include deaths if the individual’s race matches the racial designation of the

unit. The table below instead includes all individuals who die in a given period regardless of whether their
race matches the unit’s racial designation. This would capture, for instance, White officers dying while
commanding Black units.

Table A7: Including All Deaths – Pre-Armistice Fatalities by Race
All Deaths

(1) (2)

Black Regt −16.07∗∗∗ −14.03∗∗∗

(4.86) (4.46)
Constant 24.39∗∗∗ 1.79

(1.19) (10.20)

N 1,770 1,770
Period FEs N Y
∗p < 0.1; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗∗∗p < 0.01
Notes: OLS regression with the regular infantry
regiment-period as the unit of analysis where
each half-month is a period. Standard errors
in parentheses. Period fixed effects not shown.
Outcome is number of fatalities regardless of
whether individual’s race aligns with the unit’s
designated race.

8



5 Aggregated Data Underestimates Racial Fatality Gaps

Table 2 in the main manuscript presents results showing that White units suffered higher fatalities than
Black units across comparable infantry units (H2). Model 1 of that table implies that per period White
infantry fatalities were 3.6 times higher than those of Black infantry fatalities (24.3 White deaths / 6.7 Black
deaths).

As noted in the manuscript’s research design discussion, our approach ensures an apples-to-apples
comparison of comparable units that commanders could theoretically select to accomplish a given task.
Existing work by historians, by contrast, provides aggregate fatality data spanning all combat units. This
approach encompasses many occupational specialties including infantry, cavalry, artillery, etc. While use-
ful, aggregate analysis cannot evaluate our core hypotheses regarding commander decision making and
could lead one astray. Keene (2002), for instance, provides valuable aggregate data on all combat soldiers
and deaths but this data actually understates the extent to which commanders withheld Black infantry units
from fighting. Combining information from Keene’s p. 82 and endnote 7 yields the following analysis:

• 1.84% of Black combat soldiers died (773 deaths / 42,000 soldiers),

• 5.02% of White combat soldiers died (52,174 deaths / 1,040,222 soldiers),

• White combat deaths were 2.73 times the level of Black combat deaths (5.02% / 1.84%).

Aggregate analysis that pools over all combat soldiers thus substantially understates the extent to which
commanders withheld Black infantry units while employing White infantry units. Our fine-grained ap-
proach examining comparable infantry units indicates that the fatality gap was 33% larger than implied
by a broad-brush approach encompassing all combat soldiers (3.6 times more White fatalities based on our
analytical approach / 2.73 times more White fatalities based on an aggregated analytical approach).

Our disaggregated approach also provides new insights useful for evaluating H3 and H1. For H3, histo-
rians provide valuable qualitative evidence on the subpar medical support provided to Black soldiers, but
we are not aware of any existing scholarship that systematically draws out the full implications for deaths
from disease. Importantly, our approach helps isolate deaths from non-combat causes while holding fixed
the extent of combat exposure. Additionally, for H1, our bottom-up approach reveals heterogeneity re-
garding which combat and non-combat assignments Black soldiers were especially likely to receive, which
highlights the particular MOSs that drove aggregate divergences that historians document (Keene 2002).
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