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ABSTRACT 
 
In the United States, Black individuals have higher rates of cancer mortality than any other racial or ethnic group. 
The sources of these significant racial disparities are not fully understood, and may include social, environmental, 
and genetic factors that influence cancer onset, diagnosis, and treatment. Here, we examined genomic data 
from several large-scale cancer patient cohorts to search for racial associations in chromosome copy number 
alterations. We found that tumors from Black patients were significantly more likely to exhibit whole-genome 
duplications (WGDs), a genomic event that enhances metastasis and aggressive disease, compared to tumors 
from white patients. Among patients with WGD-positive cancers, there was no significant difference in survival 
between Black and white patients, suggesting that the increased incidence of WGD events could contribute to 
the disparities in patient outcome. Genomic analysis identified several somatic alterations associated with WGD 
events that were consistent between Black and white populations, indicating that the increase in WGD events 
may be driven by environmental or epigenetic factors in Black patients. In total, these findings identify a class of 
genomic alterations that may influence racial disparities in cancer patient outcome. As cancers that have 
undergone WGD events exhibit unique genetic vulnerabilities, therapies that selectively target WGD-positive 
cancers may be particularly effective at treating aggressive malignancies in Black patients.     
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The unequal landscape of healthcare outcomes in the United States, particularly among Black patients, demands 
immediate attention. Black patients face higher rates of chronic disease, higher incidence of preventable illness, 
and higher all-cause mortality compared to white patients1–4. These disparities are particularly evident within the 
field of oncology. For many cancer types, Black patients are diagnosed with more advanced or aggressive 
cancers than white patients5–7. Although cancer outcomes have drastically improved over the past several 
decades, Black patients continue to have higher rates of cancer-related death8–10. Mortality disparities are 
exacerbated within certain cancer types, including breast and endometrial cancers, in which Black patients 
exhibit 41% and 21% higher mortality, respectively, compared to white patients11–13. Uncovering the mechanisms  
that mediate  these unequal outcomes could help identify prevention or treatment strategies that may aid those 
populations most at risk. 
 
The source of racial disparities in cancer outcomes is at present unresolved and may result from social, 
environmental, and genetic factors14–20. In the United States, Black individuals are more than twice as likely to 
live below the federal poverty line than white individuals, and lower socioeconomic status has been linked with 
decreased healthcare access and lower cancer screening rates21–25. In addition, people within economically-
deprived communities have disproportionately higher rates of environmental carcinogen exposure, which may 
increase the risk of cancer development25,26. Within the healthcare system itself, Black patients received worse 
care compared to white patients in more than half of quality care metrics in the 2022 National Healthcare Quality 
and Disparity Report27. These findings extend to cancer-specific interventions, as Black patients experience 
more delays in chemotherapy induction for breast cancer treatment and are less likely to have adequate 
oncological resection for gastrointestinal cancers treated with curative intent surgery28,29. 
 
In addition to these social and environmental influences on cancer mortality, recent research has raised the 
possibility that genetic differences between patient populations could affect the development and/or progression 
of cancer. To date, most population-based cancer profiling efforts have sought to investigate variability in the 
prevalence of somatic point mutations between racial and ethnic groups30–34. These studies have uncovered 
certain differences in the frequency of mutations in common oncogenes and tumor suppressors that could impact 
disease pathogenesis. For example, Black patients have been found to exhibit higher rates of mutations in the 
tumor suppressor TP53 compared to white patients, and TP53 inactivation has consistently been linked with 
poor prognosis35–40. Similarly, Black patients with lung cancer have fewer mutations in the druggable oncogene 
EGFR, which may affect treatment options41. Uncovering population-based differences in mutation profiles can 
aid in clinical assessment and may shed light on strategies to ameliorate outcome disparities.    
 
Comparatively less is known about population-based associations for other types of somatic alterations in cancer 
beyond single-nucleotide point (SNP) mutations. Notably, chromosomal copy number alterations (CNAs) are 
pervasive across tumor types and have been linked with disease progression, drug resistance, and poor patient 
outcomes42–45. One recent study examined the prevalence of arm-scale CNAs across a large cohort of cancer 
patients and found few significant differences between Black and white populations46. Population-based 
differences in many other classes of CNAs have not been previously investigated. One common type of 
chromosomal alteration is a whole-genome duplication (WGD) event, in which a cell’s chromosome complement 
doubles. The causes and consequences of WGDs are poorly understood; mutations in TP53 have been linked 
with WGD development but other genetic and environmental causes remain obscure43,47,48. WGDs enhance 
tumor adaptability and increase metastatic dissemination, potentially by enhancing tumor heterogeneity and 
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allowing cancers to sample a wider range of karyotypes47,49–51. Approximately 30% of tumors exhibit WGDs, but 
whether patient race or ethnicity is associated with these events is unknown47. 
 
 
RESULTS 
  
Tumors from Black patients display an increased frequency of WGDs. 
WGD events in cancer are associated with genomic instability and aggressive disease (Fig. 1A)47,52. We 
investigated the frequency of WGD events in cancers from Black and white patients from three different patient 
cohorts: the MSK-MET cohort (n=13,071 patients), The Cancer Genome Atlas (TCGA) (n=8,060 patients), and 
the Pan-cancer Analysis of Whole Genomes (PCAWG) (n=1,963 patients)53–55. We discovered that cancers from 
Black patients exhibited a significantly higher incidence of WGDs compared to cancers from white patients in 
each cohort (Fig. 1B-D). For the MSK-MET and TCGA cohorts, we conducted this analysis based on individuals 
self-reporting their race, while for the PCAWG dataset self-reported race was unavailable and we used inferred 
genetic ancestry instead (discussed in more detail below). Notably, CNAs in each of these datasets were 
detected using different genomic technologies: SNP arrays, targeted gene sequencing, and whole-genome 
sequencing, for TCGA, MSK-MET, and PCAWG, respectively53–55. As these findings were consistent across all 
three cohorts, we anticipate that they are robust and independent of any platform-specific artifacts.  

 
The increase in WGD events in Black patients compared to white patients ranged from 11% in the TCGA cohort 
to 34% in the PCAWG cohort. Additionally, the overall rate of WGD events ranged from 26% in MSK-MET to 
31% in PCAWG. However, within cancer types that were shared across datasets, the frequency of WGD events 
was highly correlated (R2=0.79, p<0.001) (Fig. S1). For instance, thyroid cancers consistently displayed the 
lowest incidence of WGDs (0-4%) while ovarian cancers consistently displayed the highest incidence of WGDs 
(55-60%), in alignment with other reports43,47. The overall differences in WGD frequency between cohorts may 
reflect differences in the distribution of cancer types.  

 
Next, we investigated whether WGD events were elevated in cancers in patients who identified as Asian. 
However, in the TCGA and MSK-MET cohorts, we did not detect a significant difference in WGD frequency 
between white and Asian patients (Fig. S2A). Similarly, tumors from men and women displayed equivalent 
frequencies of WGD events within each cohort (Fig. S2B). 
 
Tumors from Black patients with specific cancer types display an increased frequency of WGDs. 
We considered the possibility that the increased incidence of WGD events in our pan-cancer analysis of Black 
patients could result from differences in the representation of distinct cancer types between populations. 
However, Black patients have historically been underrepresented in genomic studies, which limits our statistical 
power to detect significant differences in every cancer lineage56,57. For that reason, we focused our analysis on 
cancer types for which we had genomic data from at least 60 Black patients in both the MSK-MET and TCGA 
datasets: breast cancer, endometrial cancer, and non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC). In both cohorts, we 
detected a significant increase in WGD events in Black patients with breast and endometrial cancers. For 
NSCLC, we detected a significant increase in the MSK-MET cohort but not the TCGA cohort. The increase 
ranged from 32% in breast cancer (TCGA) to 202% in endometrial cancer (MSK-MET) (Fig. 1E). These results 
indicate that Black patients have a significantly higher incidence of WGD events both across cancers and within 
individual cancer types. 
 



   
 

  5 
 

Analysis of WGD frequency by tumor stage and histological subtype. 
WGD abundance varies between histological cancer subtypes and is more common in advanced malignancies47. 
Accordingly, we considered the possibility that differences in the prevalence of histological subtypes or 
differences in the stage at which tumors were diagnosed could produce the increase in WGD events in Black 
cancer patients that we observed. However, we determined that WGD events were still significantly more 
common in tumors from Black patients for many individual cancer stages and subtypes (Fig. S3-4). For instance, 
Black patients with either stage II or III breast tumors had a higher incidence of WGD events compared to white 
patients with similarly-staged tumors (Fig. S3B). Additionally, while the frequency of histological subtypes varied 
between Black and white patients, when we limited our analysis to only the most common histological subtypes 
of each cancer (breast cancer: invasive ductal carcinoma; endometrial cancer: endometrioid tumors, and 
NSCLC: adenocarcinoma), we still detected an increased frequency of WGD events among Black patients (Fig. 
S4). These results indicate that the increased incidence of WGDs in Black cancer patients is not simply due to 
differences in tumor stage or histological subtype at diagnosis.       
 
Analysis of WGDs by Inferred Genetic Ancestry. 
Recent studies have urged caution in the use of race when conducting population-based research, noting that 
widely used definitions of race represent artificial social constructs58,59. Instead, shared genetic ancestry may 
better reflect population differences in disease risk. Nonetheless, race may still be useful for investigating 
patterns of heath and disease in the US due to its association with the social determinants of health, including 
poverty, pollution, systemic racism, and lack of healthcare access60. According to the National Academy of 
Sciences’ 2023 report Using Population Descriptors in Genetics and Genomics Research, “race… may be a 
useful population descriptor for researchers who wish to measure a consequential form of social status and 
affiliation… [R]ace may be a proxy for the experience of racism in health disparities studies.” As described above, 
we found that both individuals who self-reported as Black or African American and individuals with African 
ancestry were more likely to exhibit WGD-positive cancers compared to individuals who self-reported as white 
or individuals with European ancestry (Fig. 1B-E). To extend this investigation, we re-analyzed the MSK-MET 
dataset using inferred genetic ancestry instead of racial self-reporting34. We found that the overall patterns of 
WGD were conserved: African ancestry was associated with a 16% increase in WGD events in a pan-cancer 
analysis and with a 32-135% increase in breast, endometrial, and NSCLC (Fig. S5A-B). We conclude that WGD 
events are associated with both African ancestry and Black identity. 

 
Association of WGD events with TP53 mutations  
We sought to uncover the somatic alterations associated with WGD events in Black and white patients. For this 
and subsequent analyses, we focused on the MSK-MET cohort, as this was the largest single patient cohort and 
had the best sequencing coverage of cancer-relevant genes. We constructed a logistic regression model linking 
somatic alterations with WGD status while correcting for cancer type (Fig. 2A and Table S1A). Consistent with 
previous results, the strongest predictor of WGD status was the presence of mutations in TP5347. In contrast, 
mutations in KRAS, BRAF, and PTEN were significantly associated with a reduced likelihood of WGD events. 
We repeated this analysis for Black and white patients, considered separately (Fig. 2B-C, Table S1B-C). In Black 
patients, the only significant features associated with WGD status with a q-value <0.1 were TP53 mutations and 
amplifications of cyclin E (CCNE1). Cyclin E gains have recently been identified as a driver of WGDs, and both 
features were also significantly associated with WGD events in our logistic regression model of tumors from 
white patients (Fig. 2C)48. These results suggest that similar somatic alterations drive WGDs in both Black and 
white patients.  
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As the types of somatic alterations associated with WGD events in Black and white patients were similar, we 
considered the possibility that differences in frequencies of these alterations could influence the prevalence of 
WGDs. Consistent with previous observations, we found that Black patients were significantly more likely to 
harbor TP53 mutations than white patients in both a pan-cancer analysis and in breast and endometrial cancers, 
but not NSCLC (Fig. 2D-E)35–40. Next, we separated patients based on TP53 status. We observed that there was 
no significant difference in WGD frequency between Black and white patients with TP53-WT cancers. However, 
among patients with TP53-mutant cancers, Black patients showed a trend towards increased WGD events in a 
pan-cancer analysis (p=0.067) and a significant increase in the NSCLC cohort (p=0.011) (Fig 2F-G). These 
results suggest that the increased frequency of TP53 mutations contributes to but cannot fully account for the 
increased incidence of WGD events in Black patients.  

 
Next, we investigated whether different classes of TP53 mutations could underlie the different prevalence of 
WGD events within Black and white populations. However, the overall distribution of classes of TP53 mutations 
(e.g., missense vs nonsense) was similar between Black and white patients (Fig 2H-I). Additionally, the same 
set of p53-inactivating point mutations, including the R175, R248, and R273 mutations, were commonly observed 
among both Black and white patients (Fig. 2J). We conclude that somatic genetic alterations are unable to fully 
account for the increased prevalence of WGD events among Black patients, and this difference may alternatively 
be a consequence of epigenetic or environmental factors.  
 
Association between Race, WGD Status, and Patient Outcome 
We sought to determine whether the increased incidence of WGD events in Black patients was linked with racial 
disparities in patient outcome. Consistent with previous observations, we found that Black cancer patients 
exhibited a significantly shorter overall survival time following diagnosis compared to white patients (Fig. 3A)8–
10. Similarly, WGD events were also associated with worse patient outcomes (Fig. 3B). Interestingly, among the 
subset of patients with WGD-positive tumors, there was no significant difference in survival time between Black 
and white patients (Fig. 3C). However, within the WGD-negative patient subset, a significant difference in survival 
between Black and white patients was observed (Fig. 3D). These results are consistent with prior reports 
demonstrating that WGD events drive metastases and aggressive disease, and suggest that the increased 
incidence of WGD events in Black patients may be linked with worse overall survival45,53,61. We speculate that 
within WGD-negative patients, WGD events may be occurring post-diagnosis, or additional genetic and 
environmental factors may be contributing to these disparate outcomes.  
 
We repeated this analysis within the MSK-MET breast, endometrial, and NSCLC cohorts. We observed that 
Black patients with endometrial cancer, but not breast or NSCLC, had significantly shorter survival times 
compared to white patients within this study (Fig. S6A-C). Racial disparities within breast and NSCLC outcomes 
have been reported in other analyses, and we speculate that the MSK-MET cohort sizes may not be sufficiently 
large to detect survival differences that are moderate overall11–13. Within endometrial cancer, we observed that 
patients with WGD-positive tumors had worse outcomes (Fig. S6D). Consistent with our pan-cancer analysis, 
within the subset of tumors that were WGD-positive there was no significant difference between Black and white 
patient outcomes, while a significant difference remained apparent within the WGD-negative subset (Fig S4E-
F). 
 
Finally, we further divided the pan-cancer survival analysis based on TP53 status. As expected, TP53-mutant 
tumors had significantly worse overall survival (Fig. S7A). In general, further subdividing patients based on TP53 
status, in addition to race and WGD status, minimized race-based differences in survival time (Fig. S7B-I). In 
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total, these results suggest that the increased incidence of TP53 mutations and WGD events contribute to the 
worse overall outcomes for Black cancer patients, although our findings do not rule out the influence of additional 
social, environmental, and genetic factors.  
 
Race and WGD status are associated with metastases to the same anatomic sites 
Next, we used additional patient information that was collected as part of the MSK-MET dataset to further explore 
the clinical correlates of race and WGD status. Within this cohort, Black patients were diagnosed and underwent 
surgery at earlier ages compared to white patients, and Black patients were also more likely to die younger (Fig. 
4A). Similarly, WGD-positive tumors were associated with younger diagnoses, younger age at surgery, and 
younger death in all patients, regardless of race (Fig. 4B). Next, we examined microsatellite instability in each 
patient, which is a genomic state characterized by the accumulation of point mutations in repetitive 
sequences62,63. We found that tumors from Black patients were significantly less likely to exhibit high 
microsatellite instability (MSI-H) compared to tumors from white patients, and MSI-H status was also less 
common in WGD-positive tumors (Fig. 4C-D). MSI-H status has been linked with favorable outcomes, and the 
under-representation of MSI-H cancers among tumors from both Black patients and patients with WGD-positive 
disease could represent another factor that contributes to differences in patient survival64,65.  
 
Finally, we compared the frequency of metastatic dissemination to different anatomic sites between patient 
populations. Consistent with established disparities in overall outcomes, we observed that Black cancer patients 
had a greater incidence of metastatic disease compared to white patients. Notably, we found that Black patients 
had significantly higher rates of metastases to regional lymph nodes, distant lymph nodes, intra-abdominal 
space, the male and female genitourinary system, and skin (Fig. 4E). Intriguingly, metastases to each of these 
sites except the male genitourinary system was also more common among WGD-positive tumors compared to 
WGD-negative tumors (Fig. 4F). In total, these findings suggest that several differences in the clinical 
presentation of cancers in Black and white populations could be related to the increased incidence of WGDs 
among Black patients.    
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In this work, we found that Black or African American cancer patients exhibited a significantly greater incidence 
of WGD events compared to white cancer patients. This discrepancy was detectable in both a pan-cancer 
analysis and in several individual cancer subtypes. Historically, most research on genetic differences between 
cancer patient populations has focused on single-nucleotide point mutations; our work demonstrates the 
existence of significant, outcome-associated differences in patterns of chromosomal alterations as well30–33. We 
speculate that analyzing other types of genetic or epigenetic alterations in cancer (e.g., methylation patterns, 
smaller CNAs, intratumoral heterogeneity, etc.) may reveal additional informative differences. 
 
Our work is consistent with a previous report that documented an increased incidence of WGD events among 
prostate cancer patients in sub-Saharan Africa66. Interestingly, the cancer types in which Black patients exhibit 
frequent WGD events (breast, endometrial, prostate, and NSCLC) are also among those that have been 
recognized as exhibiting the most significant racial disparities in patient incidence or outcome13,19,20,33. We found 
that, among WGD-positive cancer patients, there were no differences in overall survival times, suggesting that 
WGDs may represent one mechanism underlying the disparate outcomes that have been demonstrated within 
the American healthcare system. 
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Our genetic analysis of tumor sequencing data revealed a strong association between TP53 mutations and WGD 
events in both Black and white patients. Consistent with previous results, we found that Black patients exhibited 
a higher incidence of TP53 mutations overall35,36,38.  However, WGD events were still more common among 
Black patients with TP53-mutant cancers compared to white patients. Our work did not identify any significant 
differences in the genetic drivers of WGDs associated with patient race, suggesting that these events may be 
influenced by epigenetic or environmental factors. For instance, African Americans in the US are more likely to 
live in areas with higher rates of carcinogenic air pollution, which could affect the development of WGDs in lung 
cancer25,26. Additional work will be required to explore the source(s) of the disparate rates of WGDs between 
patient populations.  
 
Finally, the increase in WGD events among Black patients that we have documented has the potential to 
influence patient staging and treatment. We found that WGD-positive tumors were more likely to have spread to 
regional or distant lymph nodes, which may warrant additional surveillance and interventions among Black 
patients. More broadly, chromosomal alterations are strongly associated with patient outcome, and analyzing 
tumor karyotypes as part of a standard pathological workup may improve our ability to preemptively detect 
aggressive disease44,67–71. Additionally, recent research has demonstrated that WGD-positive cancer cells harbor 
unique genetic vulnerabilities. For instance, alterations in the mitotic apparatus resulting from WGD events cause 
cells to become dependent on the mitotic kinesin KIF18A, which is otherwise dispensable in diploid cells72,73. 
AMG650 is a small molecular inhibitor of KIF18A that has entered Phase I clinical trials, underscoring the recent 
progress toward selectively targeting WGD-positive cancers74. Therapies designed to selectively target WGD-
positive tumors may be particularly effective in Black cancer patients and could serve to ameliorate the disparate 
racial outcomes in cancer mortality.     
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Data Acquisition 
Mutational, copy number, sample, and patient data were downloaded from the cBioPortal datahub 
(https://github.com/cBioPortal/datahub)75,76. Whole genome duplication determinations were sourced from the 
original cohort study (MSK-MET and PCAWG) or from subsequent analyses (TCGA)43,47,55. A sample was 
considered to have undergone WGD based on processing by FACETS (MSK-MET), consensus across 10 
different methods (PCAWG), or ABSOLUTE (TCGA)55,77,78. Genetic ancestry determinations for the MSK-MET 
cohort were graciously provided by Kanika Arora, following the method from Arora, et al. (2022)34. Regional 
lymph node metastasis data were sourced from Nguyen, et al. (2022)53. 
 
Data Harmonization and Cleaning 
Data was harmonized across cohorts by including only primary lesions with known WGD status within sample 
data, considering only genomic aberrations for genes found in the IMPACT-505 geneset within mutational and 
copy number data, and maintaining patients with known sex, and self-reported race and/or inferred ancestry 
within patient data, depending on availability. In MSK-MET, patients with self-reported race of Asian, Black, or 
white and inferred ancestry of either African or European were maintained separately; in TCGA, patients with 
self-reported race of Asian, Black, or white were maintained; in PCAWG, patients with inferred ancestry of African 
or European were maintained. To be included in our analysis, genomic aberrations had to occur in ≥200 patients 
across racial groups and ≥2% of patients within a racial group. We focused mutational analysis on 
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nonsynonymous mutations and trichotomized copy number levels to neutral, loss, and gain. As the cohorts we 
analyzed do not use the same identifiers for cancer type, we considered all cancer types regardless of identifier 
in pan-cancer analyses, while standardizing across cohorts for comparisons by cancer type. Standardization 
was as follows: breast cancer were samples listed as BRCA (TCGA) or Breast Cancer (MSK-MET); endometrial 
cancer were samples listed as UCEC (TCGA), Endometrioid Adenocarcinoma (MSK-MET), Serous Carcinoma 
(MSK-MET); non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) were samples listed as LUAD (TCGA), LUSC (TCGA), or Non-
Small Cell Lung Cancer (MSK-MET). A positive determination for regional lymph node metastasis was made 
according to the presence of “regional_lymph” in the “met_site_mapped” variable from Nguyen, et al. (2022)53. 
The code used to perform this analysis is available at https://github.com/sheltzer-lab/wgd_disparities. 
 
Software Versions 
Analyses were performed using R (version 4.2.2)79, PRISM (version 9.4.1), and Python (version 3.10.8)80. R 
packages: car (version 3.1-2)81, EnhancedVolcano (version 1.16.0)82, ggplot2 (version 3.4.2)83, gt (version 
0.9.0)84, gtsummary (version 1.7.2)85, maftools (version 2.14.0)86, openxlsx (version 4.2.5.2)87, reshape (version 
1.4.4)88, tidyverse (version 2.0.0)89. Python packages: lifelines (version 0.27.4)90, matplotlib (version 3.6.2)91, and 
pandas (version 1.5.2)92. 
 
Whole-genome Duplication Frequency Analysis of MSK-MET, TCGA, PCAWG 
The frequency of WGD was calculated as the number of WGD-positive samples over the total sample count 
within a self-reported racial group, inferred ancestry, or self-reported sex at a pan-cancer level and additional 
subset by cancer type; testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test. WGD 
frequencies by cancer type were compared between MSK-MET and TCGA via Pearson correlation. 
 
Whole-genome Duplication Frequency Analysis by Metastatic Status and Cancer Stage 
The frequency of WGD was calculated as the number of WGD-positive samples over the total sample count 
within a self-reported racial group by metastatic status (MSK-MET) and stage (TCGA) for each cancer type: 
testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test. Available staging information in 
TCGA was utilized which includes pathological staging for breast cancer and NSCLC and clinical staging for 
endometrial cancer. Metastatic status and cancer staging distributions were summarized within each racial group 
by cancer type; testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test and Fisher’s exact 
test across racial groups.  
 
Whole-genome Duplication Frequency Analysis by Histological Subtype 
Shared cancer types between MSK-MET and TCGA were aggregated. For breast cancer, IDC includes MSK-
MET histological designations HR+/HER2+ Ductal Carcinoma, HR+/HER2- Ductal Carcinoma, HR-/HER2+ 
Ductal Carcinoma, Ductal triple negative breast cancer (TNBC) and TCGA histological designations Ductal 
Luminal A, Ductal Luminal B, Ductal HER2-enriched, Ductal Basal-like, Ductal Normal-like. ILC includes MSK-
MET histological designations HR+ Lobular Carcinoma and TCGA histological designations Lobular Luminal A, 
Lobular Luminal B, Lobular HER2-enriched, Lobular Basal-like, Lobular Normal-like. For endometrial cancer, 
shared cancer types between MSK-MET and TCGA included endometrioid and serous subtypes. For NSCLC, 
shared cancer types between MSK-MET and TCGA included adenocarcinoma and squamous cell carcinoma. 
The frequency of WGD was calculated as the number of WGD as the number of WGD-positive samples over 
the total sample count within a self-reported racial group by share histological subtype for each cancer type; 
testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test across racial groups.  
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Logistic Regression of Genomic Aberrations to WGD 
In MSK-MET, in order to determine which genomic aberrations correlated with increased rates of WGD, we built 
multivariate logistic regression models in R for Black patients only, white patients only, and all Black and white 
patients (i.e., all patients). Genomic aberrations that did not occur frequently enough for inclusion in either of the 
Black-only or white-only models were masked in the “all patients” model. Models included correction for cancer 
type and removal of covariates in two stages: 1) removal of aliased covariates (i.e., those with perfect correlation 
to another covariate), and 2) recursive removal of the covariate with the highest variance inflation factor (VIF) 
until all covariates had a VIF≤4. Significance of covariates were tested by Wald test followed by multiple 
hypothesis correction with Benjamini & Hochberg’s method93. 
 
TP53 Analysis 
Nonsynonymous mutations in TP53 were analyzed across racial groups, WGD status, and cancer type. Sample 
containing at least one nonsynonymous mutation in TP53 were consider TP53-mutant, while the remaining 
samples were considered TP53-WT. The frequency of TP53 mutation was calculated as the proportion of TP53-
mutant samples over the total sample count within a racial group at a pan-cancer level and additionally subset 
by cancer type and/or WGD status; testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test 
across racial groups. Variant classification distributions were summarized within each racial group at a pan-
cancer level and additionally subset by cancer type; testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s 
Chi-squared test across racial groups. Location of TP53 mutations were summarized within each racial group 
and visually compared across racial groups. 
 
Survival Analysis 
Survival analysis was performed in Python, using the packages: lifelines, matplotlib, and pandas. Significance 
was tested via logrank test. 
 
Clinical Correlates of WGD and Patient Race  
Equivalence of ages at key clinical event times (diagnosis, death, sequencing, and surgical procedure) were 
compared across racial groups and WGD status via Wilcoxon rank-sum test. All ages except for diagnosis were 
directly reported by MSK-MET, while age at diagnosis was inferred based on survival status, whereby dead 
patients’ age at diagnosis was calculated as overall survival in months, while for living patients’ age at diagnosis 
was calculated from age at last contact minus overall survival in months. Microsatellite instability status was 
determined using designated Stable and Instable determinations; the frequency of microsatellite instability (MSI-
H) was determined as the number of Instable samples divided by the total number of Stable and Instable samples 
within a racial group or WGD status; testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test. 
Staging information for MSK-MET dataset remained incomplete. The frequency of metastasis location was 
determined by the proportion of samples with recorded metastasis divided by the total number of samples from 
a racial group or WGD status; testing for association was done via two-sided Pearson’s Chi-squared test. For 
those metastases occurring in only a subset of patients (e.g., Female Genital and Male Genital), only samples 
contained within the same subset were considered in our calculations. 
 
Data Visualization 
Scientific illustrations were assembled using BioRender. Graphs and scatterplots were generated using 
Graphpad Prism. 
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FIGURE LEGENDS 
 
Figure 1. WGDs are more common among Black cancer patients and those with African ancestry. (A) A 
schematic of the whole-genome duplication process. WGDs produce a cell with a doubled chromosome 
complement (typically 4N). WGD events are associated with metastasis and disease progression. Loss of the 
tumor suppressor TP53 promotes WGDs; other causes of WGDs are largely unknown. (B-D) The frequency of 
WGDs in Black and white patients from three different cohorts: (B) MSK-MET, (C) TCGA, and (D) PCAWG. Note 
that in the PCAWG dataset, a patient’s self-reported race was not available, and instead inferred genetic ancestry 
was used (African (AFR) vs European (EUR)). (E) The frequency of WGD events in Black and white patients 
with either breast cancer, endometrial cancer, or NSCLC, in the MSK-MET and TCGA cohorts. Statistical testing 
was performed via two-tailed Pearson’s Chi-squared test. Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, * p < 0.05, ** p < 
0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p < 0.0001. 
 
Figure 2. Genetic analysis of WGD events in Black and white cancer patients. (A) A volcano plot displaying 
genetic alterations associated with an increased or decreased likelihood of WGD events across both Black and 
white patients in the MSK-MET cohort. Acronyms: Mutant (Mut). (B) A table displaying 10 events exhibiting the 
strongest correlation with WGD events among Black patients. (C) A table displaying 10 events exhibiting the 
strongest correlation with WGD events among white patients. (D) A bar graph displaying the frequency of TP53 
mutations across Black and white cancer patients. (E) A bar graph displaying the frequency of TP53 mutations 
across Black and white patients with either breast cancer, endometrial cancer, or NSCLC. (F) A bar graph 
displaying the frequency of WGD events among Black and white cancer patients, divided based on TP53 status. 
(G) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among Black and white patients with either breast 
cancer, endometrial cancer, or NSCLC, divided based on TP53 status. (H) A bar graph displaying the distribution 
of different types of TP53 mutations in Black and white cancer patients. (I) A bar graph displaying the distribution 
of different types of TP53 mutations in Black and white patients with either breast cancer, endometrial cancer, 
or NSCLC. (J) A lollipop plot displaying the sites of TP53 mutations in tumors from either white (top) or Black 
(bottom) cancer patients. Statistical testing was performed via Wald test (A-C) with correction by Benjamini-
Hochberg’s method (B-C) and two-tailed Pearson’s Chi-squared test (D-I). Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p < 0.0001. 
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Figure 3. Pan-cancer survival analysis in Black and white cancer patients. (A) A Kaplan-Meier plot 
displaying survival of Black and white patients in the MSK-MET cohort. (B) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying 
survival of cancer patients based on WGD status. (C) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying survival of WGD-positive 
Black and white cancer patients.  (D) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying survival of WGD-negative Black and white 
cancer patients. Statistical testing was performed via logrank test (A-D).  
 
Figure 4. Clinical correlates of WGD status in Black and white cancer patients. (A) A table displaying the 
demographics of Black and white cancer patients in the MSK-MET cohort. (B) A table displaying the 
demographics of cancer patients based on WGD status. (C) A bar graph displaying the frequency of 
microsatellite instability (MSI-H) among tumors from Black and white cancer patients. (D) A bar graph displaying 
the frequency of microsatellite instability (MSI-H) among cancer patients based on WGD status. (E) The 
frequency of metastatic dissemination to different anatomic sites, divided by patient race. Locations written in 
red are significantly more likely among Black patients, no locations were more likely among white patients. For 
Ovary and Female Genital locations, frequency of metastasis represents female patients only. For Male Genital 
location, frequency of metastasis represents male patients only. (F) The frequency of metastatic dissemination 
to different anatomic sites based on WGD status. Locations written in red are significantly more likely among 
WGD-positive patients, no locations were more likely among WGD-negative patients. For Ovary and Female 
Genital locations, frequency of metastasis represents female patients only. For Male Genital location, frequency 
of metastasis represents male patients only. Acronyms: Central Nervous System (CNS), Lymph Node (LN), 
Peripheral Nervous System (PNS), Urinary Tract (UT). Statistical testing was performed via Wilcoxon rank-sum 
test (A-B) and two-tailed Pearson’s Chi-squared test (C-F). Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, * p < 0.05, ** p 
< 0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p < 0.0001. 
 
 
SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURE LEGENDS 
 
Figure S1. Frequency of WGD events by cancer type. (A) A table showing the frequency of WGD events in 
different cancer types across the MSK-MET, TCGA, and PCAWG patient cohorts. (B) A scatterplot showing the 
correlation between the frequency of WGD events within cancer types between the TCGA and MSK-MET 
datasets. Correlation was conducted via Pearson correlation. 
 
Figure S2. WGD status among Asian patients and patient sex. (A) A bar graph displaying the frequency of 
WGD events among tumors from Asian and white cancer patients. (B) A bar graph displaying the frequency of 
WGD events among tumors from female and male cancer patients. Statistical testing was performed via two-
tailed Pearson’s Chi-squared test (A-B). Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, 
**** p < 0.0001. 
 
Figure S3. WGD status separated based on metastatic status and tumor stage. (A) A bar graph displaying 
the frequency of WGD events among tumors from Black and white patients stratified by metastatic status in the 
MSK-MET breast cancer cohort. (B) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among tumors from 
Black and white patients stratified by pathological stage in TCGA breast cancer cohort. (C) A bar graph displaying 
the distribution of metastatic status by race within the MSK-MET breast cancer cohort. (D) A bar graph displaying 
the distribution of pathological stage by race within the TCGA breast cancer cohort. (E) A bar graph displaying 
the frequency of WGD events among tumors from Black and white patients stratified by metastatic status in the 
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MSK-MET endometrial cancer cohort. (F) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among tumors 
from Black and white patients stratified by clinical stage in TCGA endometrial cancer cohort. (G) A bar graph 
displaying the distribution of metastatic status by race within the MSK-MET endometrial cancer cohort. (H) A bar 
graph displaying the distribution of clinical stage by race within the TCGA endometrial cancer cohort. (I) A bar 
graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among tumors from Black and white patients stratified by 
metastatic status in the MSK-MET NSCLC cancer cohort. (J) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD 
events among tumors from Black and white patients stratified by pathological stage in TCGA NSCLC cancer 
cohort. (K) A bar graph displaying the distribution of metastatic status by race within the MSK-MET NSCLC 
cancer cohort. (L) A bar graph displaying the distribution of pathological stage by race within the TCGA NSCLC 
cancer cohort. Statistical testing was performed via Fisher’s exact test (A, B, E, F, I, J) and Pearson’s Chi-
squared test (C, D, G, H, K, L). Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p 
< 0.0001. 
 
Figure S4. WGD status separated based on histological subtypes. (A) A bar graph displaying the frequency 
of WGD events among tumors from Black and white patients from shared breast cancer histological subtypes in 
MSK-MET and TCGA cohorts. (B) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among tumors from 
Black and white patients from shared endometrial cancer histological subtypes in MSK-MET and TCGA cohorts. 
(C) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among tumors from Black and white patients from 
shared endometrial cancer histological subtypes in MSK-MET and TCGA cohorts. Acronyms: Invasive/Infiltrating 
Ductal Carcinoma (IDC), Invasive/Infiltrating Carcinoma (ILC). Statistical testing was performed via Pearson’s 
Chi-squared test (A-C). Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, **** p < 0.0001. 
 
Figure S5. Analysis of WGD status based on inferred genetic ancestry. (A) A bar graph displaying the 
frequency of WGD events among tumors from cancer patients with inferred African ancestry (AFR) and European 
ancestry (EUR). (B) A bar graph displaying the frequency of WGD events among patients with either breast 
cancer, endometrial cancer, or NSCLC based on inferred genetic ancestry. Statistical testing was performed via 
two-tailed Pearson’s Chi-squared test (A-B). Statistical significance: NS p ≥ 0.05, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 
0.001, **** p < 0.0001. 
 
Figure S6. Survival analysis by cancer type in Black and white cancer patients. (A-C) A Kaplan-Meier plot 
displaying survival of Black and white patients with (A) breast cancer, (B) endometrial cancer, and (C) NSCLC. 
(D) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying survival of endometrial cancer patients based on WGD status. (E) A Kaplan-
Meier plot displaying the survival of WGD-positive Black and white endometrial cancer patients. (F) A Kaplan-
Meier plot displaying the survival of WGD-negative Black and white endometrial cancer patients. Statistical 
testing was performed via logrank test (A-F).  
 
Figure S7. Association between WGD events, TP53 status, patient race, and patient survival. (A) A Kaplan-
Meier plot displaying the survival of cancer patients based on TP53 mutation status. (B) A Kaplan-Meier plot 
displaying the survival of TP53-WT Black and white cancer patients. (C) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the 
survival of TP53-WT cancer patients based on WGD status. (D) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the survival of 
TP53-WT, WGD-positive Black and white cancer patients. (E) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the survival of 
TP53-WT, WGD-negative Black and white cancer patients. (F) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the survival of 
TP53-mutant Black and white cancer patients. (G) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the survival of TP53-mutant 
cancer patients based on WGD status. (H) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the survival of TP53-mutant, WGD-
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positive Black and white cancer patients. (I) A Kaplan-Meier plot displaying the survival of TP53-mutant, WGD-
negative Black and white cancer patients. Statistical testing was performed via logrank test (A-I).  
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Figure 4

Pan-cancer: Demographics 
by Patient Race 

Pan-cancer: Demographics 
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