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ABSTRACT

This review summarizes the immunohistochemical profiles of dermatofibroma (DF) and
dermatofibrosarcoma protuberans (DFSP) as reported by primary literature in the past 10 years.
63 studies were included in the review, with staining information for a total of 99 unique IHC
markers reported. The most commonly reported stains were CD34, SMA, S100, and FXII]a.
Most studies applied THC either to explore descriptive features of DF or DFSP or to determine
their utility in diagnostic identification of the lesions. A number of studies applied novel
biomarkers which may hold promise for distinguishing DF and DFSP, namely WT1, Cx43, LSP-
1, and PHH3, which demonstrated considerable expression differences between the two lesions.
This review highlights the need for validation of existing and emerging IHC markers for the

diagnosis of DF and DFSP.

1.INTRODUCTION

Dermatofibroma (DF) and dermatofibrosarcoma protuberans (DFSP) are spindle cell lesions with
overlapping clinical and histologic features. DF, also known as benign fibrous histiocytoma
(BFH), are benign soft tissue tumors with good prognosis. Contrastingly, DFSP are locally
aggressive tumors which frequently recur. Additionally, DFSPs may undergo fibrosarcomatous
transformation, which portends a higher rate recurrence and increased risk of metastasis!-.
Appropriate identification of DFs and DFSPs from each other and their histologic mimics is of
critical importance to ensure proper clinical management. Despite their clinical divergence, these
two lesions share many histologic and morphologic features. Morphologically, both are spindled
lesions which may show increased cellularity and mixed fascicular, whorled or storiform growth
patterns. Given their clinical and histologic similarities, it may be challenging to differentiate
these two entities on histologic grounds alone, particularly in limited biopsies. Therefore,

immunohistochemistry (IHC) is often used to differentiate DF from DFSP and is a mainstay in


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316006

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316006; this version posted October 28, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

their diagnosis. Key immunohistochemical markers classically include cluster of differentiation
34 (CD34) and Factor XIlIla (FXIIIa), where CD34 is known to be strongly positive in over 90%
of DFSP3#*, while DFs are known to be negative for CD34 but positive for factor XIIla >
Additional markers used to distinguish between these lesions from each other and their mimics
include smooth muscle actin (SMA), S-100, and Desmin. Within both DF and DFSP, IHC can
also inform or validate the presence of histologic subtypes, pathogenic/driving gene fusions, and

specific pathogenic mechanisms within these lesions.

However, despite the elaborate use of IHC in classifying and studying DF and DFSP, the
diagnostic specificity of the currently employed markers is imperfect. Although a number of
novel markers have been suggested, constantly emerging literature coupled with a lack of
validated data can lead to confusion about which markers are the most effective. For this reason,
we conducted a scoping review of the literature in order to systematically report IHC staining
data on these lesions, summarize the utility of existing markers, and highlight emerging markers
specifically useful for distinguishing DF and DFSP. An effective summary of the current
literature on the IHC staining profiles of these lesions is useful for consolidating information and

providing insight into prospective biomarkers which require additional validation.

2.METHODS

2.1 Study design

This review was conducted and reported in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR)
guidelines’. An a priori study protocol was registered in the Open Science Framework

(https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.1I0/92EWY).

2.2 Information sources and search strategy

Four databases — PubMed, Embase (Elsevier), Scopus (Elsevier), and the Cochrane Library —
were searched for relevant articles. For each database, key concepts were defined using
combinations of controlled vocabulary (where available) and keywords, to maximize search
sensitivity. The PubMed search strategy is given below; full search strategies are given in

Appendix X.
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PubMed search strategy:
("Histiocytoma, Benign Fibrous"[Mesh] OR "Dermatofibrosarcoma'[Mesh]
OR “histiocytoma*”[tiab] OR dermatofibro*[tiab] OR DFSP[tiab] OR “nodular
subepidermal fibrosis™[tiab])
AND
("Immunohistochemistry"[Mesh] OR immunohistochem*[tiab] OR IHC[tiab] OR
immunostain*[tiab])
Database search strategies limited search results to publication dates over the past 20 years

(2003-present). Final searches for all databases were run on June 24, 2024.

2.3 Eligibility criteria
Studies were selected for inclusion in the review if they:

e cvaluated protein expression by immunohistochemistry (IHC), specifically
immunoperoxidase staining, of tissue specimens from human subjects of histologically
confirmed cases of cutaneous DF (including benign fibrous histiocytoma, cutaneous
fibrous histiocytoma, and epithelioid fibrous histiocytoma) or DFSP;

e reported the number of lesions evaluated and the fraction of lesions positive or negative
for a given marker for greater than 5 lesions;

e focused on evaluating the tumor cell compartment (as opposed to stromal or immune cell
profiling); and

e were published in English, French, or Spanish.

The following types of studies were excluded from the review: review articles, case reports,

conference abstracts, in vitro studies, and animal studies.

2.4 Article screening

Results from all database searches were uploaded to Covidence (Veritas Health Innovation,
Melbourne, Australia). Duplicate records were identified and removed automatically by
Covidence, with all duplicate pairs manually confirmed (AS). Then two reviewers (AR, WF,
NN, and/or LD) independently screened each title/abstract for inclusion in the review, with any
conflicts resolved via discussion with content experts (RF and/or KV). After title/abstract

screening was complete, a decision was made to limit the review to studies published over the


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316006

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.23.24316006; this version posted October 28, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint

94

95

96

97

98

99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

past 10 years (2013-present), and to exclude case studies and case series evaluating fewer than
five lesions. These decisions were made both due to practical/time constraints and in
consideration of the relevance of IHC markers evaluated, pertinence and consistency of antibody
clones and staining protocols used. Full-text articles were then screened independently by two

reviewers (AR, WF, NN, and/or CH), with any conflicts resolved as described above.

2.5 Data abstraction
Data collection was performed first by one of two independent reviewers (CH, AR) and then
independently verified by the second reviewer. The following data were collected and charted
using Microsoft Excel:
o Study characteristics (article title, publication date, study aim, study geographic location)
e Lesion information (type and number of lesions studied, sample/specimen type,
histologic information if available)
e [HC characteristics (IHC stains performed, method of IHC evaluation, specific antibodies

used, staining expression results for lesions of interest)

3.RESULTS

3.1 Selection and characteristics of sources of evidence

Database searches identified 2506 distinct articles. Following title/abstract and full text
screening, 63 articles were selected for inclusion in the review®7° (Fig. 1). Of those 63 studies,
15 contained IHC data for DF only, 28 for DFSP only, and 20 studies contained data for both DF
and DFSP. Complete characteristics of data extracted from all articles -- including geographic

location, date of sample collection, and study aim -- are summarized in supplemental Table S1.

3.2 Immunohistochemical markers applied in DF and DFSP

Across all studies, a total of 99 IHC markers were evaluated, of which the most discussed
markers included CD34, SMA, S100, FXIIla, Desmin, and Ki-67 (Fig. 2). Cluster of
differentiation 68 (CD68), anaplastic lymphoma kinase (ALK), epithelial membrane antigen
(EMA), and pan-cytokeratin (PanCK) were also frequently discussed (Fig. 2). The purpose of
IHC application in these studies could be broadly categorized as descriptive, diagnostic, or

prognostic. Summary tables of IHC biomarkers applied and their indication or purpose of
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application in DF and DFSP are summarized in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively. The majority
of IHC markers were applied for descriptive or diagnostic purposes. Descriptive studies focused
primarily on characterizing expression of a given marker in specific entities, determining
associations of expression with variant histology, or evaluating the role of expression in disease
pathogenesis. Of the studies evaluating IHC staining with respect to its diagnostic utility, 37
studies assessed a role for IHC in distinguishing histologic mimics from either DF or DFSP,
while 15 studies contained data focused specifically on distinguishing DF and DFSP from each

other.

3.3 Immunohistochemical markers for distinguishing DF and DFSP

When focusing on studies aiming to characterize differences in immunohistochemical expression
between DF and DFSP (n=13), a total of 30 IHC markers were evaluated. CD34 and Factor XIIla
were the most frequently employed markers for distinguishing DF and DFSP in the reviewed
studies (Fig. S1). Summary statistics of the staining expression of classical markers in DF
compared to DFSP across all studies are provided in Table 3. CD34 was frequently strongly
positive in DFSPs (95.8%), while negative in DF (15.5%), and contrastingly Factor XIIla was
positive in DF (86.2%) but more frequently negative in DFSP (24.9%) (Table 3). SMA, ALK,
CD99, and CD68 were more frequently positive in DF than DFSP, while S100 and Desmin
tended to be negative in both (Table 3). Many studies also provided data regarding more novel
markers evaluated for distinguishing between the two lesions, these included: Wilm’s tumor 1
(WT1), ETS transcription factor (ERG), podoplanin (D2-40), phosphohistone H3 (PHH3), p75,
connexin 43 (Cx43), fibroblast growth factor 2 (FGF2), fibroblast growth factor receptor 4
(FGFR4), lymphocyte specific protein 1 (LSP-1), p16, and Ki-67 (Table 4). Of these, studies
evaluating WT1, Cx43 and LSP-1 demonstrated the greatest difference in expression between
DF and DFSP. Complete expression data for all markers across all studies are available in

supplemental Table S2.

4.DISCUSSION
In this study, we summarize the applications of IHC markers in DF and DFSP and their utility
for distinguishing these lesions as reported in the literature over the past 10 years. In this review

a total of 99 unique IHC markers were reported in the 63 studies evaluated. Interpretation of the
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expression data of these markers and the utility of key markers for distinguishing DF and DFSP

will be elaborated upon in the following sections.

4.1 Accuracy of classical markers for distinguishing DF and DFSP

Classical markers for diagnosis of DF and DFSP such as CD34, FXIlIIa, S-100, and Desmin all
demonstrated expression in expected proportions and patterns according to the literature’!.
However, it is important to note that despite these overall trends there was marked intra-study
variability for most markers. For example, even CD34, one of the most specific markers positive
in DFSP, was weakly or focally positive in ~15% of DFs*>33-¢4, Most commonly, conventional
DFs did show negativity for CD34, however many DFs which contained variant histology were
specifically noted to have focal CD34 expression. This highlights previous observations that
application of CD34 alone is insufficient, and the need for additional markers to clarify the
identity of lesions where CD34 expression is ambiguous or present focally. Interestingly,
expression of classical markers CD99 and CD68 were reported of variable diagnostic utility to
distinguish DF and DFSP. While one study showed that DFs have higher frequency of CD99
positivity compared to DFSPs?” and additional data supports there being evidently low
expression of CD99 in DFSPs (0% positivity)?**°, data from Song et al. shows 50% positivity in
both lesions?337:60:6% Altogether, there remains work to be done to determine the expression in
DF compared to DFSP of classical markers using additional sample sets. Beyond these
diagnostic applications, there is a need to better understand the expression of classical markers

within these lesion types in regions with variant histology.

4.2 Emerging markers for distinguishing DF and DFSP

Given the imperfect specificity of classical markers, there is an inherent need to identify and
validate the utility of more novel markers for diagnostic dilemmas. A number of the reviewed
studies assessed a role for novel markers in distinguishing DF and DFSP from each other or their
mimics. Promising emerging IHC markers included WT1, LSP-1, Cx43, and a combined Ki67
and PHH3 score, which warrant further investigation!?2%343% Piombino et al. assessed the
expression of WT1, a master transcriptional/translational regulator in cell differentiation in a
series of soft tissue neoplasms of mesenchymal origin. They found that cytoplasmic WT1

expression was absent in all evaluated DFs, but positive in 94.7% of DFSPs*. Similar to WT1,
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connexin 43 (Cx43) was evaluated by Fernandez-Flores et al. because of its suspected role in
pathogenesis. Specifically, with respect to propensity for invasion given that connexins are
involved in mediating cell-cell adhesion. Cx43 demonstrated excellent specificity for the lesions,
with 100% positivity in DF and 0% positivity in DFSP?6. Another promising marker studied was
Leukocyte specific protein 1 (LSP-1) which was also highly positive in DF, while negative in
DFSP3,

Although Ki-67 is traditionally thought of as a prognostic, rather than diagnostic
biomarker, Agarwal et al. identify potential utility of Ki-67 for distinguishing DF and DFSP in a
combined scoring system with PHH3!2, PHH3 is expressed in M phase and is therefore useful in
determining mitotic counts. The goal of this study was to assess the utility of a combined scoring
system incorporating both the Ki67 index and PHH3 mitotic count, where they found that the
mean Ki67 proliferation index and mitotic count were significantly higher in DF compared to
DFSP!2. Interestingly, this study may highlight that the integration of multiple features or
biomarkers can provide more comprehensive information than looking for one “silver bullet”
IHC marker to clarify the diagnosis.

D2-40 is another emerging marker for which a number of studies suggested utility,
however these data were contradictory and require additional validation. A number of studies
suggest D2-40 for aiding in the differential diagnosis of DF and DFSP, where D2-40 is positive
in DF and negative in DFSP!*3, However, data from Song et al. demonstrated only 33%
positivity in DF®°, Like D2-20, markers such as ERG, CD10, and p75 have some data to indicate
utility, but require further investigation due to conflicting data, or low sample numbers. Across
all markers, it should be noted that small sample size, differences in antibody clones, staining
protocols, and staining evaluation methodology remain a challenge that likely contribute greatly

to the observed variability across studies evaluating a given marker.

5. Conclusions

In this review, we report the IHC expression in DF and DFSP of traditional diagnostic markers
as well as novel markers which may hold diagnostic utility according to the literature from the
past 10 years. Of the markers discussed with diagnostic relevance, traditional markers such as
CD34, SMA, and FXIIIa were the most common and demonstrated expected expression patterns

in DF and DFSP. Additionally, studies investigated novel markers for distinguishing DF and
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DFSP such as WT1, Cx43, LSP-1, and PHH3/Ki-67. Future studies should seek to continue

investigating the expression of these markers and their potential utility for diagnostic application.

Data availability

Data supporting the findings of this study are available within the article and/or its

supplementary material.
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442 TABLES

443

444  Table 1. Inmunohistochemical biomarkers applied in DF and their primary indication as
445  evaluated in the studies reviewed.

Indication Markers Utility/Findings
Diagnostic CD34, FXIlIa, S100, SMA, Desmin, Vimentin  Classical diagnostic markers

FOSB Distinguish from pseudomyogenic
hemagioendothelioma®!

SOX9 Distinguish from AFH!®

TLE1, BCOR Distinguish from AFH*

STAT6 Distinguish from SFT*

MITF, NKI/C3 Compare to expression in cellular
neurothekoma’

TFE3 Compare expression to desmoid type
fibromatosis’® and evaluate histopathologic
features®®*

ERG®*, WT1%, p75%, D2-40!453 Distinguish from DFSP and its mimics

CD10%% CCND1?%, LSP134 CD683442:4347 Distinguish from DFSP

CD99 Distinguish from DFSP and describe
expression’”%

Descriptive MUC4 Describe features of lipidized fibrous

histiocytoma*?

FGFR1-4, FGF2

Understand expression patterns and role in
pathogenesis®
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Akt, mTOR, STAT3, ERK, CCND1 Understand expression pattern and assess role
in recurrence®

Characterize the immunophenotype of solitary
xanthogranuloma in comparison to its
differential diagnoses (including BFH)
Describe expression in various
fibroproliferative diseases

Describe expression in DF, cutaneous
leiomyomas, and uterine leiomyomas'®

Describe expression

CD163%%, CD11¢,CD31,CD45, lysozyme,
and CD4>

NCID*, PRAME!®

TGFb, TGFRb-1/2, SMAD3, VDR

PanCK**#, SOX10, p63, and EMA®, P16>%,
P533341, CD105, CD133, Oct3/4, CD117, and
ALK®, PDGFRo/B, PDGFa/B*%, Nestin*®

Prognostic Ki-67, MMP9 Association with high recurrence rate!!

Abbreviations: AFH, angiomatoid fibrous histiocytoma; Akt, protein kinase B; ALK, anaplastic lymphoma kinase;
BCOR, BCL6 corepressor; BHF, benign fibrous histiocytoma; CCND1, cyclin D1; CD, cluster of differentiation
(CD34, CD10, CD68, CD99, CD163, CD11c, CD31, CD45, CD4, CD105, CD133, CD117); D2-40, podoplanin;
DF, dermatofibroma; DFSP, dermatofibrosarcoma protuberans; EMA, Epithelial membrane antigen; ERG,
erythroblast transformation specific related gene; ERK, extracellular signal-regulated kinase; FXIIla, factor XIlla;
FGF2, fibroblast growth factor 2; FGFR1-4, fibroblast growth factor receptors 1-4; FOSB, FBJ murine
osteosarcoma viral oncogene homolog B; Ki-67, Antigen Kiel 67; LSP1, lymphocyte-specific protein 1; MITF,
microphthalmia-associated transcription factor; MMP, matrix metalloproteinase; mTOR, mammalian target of
rapamycin;MUC4, mucin 4;NICD, notch intracellular domain; NKI/C3, also known as cluster of differentiation 68
(CD68); Oct3/4, octamer-binding transcription factor 3/4; P, protein (p75, p63, p16, p53); PanCK, pan-cytokeratin;
PDGFa/B, platelet derived growth factor alpha and beta; PDGFRa/B, platelet derived growth factor receptor alpha
and beta; PRAME, Preferentially expressed Antigen in Melanoma; SFT, solitary fibrous tumor; SMA, smooth
muscle actin; SMAD3, suppressor of mothers against decapentaplegic homolog 3; SOX, SRY-related HMG box
gene (SOX9, SOX10); STAT3, signal transducer and activator of transcription 3; STAT6, signal transducer and
activator of transcription 6; TFE3, transcription factor binding to IGHM enhancer 3; TGFb, transforming growth
factor beta; TGFRb-1/2, transforming growth factor beta receptor 1 and 2; TLEI, transducin-like enhancer of split 1;
VDR, vitamin D receptor; WT1, Wilms tumor gene 1

Table 2. Immunohistochemical markers applied in DFSP and their primary indication as
evaluated in the studies reviewed.

Indication Markers Utility/Findings
Diagnostic CD34, FXIIla, SMA, S100, Desmin, Classical diagnostic markers
Vimentin
GRIA2%, STAT6%3466 Distinguish from SFT?° and describe expression
H3K27me3, H3K27me2 Distinguish PNST from its mimics?":*!
TLEI Distinguish AFX and synovial sarcoma’!
EVG Compare to expression in sclerotic fibroma and
perineuroma?®
ERG Distinguish from its mimics®**’
WT1 Distinguish from DFSP and its mimics™
LSP13*, CD6837% p75%4, D2-4033-50, Distinguish from DF
CD1 039,41,60’ CCND1 39,49
Descriptive Melan-A*"%, PanCK and HMB45% Study features of atrophic DFSP

ER, PR

Describe role in pathogenesis/tumor growth**#*

FGFR1-4, FGF2

Understand expression patterns and role in
pathogenesis®

AKE® mTOR, STAT3, and ERK *, p-
4EBP1, p-S6RP, p-and mTOR*

Understand expression patterns and role in
pathogenesis

NTRK"

Describe expression in soft tissue sarcomas

P 1 659,69

Describe expression patterns
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BCL-223’65’69, CD9923’37’60’69, p63,
Myogenin®, MSA%
EMA

Describe expression patterns/understand
clinicopathologic features

Describe expression®?%% and assess relevance
to fibrosarcomatous transformation*!
Describe expression

CD105, CD133, ALK, Oct3/4, and
CD117%, PDGFRo/B%3%60, PDGFa/p34,
FAM118B and TLK2%, PRAME'®

Prognostic Ki-67 Independent predictor of RFS!?
EZH2, EGFR, PD-L1, VEGF Investigation as therapeutic targets 2
Nestin*6-7 Association of expression with degree of
invasion®’
467 Abbreviations: AFX, atypical fibroxanthoma; Akt, protein kinase B; ALK, anaplastic lymphoma kinase; BCL-2, b-
468  cell leukemia/lymphoma 2 protein;CCNDI, cyclin D1; CD, cluster of differentiation (CD34, CD68, CD10, CD99,
469 CD105, CD133, CD177); D2-40, podoplanin; DF, dermatofibroma; DFSP, dermatofibrosarcoma protuberans;
470 EGFR, epidermal growth factor receptor;EMA, epithelial membrane antigen; ER, estrogen receptor; ERG,
471 erythroblast transformation specific related gene; ERK, extracellular signal-regulated kinase; EVG, elastin Van
472 Gieson; EZH2, enhancer of zeste homolog 2;FAM118B, family with sequence similarity 118 member B;FGF2,
473 fibroblast growth factor 2; FGFR1-4, fibroblast growth factor receptors 1-4; FXIIla, factor XIlla; GRIA2, glutamate
474 ionotropic receptor AMPA type subunit 2; H3K27me2, epigenetic modification to the DNA packaging protein
475 Histone H2; H3K27me3, epigenetic modification to the DNA packaging protein Histone H3; HMB45, human
476 melanoma black 45; Ki-67, Antigen Kiel 67; LSP1, lymphocyte-specific protein 1;Melan-A, melanoma antigen
477 recognized by T cells; MSA, muscle specific actin, mTOR, mammalian target of rapamycin; NTRK, neurotrophic
478 tyrosine receptor kinase; Oct3/4, octamer-binding transcription factor 3/4;P, protein; (p75, p16, p63); p-4EBPI,
479 eukaryotic translation initiation factor 4E-binding protein 1; p-mTOR, phosphorylated mammalian target of
480 rapamycin; p-S6RP, S6 ribosomal protein; PanCK, pan-cytokeratin; PDGFa/p, platelet derived growth factor alpha
481 and beta; PDGFRo/p, platelet derived growth factor receptor alpha and beta; PD-L1, programmed death-ligand 1;
482 PNST, peripheral nerve sheath tumor; PR, progesterone receptor; PRAME, Preferentially expressed Antigen in
483 Melanoma; RFS, recurrence-free survival; SFT, solitary fibrous tumor; SMA, smooth muscle actin; STAT, signal
484 transducer and activator of transcriptionSTAT®6, signal transducer and activator of transcription 6;TLE1, transducin-
485 like enhancer of split 1; TLK2, tousled-like kinase 2;VEGF, vascular endothelial growth factor; WT1, Wilms tumor
486  genel.
487
488
489  Table 3. General trends of immunohistochemical expression for classical/well described markers
490 for distinguishing DF and DFSP.
Listed DF DFSP
markers General In evaluated studies General In evaluated studies
expression (+/-) n/total, (%) expression (+/-) n/total, (%)
CD34 - 35/226 (15.5) + 980/1023 (95.8)
FXIIla + 163/189 (86.2) - 28/108 (25.9)
SMA + 63/183 (34.4) - 26/370 (7)
S100 - 15/114 (13.1) - 12/432 (2.8)
ALK + 71/154 (46.1) - 0/57 (0)
CD99 n 30/36 (83.3) - 56/176 (31.8)
CD68 n 25/59 (42.4) - 5/27 (18.5)
Desmin - 0/41(0) - 0/332 (0)
Vimentin N/A N/A + 123/126 (97.6)
491  n/total where n=number of positive samples. Abbreviations: (+), positive for expression; (-),
492  negative for expression; ALK, anaplastic lymphoma kinase; CD, cluster of differentiation
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493 (CD34, CD99, CD68); DF, dermatofibroma; DFSP, dermatofibrosarcoma protuberans; FXIIla,
494  factor XIIla; N/A, not available; SMA, smooth muscle actin.

495

496  Table 4. General trends of immunohistochemical expression for novel/emerging markers

497  evaluated in distinguishing DF and DFSP.

Marker Evidence (n positive/total) Study
WT1 Negative in DF (0/15), positive in DFSP (54/57)  Piombino et al. (2021)°
Cx43 Positive in DF (16/16), Negative in DFSP (0/13 Fernandez-flores et al.
positive) (2023)26
LSP-1 Positive in DF (18/20), negative in DFSP (2/20) Jin et al. (2015)*
87/97 DF positive with variable (50-89% cells) Yamada et al. (2023)%7
ERG positive, 0/64 DFSP positive
15/15 DF positive, 6/9 DFSP positive Hengy et al. (2022)*°
PHH3 DF mean mitotic count 1.8 mm?, DFSP mean Agarwal et al. (2017)!?
mitotic count 0.5/mm?
Ki-67 Mean proliferative index in DF: 39.2mm?, DFSP:  Agarwal et al. (2017)!?
12.6 mm?
P75 0/30 DF positive, 17/32 DFSP positive West et al. (2014)%
Positive in DF (49/70) Aslam et al. (2021)'*
D2-40 Positive in DF (23/30) and negative in DFSP (2/15  Sadullahoglu 2017°3
positive)
DF 4/12 positive, DFSP 2/57 positive Song et al. (2017)%°
Oct3/4 0/12 DF, 0/57 DFSP Song et al. (2017)%°
CD10 12/12 DF, 23/57 DFSP Song et al. (2017)%°

13/15 DF, 15/15 DFSP

Kouki et al. (2021)*°

12/15 DF, 15/15 DFSP

Kouki et al. (2021)*°

FGF2 and  Positive in DF (20/20), variable expressivity in Ishigami et al. (2013)*

FGFR4 DFSP (4/6 positive)

FGFR1-3  All cases negative in both DF (0/20) and DFSP Ishigami et al. (2013)*
(0/6)

P16 Positive in both DF (18/19) and DFSP (4/5) Smith et al. (2016)*°

498  Abbreviations: CD, cluster of differentiation (CD10); Cx43, connexin 43; D2-40, podoplanin;
499  DF, dermatofibroma; DFSP, dermatofibrosarcoma protuberans; ERG, erythroblast

500 transformation specific related gene; FGF2, fibroblast growth factor 2; FGFR1-3, fibroblast

501  growth factor receptors 1-3; FGFR4, fibroblast growth factor receptor 4; Ki-67, Antigen Kiel 67;
502  LSPI1, lymphocyte-specific protein 1; Oct3/4, octamer-binding transcription factor 3/4; P, protein
503 (p75, pl6);PHH3, phosphohistone H3; WT1, Wilms tumor gene 1.

504

505
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FIGURE LEGENDS

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram indicating the article selection process.

Figure 2. Frequency of IHC biomarker use across all studies (n=63). Bar plot indicating the
frequency of IHC biomarkers assessed across all studies. Bars indicate the number of studies

which evaluated a given marker.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Table S1. Study characteristics data extracted from the included studies (n=63).

Table S2. IHC expression data extracted from the included studies (n=63).

Figure S1. Frequency of IHC biomarker use in studies distinguishing between DF and
DFSP (n=15). Bar plot indicating the frequency of IHC biomarkers assessed across studies
which aimed to differentiate DF and DFSP. Bars indicate the number of studies which evaluated

a given marker.
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