Supplemental Figure S1: Analysis of FAP expression in lesional versus unaffected SSc skin.
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In this figure the difference in FAP expression between lesional and unaffected skin is plotted as
AACt. A positive value means more FAP expression in lesional skin than in unaffected skin. In all
panels males (14/25) were plotted as circles, and females (11/25) as squares. Panel A shows the
difference in FAP expression in various SSc subtypes; limited cutaneous SSc (LcSSc), early diffuse
cutaneous SSc (less than 2 years after diagnosis) and established diffuse cutaneous SSc (more than
2 years after diagnosis). There is no significant difference between these subtypes and difference in
FAP expression. Panel B shows the correlation between patient age and difference in FAP
expression. The Pearson’s r was 0.15 and no significant correlation was observed. Panel C shows the
correlation between a patient’s modified Rodnan skin score and their difference in FAP expression.
The Pearson’s r was 0.38 and no significant correlation was observed. Of note, there were 2 missing
values. Panel D shows difference in FAP expression in active versus inactive disease. Active disease
was defined as an increase in mRSS in the past 6 months. No significant difference was observed
between both groups.



