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The metaplastic mosaic of Barrett’s oesophagus
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Abstract
Barrett’s oesophagus surveillance biopsies represent a significant share of the daily workload for a busy histopathology depart-
ment. Given the emphasis on endoscopic detection and dysplasia grading, it is easy to forget that the benefits of these screening
programs remain unproven. The majority of patients are at low risk of progression to oesophageal adenocarcinoma, and periodic
surveillance of these patients is burdensome and costly. Here, we investigate the parallels in the development of Barrett’s
oesophagus and other scenarios of wound healing in the intestine. There is now increased recognition of the full range of
glandular phenotypes that can be found in patients’ surveillance biopsies, and emerging evidence suggests parallel pathways
to oesophageal adenocarcinoma. Greater understanding of the conditions that favour progression to cancer in the distal oesoph-
agus will allow us to focus resources on patients at increased risk.

Keywords Metaplasia . Barrett’s oesophagus . Inflammation . Lineage tracing

Introduction

BIt is hard to make a patient without complaints feel
better.^

Oesophageal adenocarcinoma surveillance (‘Barrett’s screen-
ing’) encapsulates some of the best and some of the worst that
early cancer detection programs have to offer. The initiation of
these surveillance programs has been prompted by the in-
crease in oesophageal adenocarcinoma incidence over the last
40 years [1, 2]. Although squamous cell carcinoma remains
the predominant malignant condition affecting the oesopha-
gus in many developing nations around the globe, in the west,

oesophageal adenocarcinoma has increased by about 5% an-
nually since the 1970s [3]. The majority of oesophageal ade-
nocarcinoma patients still present at advanced stages of dis-
ease, and overall 5-year survival consequently remains poor at
around 15%. Given these figures, there is a clear and immi-
nent need for diagnostic tools that will help us find patients at
increased risk.

Barrett’s oesophagus (BO) is the most proximate risk factor
for oesophageal adenocarcinoma development. The condition
is defined as the metaplastic replacement of squamous epithe-
lium with columnar epithelium in the distal oesophagus in
response to acid-biliary reflux. Importantly, the increase in
oesophageal adenocarcinoma incidence is paralleled by an
apparent rise in BO prevalence, further supporting the concept
that BO is the key precursor lesion to oesophageal adenocar-
cinoma [4]. However, determining the exact population prev-
alence of BO is less straightforward than it may seem at first.
This is principally because heartburn complaints are common
in the general population and there is only a weak association
between the reported presence of heartburn and the develop-
ment of BO [5]. An inherited predisposition plays some part in
Barrett’s development as indicated by GWAS studies that
compared Barrett’s patients and normal controls. These stud-
ies have revealed that BO occurs more commonly in individ-
uals carrying one (or more) of a small set of genetic risk
polymorphisms [6]. This suggests that an inherited predispo-
sition can determine the tissue response to acid-biliary reflux.
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Intriguingly, some of these polymorphisms are found in genes
involved in oesophageal embryonic development. This illus-
trates the complex multifactorial aetiology of Barrett’s devel-
opment, wherein an environmental factor precipitates the de-
velopment of a precursor lesion in individuals carrying genetic
risk alleles.

A further factor that complicates the assessment of the true
population prevalence of BO is the simple fact that the formal
definition of the condition varies between nations. The
European Society for Gastrointestinal Endoscopy (ESGE)
and American Gastroenterology Association (AGA) guide-
lines both require that intestinal metaplasia be documented
on oesophageal biopsy, because intestinal metaplasia is seen
as a sine qua non for cancer progression [7]. By contrast, the
British Society for Gastroenterology (BSG) guidelines stipu-
late that BO is primarily an endoscopic diagnosis [8].
Although this difference may seem trivial, in practice, this
may mean that a given patient is eligible for Barrett’s surveil-
lance in London, whereas this same patient, after relocating to
Amsterdam, would no longer be eligible for surveillance.

For these reasons, population estimates of BO vary between
1 and 5% [9]. Even if the true estimate is closer to the lower
bound, then there is still a large reservoir of individuals at some
risk of oesophageal adenocarcinoma. However, despite the
aforementioned relative annual increase in oesophageal adeno-
carcinoma incidence, the absolute risk remains low and retro-
spective population-based studies have demonstrated a progres-
sion rate of around 0.10–0.13% per patient per year [10, 11]. In
other words, within a random sample of 50,000 individuals,
around 500 of these individuals will have BO (1% prevalence),
and of these 500 individuals, only 1 will develop oesophageal
adenocarcinoma in a given year. These figures indicate that the
majority of patients with BO have a long-term benign condition.
In fact, because of shared co-morbidities (male gender, obesity),
the absolute risk of dying of cardiovascular disease is much
greater than the risk of dying of oesophageal adenocarcinoma
in patients with BO [12]. Even if we put important consider-
ations of finite resource allocation and healthcare spending aside,
given these numbers, we should carefully consider whether in-
clusion of patients in Barrett’s surveillance programs does in-
deed strike a fair balance between the protection afforded by
early endoscopic diagnosis and the risks and negative quality-
of-life impact of cancer screening [13].

Lack of evidence in favour of Barrett’s
surveillance

What then is the evidence that Barrett’s surveillance reduces
oesophageal cancer mortality? Surprisingly, the evidence for
this is thin at best. In fact, some studies have concluded that
there is no evidence that Barrett’s surveillance reduces cancer
mortality. For example, in a case-control study carried out by

the group of Doug Corley on the efficacy of Barrett’s surveil-
lance endoscopy, the authors showed that there was no asso-
ciation between exposure to upper gastro-intestinal endoscopy
and oesophageal cancer death [14]. Indeed, patients who had
died from oesophageal adenocarcinoma were just as likely to
have undergone surveillance endoscopy as control patients.
Now, because this was a community-based study, there were
many confounders the authors could not control for. However,
the absence of any protective effect of endoscopy is stunning.
The evidence in favour of surveillance endoscopy comes
mainly from case-control studies wherein Barrett’s patients
included in screening programs were compared with appro-
priate controls. As might be expected, inclusion in a screening
program correlates with detection of cancer at earlier stages,
which is less likely to have spread beyond the oesophagus,
and this translates to longer overall survival times for patients
who were diagnosed with oesophageal adenocarcinoma
whilst on a surveillance program [15]. However, these uncon-
trolled studies are susceptible to many biases, including
length-time and lead-time biases.

In short, there is no direct evidence that Barrett’s surveillance
on balance reduces oesophageal cancer mortality. Much of this
uncertainty likely relates to the fact that BO remains an
underdiagnosed condition. Indeed, most patients with newly di-
agnosed oesophageal adenocarcinoma have no history of either
BO or heartburn complaints [3]. The clinical return and cost-
benefit to society of Barrett’s surveillance have, for all of these
reasons, come under increased scrutiny. It is hoped that trials such
as the British BOSS (Barrett’s Oesophagus Surveillance Study)
and the German BarrettNETstudies, wherein a total of over 5000
Barrett’s patients will be followed for over 10 years to investigate
all-cause and disease-specific mortality between patients who
have been randomly allocated to two-year endoscopic surveil-
lance or conservative clinical follow-up, will finally provide us
with guidance on this issue. However, the trial’s sample size and
length of follow-up are a clear indication of the complexity and
magnitude of this endeavour.

Pathologists play a significant role in this debate over the
efficacy and efficiency of Barrett’s surveillance. A significant
share of the daily workload for a busy department can consist
of oesophageal screening biopsies. At the same time, pres-
sures on the pathology workforce have never been higher with
staffing levels not increasing at the same level as the demand
[16]. Given the minimal reported benefit of current surveil-
lance practices for oesophageal adenocarcinoma, it is clear
that we must find ways that allow patient selection with great-
er precision and at reduced cost [17, 18].

The Barrett’s metaplastic mosaic

The seemingly straightforward histopathologic definition of
BO as a metaplastic condition whereby the native squamous
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epithelium of the distal oesophagus is replaced with columnar
epithelium belies an altogether far more complex microscopic
picture. In fact, rather than a single phenotype, patients’ biop-
sies show a range of columnar phenotypes. It is important to
stress that despite the traditional emphasis on the cellular com-
position of the epithelium per se, the Barrett’s segment is
organised, like all mucosal layers of the gastro-intestinal tract,
into a quasi-repetitive arrangement of glands. Every gland is
maintained by a unique population of stem cells, and every
gland is therefore a singularly evolving unit within the muco-
sal sheet [19]. These metaplastic glandular units come in a
variety of appearances, but, importantly, (1) the morphology
of the various types of glandular units is invariant within and
between patients, and (2) the morphology of these metaplastic
gland types often mimics gland types found elsewhere in the
gastro-intestinal tract, either natively or in pathologic condi-
tions. With these ground rules in mind, we will first cover the
various gland phenotypes found in the mature Barrett’s seg-
ment, before discussing what we know regarding the dynam-
ics of these gland phenotypes.

The gland phenotype canonically associated with BO dis-
plays a mixed epithelial lining consisting of scattered goblet
cells against a background of columnar cells with mucinous
properties indistinguishable from gastric foveolar cells [20]
(Fig. 1). This dual mixed gastric and intestinal patterns of

epithelial differentiation are reflected in its mucin core peptide
and trefoil factor (TFF) expression pattern with goblet cells
producing the intestinal type mucin MUC2 as well as trefoil
factor 3 (TFF3), whilst foveolar cells produce the gastric type
mucin MUC5AC and trefoil factor 1 (TFF1) [22]. These
MUC proteins contain abundant oligosaccharide side-chains,
which allow these proteins to bind copious amounts of water
after secretion into the gut lumen. TheseMUC proteins further
self-aggregate, which creates a thick visco-elastic gel that
coats the underlying epithelium [23]. This peculiar pattern of
mixed gastric and intestinal lineage differentiations has been
widely described as ‘specialised epithelium’ or ‘specialised
metaplasia’, or, in the vernacular of pathology reports, ‘intes-
tinal metaplasia’. Note that in less recent publications, this
may have been referred to as type II or type III incomplete
intestinal metaplasia; however, this histochemical subtyping is
now considered obsolete [24].

Important to this discussion is the functional organisation
of this canonical Barrett’s gland. Unlike crypts in the small
intestine and the colon, where stem cells reside strictly at the
base of the gland and move up along the crypt (and villus) as
these cells differentiate and mature, in Barrett’s glands, the
stem cell compartment is located about one third up the height
of the gland, and mature cell lineages show a bidirectional
flow from this stem cell compartment both towards the lumen

Fig. 1 The canonical Barrett’s gland. Overview of the canonical Barrett’s
gland, left H&E and right cartoon. Details are given in the text. The
Barrett’s gland demonstrates bidirectional flux from a stem cell
compartment about one third up from the base of the gland. The

mucous base produces bicarbonate and MUC6/TFF2 (marked by
arrows), whilst the superficial crypt compartment is lined by goblet
cells (marked by MUC2/TFF3) and foveolar cells (marked by
MUC5AC and TFF1) (Reprinted with permission from [21])
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as well as towards the base of the gland. This was shown in an
experiment wherein oesophageal adenocarcinoma patients
scheduled for oesophageal resection were infused with a thy-
midine analogue (IdU) at varying time points before surgery
[22]. Tracing the distribution of this indelible label in daughter
cell populations confirmed bidirectional migration within
these Barrett’s glands and showed that cellular migration to-
wards the glandular base compartment of the gland occurred
much slower than towards the superficial crypt compartment
of the gland; whereas the label had been all but lost from the
superficial crypt population in little over a week, non-dividing
IdU-positive cells were detected up to 10 weeks after label
infusion in the gland base population. This mucous base of
the Barrett’s gland is lined by a population of columnar cells
that produce not only MUC6, but also bicarbonate (HCO3−).
This buffers the caustic refluxate and, together with the mu-
cinous gel blanketing the metaplastic mucosa, protects the
l ining of the dista l oesophagus. This functional
compartmentalisation is relevant to a complete understanding
of the unique functional properties of the canonical Barrett’s
gland [21].

Expression of the LGR5 stem cell marker about one third
up the height of the gland further supports this as the loca-
tion of the stem cell niche [22]. LGR5 mRNA is localised at
the junction of the MUC5AC+/TFF1+ cells and the
MUC6+/TFF2+ cells, the origin of the bidirectional cell flux
and site of maximum proliferative activity (as shown by Ki-
67 immunohistochemistry). These observations, thus, pro-
vide an initial framework for understanding the cellular
makeup and functional properties of the canonical Barrett’s
gland. Note that this bidirectional compartmentalization is
by no means unique in the gastro-intestinal tract and strong-
ly resembles the basic architecture of the pyloric gland in the
gastric antrum.

There are a small number of other gland types, which to-
gether constitute the metaplastic mosaic of the columnar oe-
sophagus (Fig. 2). The best studied of these is the cardiac
gland (also transitional gland or non-goblet columnar gland).
In essence, the epithelial lining and bidirectional architecture
of the cardiac-type gland are identical to those of the canonical
Barrett’s gland described above, save for an absence of goblet
cells in these glands. This makes these glands the simplest, in
terms of differentiated epithelial cell types, of all the Barrett’s
gland types, showing only MUC5AC/TFF1 foveolar cells
along the superficial crypt compartment and MUC6/TFF2
cells along the mucous base. These glands have been quite
extensively studied, as this is the gland type most commonly
found in biopsies of patients with short-segment BO and in
biopsies from patients with columnar metaplasia of the
neodistal oesophagus following oesophageal resection.
Together, this suggests that this gland type may be the earliest
recognisable (‘early responder’) gland type in developing BO.
It is also a gland that is indistinguishable in terms of glandular

architecture and cellular makeup from reparative glands
known as pseudo-pyloric metaplasia found in, for example,
terminal ileitis in Crohn’s disease.

The remaining gland types are variations on a theme.
The cardiac-type gland may show oxyntic differentiation
in the form of scattered parietal cells at which point the
gland is essentially comparable to similar glands found in
the transitional mucosa of the gastric incisura or gastric
pylorus (Note that contrary to common belief, parietal cells
are not restricted to corpus-type mucosa and are abundant-
ly found in normal human pyloric mucosa [25].). Mature
chief cells may also be found in these glands, which show
the complete complement of cell types normally found in
the gastric body and fundus, although the irregular packing
of these glands clearly indicates that this is non-native,
post-inflammatory mucosa. Indeed, in many cases, these
glands can be found in the context of unambiguous land-
marks of the anatomic oesophagus such as submucosal
gland complexes, strongly suggesting that these fundic-
type glands developed as part of the metaplastic mosaic.
Whether these metaplastic oxyntic glands develop from
cardiac glands and, if so, whether these represent true stem
cell-derived metaplasias or are a manifestation of variable
levels of oxyntic gland differentiation are important areas
of future research, since these suggest malleable levels of
differentiation of these archetypal gastric glands with im-
portant implications for the temporal dynamics of glandu-
lar metaplasia in the atrophic stomach.

Finally, glands showing mature intestinal differentiation
may be seen, which show Paneth cells at the base of the gland
and enterocytes along the superficial crypt compartment.
These are the only glands completely lacking gastric mucin
core proteins and are also the rarest of all the gland types
described above, although patients with abundant Paneth cell
differentiation may occasionally be seen.

What is the origin of Barrett’s cancer?

The phenotype of Barrett’s mucosa is therefore truly protean,
consisting of a range of glandular phenotypes of intestinal and
gastric differentiations. Whether intestinal differentiation is
required for tumour progression has long remained a matter
of debate [8]. Over the years, a great deal of evidence has been
generated to support either position. For example, epidemio-
logical studies employing histopathology registry data have
suggested that the cancer progression rate is higher in patients
with intestinal metaplasia on oesophageal biopsy than in pa-
tients without goblet cells [10], although other epidemiologi-
cal studies have failed to find evidence for this claim [26]. Yet
other groups have directly examined the rate of molecular
abnormalities in non-dysplastic Barrett’s epithelium with and
without intestinal metaplasia and reported that the rate of
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molecular alterations is greater in intestinal metaplasia than in
non-intestinalised epithelium. Again, however, independent
studies have failed to confirm this [27, 28]. In an effort to trace
the origins of Barrett’s adenocarcinoma, Kaiyo Takubo and
co-workers examined the adjacent epithelium in a series of
minute Barrett’s cancers, some as small as 3 mm [29]. He
showed that most of these lesions were surrounded by non-
intestinalised epithelium strongly suggesting that these can-
cers could originate without direct intestinalised precursor.
Critics of this carefully executed study retorted that Takubo
had not examined the entire specimen and that some cancers
may have simply obliterated their intestinalised precursors. In
a follow-up study, Junko Aida examined a new series of

minute cancers, this time meticulously sectioning at regular
intervals through the entire specimen [30]. The authors essen-
tially replicated the original findings, although, obviously, this
could not refute the first point of critique that these minute
cancers may have obliterated its metaplastic precursor lesion.

We recently provided the first direct evidence for oesoph-
ageal adenocarcinoma derivation from non-intestinalised epi-
thelium [31]. To this end, we snap-froze a complete strip of
Barrett’s mucosa running from the squamocolumnar junction
to the proximal stomach as a Swiss roll. This strip was obtain-
ed from a resection specimen showing a small nodular
Barrett’s adenocarcinoma at the squamocolumnar junction.
By retracing the ancestry of the malignant clone to the

Fig. 2 Gland phenotypes in the metaplastic mosaic of Barrett’s
oesophagus. Barrett’s biopsies show a defined spectrum of glandular
phenotypes ranging from oxyntic glands, comparable to those in the
corpus of the stomach, to glands with mature intestinal differentiation
with enterocytes and Paneth cells. These latter glands are
indistinguishable from complete intestinal metaplasia in the human

stomach. Other gland types (oxynto-cardiac glands, simple mucous
glands and canonical Barrett’s glands as in Fig. 1) fall in between these
extremes. Together, these five gland phenotypes represent five stages
along the spectrum from oxyntic gastric to intestinal differentiation
(Reprinted with permission from [21])
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neighbouring metaplastic epithelium using CCO lineage trac-
ing (explained in Fig. 3), we found that this cancer actually
originated inmetaplastic cardia-type epithelium, which indeed
lacked goblet cells and CDX2 expression. The non-dysplastic
cardia epithelium shared a number of pathogenic mutations
with the nodular cancer, including a mono-allelic TP53 muta-
tion. This last result provides unambiguous evidence that
pathogenic TP53 mutations can accumulate and clonally ex-
pand in cardia-type epithelium.

These data were obtained from a single patient, and further
evidence will require follow-up work in a larger cohort.
However, this result unequivocally shows that intestinal
metaplasia is not the sole precursor to cancer in the

metaplastic distal oesophagus. In fact, recent studies have
suggested that progression to cancer may occur less often in
patients with higher goblet cell counts [32, 33]. This suggests
that goblet cell differentiation may in fact protect against
neoplastic transformation. Together, these lines of evidence
point to parallel lines of progression in the distal oesophagus.
Work carried out by the group of Gregory Lauwers has re-
vealed that many early neoplastic Barrett’s lesions can be
separated, based on their expression of aforementioned gas-
tric (MUC5AC, MUC6) and intestinal markers (CDX2,
MUC2 and CD10), into either gastric- or intestinal-type dys-
plasia [34]. Whether these differences indeed reflect separate
molecular pathways to oesophageal adenocarcinoma and,

Fig. 3 Lineage tracing through
mitochrondrial CCO mutations. a
CCO lineage tracing makes use of
somatic mutations which occur in
the mitochondrial respiratory
chain. The respiratory chain
maintains the electrochemical
proton gradient across the inner
mitochrondrial membrane.
Somatic mutations in the
mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA)
may functionally inactivate
proteins of the electron transport
chain. This results in the loss of
substrate conversion in the
enzyme histochemical
cytochrome c oxidase reaction.
mtDNA is circular; wild-type
copies are shown as blue rings
whilst mutant copies are shown as
red rings. Through drift, the
number of mutant copies can
increase within the cell and this
can be detected by sequencing the
mtDNA genome. b Example of
CCO lineage tracing on
snapfrozen Barrett’s mucosa. The
top panel shows an H&E-stained
consecutive section as a
reference. A clone is detected
which displays the loss of CCO
substrate conversion in blue
(lower panel). Wild-type
epithelium retains substrate
conversion enzyme activity and is
labelled brown (DAB substrate
precipitation). Notice how the
clone expands within the mucosa.
This epithelial clone lacks
intestinal differentiation and was
also shown to carry amono-allelic
p53 mutation (see also [31]).
Arrows indicate CCO-deficient
epithelium, and arrowheads
indicate CCO-proficient
epithelium
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importantly, whether these dysplasias have a different clinical
outcome will require further study. In conclusion, evidence is
now slowly building that cancer progression in BO is not
restricted to the intestinal lineage.

Phenotypic dynamics of Barrett’s across time
and space

Above, we have seen that Barrett’s mucosa is not a single
epithelial entity but actually comprises a mosaic of glandular
phenotypes, both intestinal and gastric in nature. Barrett’s bi-
opsy specimens commonly show a diverse admixture of these
phenotypes. Remarkably, the distribution of these gland phe-
notypes appears to show recurrent patterns, both in time and in
spatial localization along the Barrett’s segment. Spatially,
intestinalised phenotypes are found more proximal at the
squamocolumnar junct ion, whereas cardiac and
oxyntocardiac gland phenotypes are proportionally more
common around the gastro-oesophageal junction [35–37].
For example, Harrison and co-workers found that intestinal
differentiation was almost twice as commonly found in prox-
imal biopsies near the squamocolumnar junction when com-
pared to the most distal biopsies taken around the GOJ with a
clear stepwise gradient in between [35]. It appears that the
density of glands containing intestinal differentiation corre-
lates with the pH gradient along the distal oesophagus; the
less acidic the local average pH (i.e. closer to the
squamocolumnar junction), the higher the proportion of
glands with goblet cell differentiation. The significance of this
spatial distribution of gland phenotypes is currently unclear.
We have suggested that this distribution in gland types may be
a reflection of local selection for phenotypes most adept at
surviving in the harsh Malthusian environment of the acid-
biliary refluxate-exposed distal oesophagus [21]. The central
driver of this local ecology may be the soluble component of
bile acids, which act as a detergent and solubilise lipid cell
membranes through micelle formation. Classic studies on the
solubility of bile salts show that it depends on luminal pH.
Bile salt solubility is the greatest at intermediate pH ranges
seen most proximally, whereas bile acids are insoluble and
therefore incapable of forming micelles at pH ranges in the
distal oesophagus [38]. Relatedly, in vitro studies have shown
that solubilised duodenal bile salts are a strong inducer of
CDX2 expression and goblet cell differentiation [39, 40].
The pH gradient along the Barrett’s segment may thus in turn
set up a proximo-distal gradient of bile solubility, and this may
explain the relative proportion of specific gland phenotypes
along the length of the oesophagus.

Temporal analysis of gland phenotype distribution is com-
plicated by the simple fact that in most patients the Barrett’s
segment remains completely static over time and does not
expand (or contract) despite years, or in some cases decades,

of endoscopic follow-up, even in the context of ongoing oe-
sophageal exposure to acid-biliary reflux [41]. However, a
select population wherein columnar metaplasia of the
(remnant) distal oesophagus does develop de novo has pa-
tients that have undergone cardia-oesophagectomy because
of oesophageal cancer. In these patients, normal sphincter
function is lost whichmay provoke gastro-oesophageal reflux,
and consequently, in about half of these patients, columnar
mucosa develops in the remnant distal oesophagus.
Longitudinal studies show that the length of columnar mucosa
increases over time, and histopathologic analysis demon-
strates that the glandular phenotype changes over time from
purely cardiac-type mucosa to canonical Barrett’s glands with
intestinal differentiation [42]. These observations suggest that
the earliest glandular phenotype that develops in the reflux-
damaged distal oesophagus is the simple cardiac-type gland,
which may evolve over time to show intestinalisation or fur-
ther gastric differentiation. Supporting this contention are
studies which show that some cardiac-type glands may show
early intestinalisation with submaximal expression of Villin
and CDX2 [43]. Muc2 is generally only expressed when gob-
let cells are morphologically evident. Finally, we have recent-
ly shown the clonal ancestry of canonical specialised Barrett’s
glands and non-intestinalised cardiac-type glands, showing
that indeed, these various phenotypes do not develop indepen-
dently but are the result of phenotypic variation within glands
that derive from a common ancestor [31].

This observation of a temporal phenotypic progression
from cardiac-type glands to intestinalised epithelium is reca-
pitulated in a recent mouse model of BO [44]. In this trans-
genic mouse model, IL-1beta is overexpressed in the oesoph-
ageal and squamous forestomach epithelia. The transgenic
mice first exhibited spontaneous oesophagitis and then
progressed to Barrett metaplasia at the gastro-oesophageal
junction. Indeed, the addition of bile acids to the drinking
water (0.2% deoxycholic acid) accelerated the onset of intes-
tinal metaplasia. Taken together, these data strongly suggest
that the earliest morphologic manifestation of glandular dif-
ferentiation in the distal oesophagus is the simple cardiac-type
gland, which may evolve over time to show either specialised
intestinal differentiation or specialised gastric oxyntic and
chief cell differentiation.

What is the tissue origin of Barrett’s
oesophagus?

What if we ask what drives the columnar transformation of the
distal oesophagus when acid-biliary reflux first hits the naïve
squamous mucosa of the distal oesophagus? This is a question
of great contention and one on which opinion is sharply divid-
ed. Several models have been proposed so far, but the two
models that have (arguably) been studied the most are a direct

Virchows Arch (2018) 472:43–54 49



squamous-to-columnar transdifferentiation model and a
repeated-wounding model with expansion of glandular progen-
itors from the proximal cardia. The transdifferentiation model
proposes that squamous stem cells chronically exposed to the
corrosive effects of acid-biliary reflux slowly change their dif-
ferentiation lineage by downregulating the native squamous
expression program in favour of a columnar cell expression
program through the upregulation of lineage-determining fac-
tors such as SOX9 [39, 40]. Recent support for this model
comes from a trial wherein reflux patients successfully treated
with proton pump inhibitors were asked to discontinue acid
suppression for 2 weeks [45]. Even within this relatively short
timeframe, all patients showed progressive complaints, some
with severe erosive (Los Angeles grade C) reflux oesophagitis,
indicating that this is a pertinent model to study this disease.
Biopsies from non-eroded areas showed severe squamous lym-
phocytic infiltration, suggesting that these inflammatory events
mediate important aetiologic events.

On the other hand, the chronic-wounding model proposes
that with continuous micro-trauma due to caustic reflux, small
patches of squamous epithelium are eroded, which are filled in
through a normal wound-healing process (Fig. 4). According
to this model, the local inflammatory wounding response
drives proliferation of nearby progenitors to cover the epithe-
lial defect. If wounding occurs at the squamocolumnar junc-
tion, then this will elicit proliferation of adjacent squamous
and columnar progenitors. Although this is essentially a ste-
reotypical wound-healing response, the reflux micro-
environment will drive secondary selection for phenotypes
best adapted to this ecology thus favouring mucin-producing
columnar progenitors. With recurrent bouts of reflux and ul-
ceration, the columnar epithelium expands, progressively re-
placing the distal oesophageal squamous epithelium.

Whether cyclic wounding and expansion occur within a
short timeframe or progresses over many months or years is
currently unclear. It may well be that progressive widening of
the lower oesophageal sphincter due to slowly increasing ab-
dominal pressure and increased reflux indeed progressively
erodes the distal oesophageal epithelium over many years.
There is some (indirect) evidence for this in patient studies
[47]. For example, in carefully executed studies analysing
oesophageal reflux in patients using detailed pH and manom-
etry measurements across the lower oesophageal sphincter,
McColl and co-workers found that in patients with a large
waist circumference, acid reflux extended more proximally
in the lower oesophageal sphincter and, importantly, this cor-
related with a wider zone of cardiac-type columnar mucosa.
Indeed, and somewhat anecdotally, it appears that in rare pa-
tients, the histologic squamocolumnar junction can actually
move distally, covering the gastric cardia. James Going and
co-workers describe exactly this phenomenon in a patient with
longstanding atrophic gastritis in the context of pernicious
anaemia who underwent gastrectomy because of an incipient

gastric cancer. The resection specimen clearly showed a collar
of squamous epithelium, which occupied the anatomic cardia
[48]. Given the atrophic gastritis, the most parsimonious ex-
planation is that in this case, due to continuous erosion of the
friable gastric mucosa, the squamous epithelium outcompeted
native glands in the proximal stomach.

Wound healing and ecologic adaptation

Chronic mucosal erosion and wound healing in response to
micro-trauma are central to themodel for Barrett’s development
discussed above.What is, in some ways, unique about Barrett’s
is that it occurs at a junction of epithelial phenotypes. Similar
competitive processes can be seen at other epithelial junctions
such as the anorectal junction. Mucosal trauma is the common
denominator of a wide range of clinical conditions ranging from
inflammatory bowel disease (IBD), to NSAID-provoked ulcer-
ation, and Clostridium difficile infection. Although the inciting
agent is different in every case (and in some of these cases, such
as IBD, remains fundamentally unknown), the wound-healing
response that follows mucosal ulceration occurs in a stereotyp-
ical manner. As in any epithelial tissue, the first phase of mu-
cosal wound healing following ulceration is the formation of
granulation tissue and the deposition of a small film of fibrinous
exudate to protect the underlying tissues. This granulation tis-
sue is then covered by an initial layer of undifferentiated repar-
ative epithelium, which lacks functional properties such as mu-
cin differentiation. The next phase is specific to the glandular
epithelium of the gastro-intestinal tract and involves the lateral
ingrowth of adjacent glands through gland budding or fission
[49]. Gland fission occurs until the mucosal defect has been
functionally repaired, leaving a mucosal ‘scar’ in the form of
gland distortion and fibrosis.

Although the data from patients can be informative with
regards to the various contexts wherein mucosal wound repair
plays a key role, functional dissection of these processes is
best done in animal models. Like homeostatic stem cell regu-
lation, wound repair is also an evolutionarily conserved pro-
cess. Most recently, models have also been established which
allow repeated observation through an endoscopic biopsy-
wounding protocol. Miyoshi created wounds in mouse colon
with 1-mm2 endoscopic biopsies, which allowed clear time
points to visualise existing crypts repairing the defect [50].
Wnt5a, a non-canonical Wnt ligand, was one factor required
for restoration of homeostasis. After mucosal injury, a flat-
tened layer of non-proliferative epithelial cells (wound-
associated epithelium) emanated from crypts adjacent to the
wound and migrated over the wound bed. Next, crypts adja-
cent to the wound formed lateral, open extensions like chan-
nels towards the centre of the wound bed. These resembled
crypts but had a proliferative, undifferentiated cell population,
suggesting areas of new crypt formation. Wnt5a-positive
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stromal cells were found near these wound channels in the
area of mucosal injury. Wnt5a-positive cells were also located
adjacent to non-proliferative wound channel epithelial cells.

Wnt5a-positive mesenchymal cells may therefore induce new
crypt formation by potentiating TGF-β signalling and locally
inhibiting proliferation of the stem/progenitor cell population

Fig. 4 Chronic wounding and repair drive Barrett’s development. a
Overview of a Barrett’s segment in the distal oesophagus. b
Squamocolumnar junction in an oesophageal resection specimen shows

a mono-layer of undifferentiated epithelium. c Expansion of Barrett’s
mucosa through repeated cycles of wounding and repair (details in the
main text) (Reprinted with permission from [46])

Virchows Arch (2018) 472:43–54 51



within the wound channel. These animal studies reaffirm the
central role for the gland as a unit of tissue homeostasis in the
gastro-intestinal tract. In Barrett’s, these processes occur with-
in a micro-environment which allows the selective expansion
of glandular epithelial progenitors. Lineage-tracing studies
will be essential in documenting the origin of these glandular
epithelial progenitors.

Conclusion

Here, we have dealt mostly with normal tissue homeostasis in
the hostile acid-biliary reflux environment of BO. The diver-
sity of glandular phenotypes represents a rich untapped source
of information, which may reveal important clues about
Barrett’s histogenesis. Unravelling the principal environmen-
tal drivers of glandular expansion will require detailed studies
on tissue morphology and ecology (e.g. bile acid concentra-
tion, pH manometry) along the segment. Chemoprevention
studies in BO have suggested that the inflammatory environ-
ment can have a key impact on neoplastic evolution [51–53].
Understanding the ecological conditions that drive malignant
evolution in Barrett’s may help us avoid burdensome and
costly surveillance in patients at low risk of transformation
[17] and intervene in patients at increased risk [54].

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflicts of interest The authors declare that they have no conflicts of
interest.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons At t r ibut ion 4 .0 In te rna t ional License (h t tp : / /
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appro-
priate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the
Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

1. Hur C, Miller M, Kong CY, Dowling EC, Nattinger KJ, Dunn M,
Feuer EJ (2012) Trends in esophageal adenocarcinoma incidence
and mortality. Cancer 119(6):1149–1158. https://doi.org/10.1002/
cncr.27834

2. Pohl H, Welch HG (2005) The role of overdiagnosis and reclassi-
fication in the marked increase of esophageal adenocarcinoma in-
cidence. J Natl Cancer Inst 97(2):142–146. https://doi.org/10.1093/
jnci/dji024

3. Rubenstein JH, Shaheen NJ (2015) Epidemiology, diagnosis, and
management of esophageal adenocarcinoma. Gastroenterology
149(2):302–17.e1. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.04.053

4. Corley DA, Kubo A, Levin TR, Block G, Habel L, Rumore G,
Quesenberry C, Buffler P (2009) Race, ethnicity, sex and temporal
differences in Barrett’s oesophagus diagnosis: a large community-
based study, 1994-2006. Gut 58(2):182–188. https://doi.org/10.
1136/gut.2008.163360

5. Spechler SJ, Souza RF (2014) Barrett’s esophagus. N Engl J Med
371(9):836–845. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMra1314704

6. Palles C, Chegwidden L, Li X, Findlay JM, Farnham G, Castro
Giner F, Peppelenbosch MP, Kovac M, Adams CL, Prenen H,
Briggs S, Harrison R, Sanders S, MacDonald D, Haigh C, Tucker
A, Love S, Nanji M, deCaestecker J, Ferry D, Rathbone B, Hapeshi
J, Barr H, Moayyedi P, Watson P, Zietek B, Maroo N, Gay L,
Underwood T, Boulter L, McMurtry H, Monk D, Patel P,
Ragunath K, Al Dulaimi D, Murray I, Koss K, Veitch A, Trudgill
N, Nwokolo C, Rembacken B, Atherfold P, Green E, Ang Y,
Kuipers EJ, Chow W, Paterson S, Kadri S, Beales I, Grimley C,
Mullins P, Beckett C, Farrant M, Dixon A, Kelly S, Johnson M,
Wajed S, Dhar A, Sawyer E, Roylance R, Onstad L, GammonMD,
Corley DA, Shaheen NJ, Bird NC, Hardie LJ, Reid BJ, Ye W, Liu
G, Romero Y, Bernstein L, Wu AH, Casson AG, Fitzgerald R,
Whiteman DC, Risch HA, Levine DM, Vaughan TL, Verhaar AP,
van den Brande J, Toxopeus EL, Spaander MC, Wijnhoven BPL,
van der Laan LJW, Krishnadath K, Wijmenga C, Trynka G,
McManus R, Reynolds JV, O’Sullivan J, MacMathuna P,
McGarrigle SA, Kelleher D, Vermeire S, Cleynen I, Bisschops R,
Tomlinson I, Jankowski J (2015) Polymorphisms near TBX5 and
GDF7 are associated with increased risk for Barrett’s esophagus.
Gastroenterology 148(2):367–378. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.
2014.10.041

7. Spechler SJ, Sharma P, Souza RF, Inadomi JM, Shaheen NJ,
American Gastroenterological Association (2011) American
Gastroenterological Association technical review on the manage-
ment of Barrett’s esophagus. Gastroenterology 140(3):e18–e52.
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.01.031

8. Fitzgerald RC, di Pietro M, Ragunath K, Ang Y, Kang JY, Watson
P, Trudgill N, Patel P, Kaye PV, Sanders S, O'Donovan M, Bird-
Lieberman E, Bhandari P, Jankowski JA, Attwood S, Parsons SL,
Loft D, Lagergren J, Moayyedi P, Lyratzopoulos G, de Caestecker
J, British Society of Gastroenterology (2013) British Society of
Gastroenterology guidelines on the diagnosis and management of
Barrett’s oesophagus. Gut 63(1):7–42. https://doi.org/10.1136/
gutjnl-2013-305372

9. Ronkainen J, Aro P, Storskrubb T, Johansson SE, Lind T, Bolling–
Sternevald E, Vieth M, Stolte M, Talley NJ, Agréus L (2005)
Prevalence of Barrett’s esophagus in the general population: an
endoscopic study. Gastroenterology 129(6):1825–1831. https://
doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2005.08.053

10. Bhat S, ColemanHG, Yousef F, Johnston BT, McManus DT, Gavin
AT, Murray LJ (2011) Risk of malignant progression in Barrett’s
esophagus patients: results from a large population-based study. J
Natl Cancer Inst 103(13):1049–1057. https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/
djr203

11. Hvid-Jensen F, Pedersen L, Drewes AM, Sørensen HT, Funch-
Jensen P (2011) Incidence of adenocarcinoma among patients with
Barrett’s esophagus. N Engl J Med 365(15):1375–1383. https://doi.
org/10.1056/NEJMoa1103042

12. Erichsen R, Horvath-Puho E, Lund JL, Dellon ES, Shaheen NJ,
Pedersen L, Davey Smith G, Sørensen HT (2017) Mortality and
cardiovascular diseases risk in patients with Barrett’s oesophagus: a
population-based nationwide cohort study. Aliment Pharmacol
Ther 45(7):973–982. https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.13962

13. Welch HG, Black WC (2010) Overdiagnosis in cancer. J Natl
Cancer Inst 102(9):605–613. https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djq099

14. Corley DA, Mehtani K, Quesenberry C, Zhao W, de Boer J, Weiss
NS (2013) Impact of endoscopic surveillance on mortality from
Barrett’s esophagus-associated esophageal adenocarcinomas.
Gastroenterology 145(2):312–9.e1. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.
gastro.2013.05.004

15. Cooper GS, Kou TD, Chak A (2009) Receipt of previous diagnoses
and endoscopy and outcome from esophageal adenocarcinoma: a

52 Virchows Arch (2018) 472:43–54

https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.27834
https://doi.org/10.1002/cncr.27834
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/dji024
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/dji024
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.04.053
https://doi.org/10.1136/gut.2008.163360
https://doi.org/10.1136/gut.2008.163360
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMra1314704
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2014.10.041
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2014.10.041
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2011.01.031
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305372
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305372
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2005.08.053
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2005.08.053
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djr203
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djr203
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1103042
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1103042
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.13962
https://doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djq099
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.05.004


population-based study with temporal trends. Am J Gastroenterol
104(4):1356–1362. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-5107(00)70442-1

16. Cancer Research UK (2016) Testing times to come? An evaluation
of pathology capacity across the UK. 1–60

17. Gaddam S, Singh M, Balasubramanian G, Thota P, Gupta N, Wani
S, Higbee AD, Mathur SC, Horwhat JD, Rastogi A, Young PE,
Cash BD, Bansal A, Vargo JJ, Falk GW, Lieberman DA,
Sampliner RE, Sharma P (2013) Persistence of nondysplastic
Barrett’s esophagus identifies patients at lower risk for esophageal
adenocarcinoma: results from a large multicenter cohort.
Gastroenterology 145(3):548–53.e1. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.
gastro.2013.05.040

18. Di Pietro M, Chan D, Fitzgerald RC, Wang KK (2015) Screening
for Barrett’s esophagus. Gastroenterology 148(5):912–923. https://
doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.02.012

19. Humphries A, Wright NA (2008) Colonic crypt organization and
tumorigenesis. Nat Rev Cancer 8(6):415–424. https://doi.org/10.
1038/nrc2392

20. Yantiss RK (2010) Diagnostic challenges in the pathologic evalua-
tion of Barrett esophagus. Arch Pathol Lab Med 134(11):1589–
1600. https://doi.org/10.1043/2009-0547-RAR1.1

21. McDonald SAC, Graham TA, Lavery DL, Wright NA, Jansen M
(2015) The Barrett’s gland in phenotype space. Cell Mol
Gastroenterol Hepatol 1(1):41–54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jcmgh.2014.10.001

22. Lavery DL, Nicholson AM, Poulsom R, Jeffery R, Hussain A, Gay
LJ, Jankowski JA, Zeki SS, Barr H, Harrison R, Going J,
Kadirkamanathan S, Davis P, Underwood T, Novelli MR,
Rodriguez–Justo M, Shepherd N, Jansen M, Wright NA,
McDonald SAC (2014) The stem cell organisation, and the prolif-
erative and gene expression profile of Barrett’s epithelium, repli-
cates pyloric-type gastric glands. Gut 63(12):1854–1863. https://
doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306508

23. Stürmer R, Müller S, Hanisch F-G, Hoffmann W (2014) Porcine
gastric TFF2 is a mucus constituent and differs from pancreatic
TFF2. Cell Physiol Biochem 33(4):895–904. https://doi.org/10.
1159/000358662

24. Reis CA, David L, Correa P, Carneiro F, de Bolós C, Garcia E,
Mandel U, Clausen H, Sobrinho-Simões M (1999) Intestinal meta-
plasia of human stomach displays distinct patterns of mucin
(MUC1, MUC2, MUC5AC, and MUC6) expression. Cancer Res
59(5):1003–1007

25. Choi E, Roland JT, BarlowBJ, O'Neal R, Rich AE, NamKT, Shi C,
Goldenring JR (2014) Cell lineage distribution atlas of the human
stomach reveals heterogeneous gland populations in the gastric an-
trum. Gut 63(11):1711–1720. https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-
305964

26. Kelty CJ, Gough MD, Van Wyk Q, Stephenson TJ, Ackroyd R
(2007) Barrett’s oesophagus: intestinal metaplasia is not essential
for cancer risk. Scand J Gastroenterol 42(11):1271–1274. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00365520701420735

27. Liu W, Hahn H, Odze RD, Goyal RK (2009) Metaplastic esopha-
geal columnar epithelium without goblet cells shows DNA content
abnormalities similar to goblet cell-containing epithelium. Am J
Gastroenterol 104(4):816–824. https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2009.85

28. Riddell RH, Odze RD (2009) Definition of Barrett’s esophagus:
time for a rethink—is intestinal metaplasia dead? Am J
Gastroenterol 104(10):2588–2594. https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.
2009.390

29. Takubo K, Aida J, Naomoto Y, Sawabe M, Arai T, Shiraishi H,
Matsuura M, Ell C, May A, Pech O, Stolte M, Vieth M (2009)
Cardiac rather than intestinal-type background in endoscopic resec-
tion specimens of minute Barrett adenocarcinoma. Hum Pathol
40(1):65–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humpath.2008.06.008

30. Aida J, Vieth M, Shepherd NA, Ell C, May A, Neuhaus H, Ishizaki
T, Nishimura M, Fujiwara M, Arai T, Takubo K (2015) Is

carcinoma in columnar-lined esophagus always located adjacent
to intestinal metaplasia?: a histopathologic assessment. Am J Surg
Pathol 39(2) :188–196. ht tps : / /doi .org/10.1097/PAS.
0000000000000350

31. Lavery DL, Martinez P, Gay LJ, Cereser B, Novelli MR,
Rodriguez-Justo M, Meijer SL, Graham TA, McDonald SAC,
Wright NA, Jansen M (2016) Evolution of oesophageal adenocar-
cinoma from metaplastic columnar epithelium without goblet cells
in Barrett’s oesophagus. Gut 65(6):907–913. https://doi.org/10.
1136/gutjnl-2015-310748

32. Schellnegger R, Quante A, Rospleszcz S, Schernhammer M, Höhl
B, Tobiasch M, Pastula A, Brandtner A, Abrams JA, Strauch K,
Schmid RM, ViethM,Wang TC, QuanteM (2017) Goblet cell ratio
in combination with differentiation and stem cell markers in Barrett
esophagus allow distinction of patients with and without esophage-
al adenocarcinoma. Cancer Prev Res (Phila) 10(1):55–66. https://
doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.CAPR-16-0117

33. Srivastava A, Golden KL, Sanchez CA, Liu K, Fong PY, Li X,
Cowan DS, Rabinovitch PS, Reid BJ, Blount PL, Odze RD
(2015) High goblet cell count is inversely associated with ploidy
abnormalities and risk of adenocarcinoma in Barrett’s esophagus.
PLoS One 10(7):e0133403. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0133403.s002

34. Khor TS, Alfaro EE, Ooi EM et al (2012) Divergent expression of
MUC5AC, MUC6, MUC2, CD10, and CDX-2 in dysplasia and
intramucosal adenocarcinomas with intestinal and foveolar mor-
phology: is this evidence of distinct gastric and intestinal pathways
to carcinogenesis in Barrett esophagus? Am J Surg Pathol 36(3):
331–342. https://doi.org/10.1097/PAS.0b013e31823d08d6

35. Harrison R, Perry I, Haddadin W, McDonald S, Bryan R, Abrams
K, Sampliner R, Talley NJ, Moayyedi P, Jankowski JA (2007)
Detection of intestinal metaplasia in Barrett’s esophagus: an obser-
vational comparator study suggests the need for a minimum of eight
biopsies. Am J Gastroenterol 102(6):1154–1161. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1572-0241.2007.01230.x

36. Going JJ, Fletcher-Monaghan AJ, Neilson L, Wisman BA, van der
Zee A, Stuart RC, Keith WN (2004) Zoning of mucosal phenotype,
dysplasia, and telomerase activity measured by telomerase repeat
assay protocol in Barrett’s esophagus. Neoplasia 6(1):85–92

37. Paull A, Trier JS, DaltonMD, Camp RC, Loeb P, Goyal RK (1976)
The histologic spectrum of Barrett’s esophagus. N Engl J Med
295(9):476–480. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM197608262950904

38. Theodorou D, Ayazi S, DeMeester SR et al (2011) Intraluminal pH
and goblet cell density in Barrett’s esophagus. J Gastrointest Surg
16(1):469–474. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mrrev.2004.08.001

39. Reveiller M, Ghatak S, Toia L, Kalatskaya I, Stein L, D Souza M,
Zhou Z, Bandla S, Gooding WE, Godfrey TE, Peters JH (2012)
Bile exposure inhibits expression of squamous differentiation genes
in human esophageal epithelial cells. Ann Surg 255(6):1113–1120.
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3182512af9

40. Clemons NJ, Wang DH, Croagh D, Tikoo A, Fennell CM, Murone
C, Scott AM, Watkins DN, Phillips WA (2012) SOX9 drives co-
lumnar differentiation of esophageal squamous epithelium: a possi-
ble role in the pathogenesis of Barrett’s esophagus. Am J Physiol
Gastrointest Liver Physiol 303(12):G1335–G1346. https://doi.org/
10.1152/ajpgi.00291.2012

41. Cameron AJ, Lomboy CT (1992) Barrett’s esophagus: age, preva-
lence, and extent of columnar epithelium. Gastroenterology 103(4):
1241–1245. https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-5085(92)91510-B

42. Hamilton SR, Yardley JH (1977) Regeneration of cardiac type mu-
cosa and acquisition of Barrett mucosa after esophagogastrostomy.
Gastroenterology 72(4 Pt 1):669–675. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0016-5085(77)80152-2

43. Hahn HP, Blount PL, Ayub K, Das KM, Souza R, Spechler S, Odze
RD (2009) Intestinal differentiation in metaplastic, nongoblet

Virchows Arch (2018) 472:43–54 53

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-5107(00)70442-1
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.05.040
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.05.040
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc2392
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc2392
https://doi.org/10.1043/2009-0547-RAR1.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcmgh.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcmgh.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306508
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306508
https://doi.org/10.1159/000358662
https://doi.org/10.1159/000358662
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305964
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305964
https://doi.org/10.1080/00365520701420735
https://doi.org/10.1080/00365520701420735
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2009.85
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2009.390
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2009.390
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humpath.2008.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1097/PAS.0000000000000350
https://doi.org/10.1097/PAS.0000000000000350
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2015-310748
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2015-310748
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.CAPR-16-0117
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.CAPR-16-0117
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0133403.s002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0133403.s002
https://doi.org/10.1097/PAS.0b013e31823d08d6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1572-0241.2007.01230.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1572-0241.2007.01230.x
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM197608262950904
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mrrev.2004.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3182512af9
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpgi.00291.2012
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpgi.00291.2012
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-5085(92)91510-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-5085(77)80152-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-5085(77)80152-2


columnar epithelium in the esophagus. Am J Surg Pathol 33(7):
1006–1015. https://doi.org/10.1097/PAS.0b013e31819f57e9

44. Quante M, Bhagat G, Abrams JA, Marache F, Good P, Lee MD,
Lee Y, Friedman R, Asfaha S, Dubeykovskaya Z, Mahmood U,
Figueiredo JL, Kitajewski J, Shawber C, Lightdale CJ, Rustgi
AK, Wang TC (2012) Bile acid and inflammation activate gastric
cardia stem cells in a mouse model of Barrett-like metaplasia.
Cancer Cell 21(1):36–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ccr.2011.12.004

45. Dunbar KB, Agoston AT, Odze RD, Huo X, Pham TH, Cipher DJ,
Castell DO, Genta RM, Souza RF, Spechler SJ (2016) Association
of acute gastroesophageal reflux disease with esophageal histologic
changes. JAMA 315(19):2104–2112. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.
2016.5657

46. Quante M, Graham TA, Jansen M (2017) Insights into the patho-
physiology of esophageal adenocarcinoma. Gastroenterology.
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2017.09.046

47. Robertson EV, Derakhshan MH, Wirz AA, Lee YY, Seenan JP,
Ballantyne SA, Hanvey SL, Kelman AW, Going JJ, McColl KEL
(2013) Central obesity in asymptomatic volunteers is associated
with increased intrasphincteric acid reflux and lengthening of the
cardiac mucosa. Gastroenterology 145(4):730–739. https://doi.org/
10.1053/j.gastro.2013.06.038

48. Derakhshan MH, Crumley A, Forshaw M, Mitchell DR, Going JJ
(2015) An unexpected mucosal metaplasia at the gastric cardia in
longstanding pernicious anemia. Am J Gastroenterol 110(10):
1505–1506. https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2015.288

49. Wright NA (1998)Aspects of the biology of regeneration and repair
in the human gastrointestinal tract. Philos Trans R Soc Lond Ser B
Biol Sci 353(1370):925–933. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1998.
0257

50. Miyoshi H, Ajima R, Luo CT, Yamaguchi TP, Stappenbeck TS
(2012) Wnt5a potentiates TGF-β signaling to promote colonic
crypt regeneration after tissue injury. Science 338(6103):108–113.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1223821

51. Vaughan TL, Dong LM, Blount PL, Ayub K, Odze RD, Sanchez
CA, Rabinovitch PS, Reid BJ (2005) Non-steroidal anti-inflamma-
tory drugs and risk of neoplastic progression in Barrett’s oesopha-
gus: a prospective study. Lancet Oncol 6(12):945–952. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S1470-2045(05)70431-9

52. Vaughan TL, Fitzgerald RC (2015) Precision prevention of oesoph-
ageal adenocarcinoma. Nat Rev Gastroenterol Hepatol 12(4):243–
248. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2015.24

53. Kostadinov RL, Kuhner MK, Li X, Sanchez CA, Galipeau PC,
Paulson TG, Sather CL, Srivastava A, Odze RD, Blount PL,
Vaughan TL, Reid BJ, Maley CC (2013) NSAIDs modulate clonal
evolution in Barrett’s esophagus. PLoS Genet 9(6):e1003553.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1003553.s026

54. Li X, Paulson TG, Galipeau PC, Sanchez CA, Liu K, Kuhner MK,
Maley CC, Self SG, Vaughan TL, Reid BJ, Blount PL (2015)
Assessment of esophageal adenocarcinoma risk using somatic chro-
mosome alterations in longitudinal samples in Barrett’s esophagus.
Cancer Prev Res (Phila) 8(9):845–856. https://doi.org/10.1158/
1940-6207.CAPR-15-0130

54 Virchows Arch (2018) 472:43–54

https://doi.org/10.1097/PAS.0b013e31819f57e9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ccr.2011.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2016.5657
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2016.5657
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2017.09.046
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.06.038
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2013.06.038
https://doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2015.288
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1998.0257
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1998.0257
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1223821
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(05)70431-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(05)70431-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrgastro.2015.24
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pgen.1003553.s026
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.CAPR-15-0130
https://doi.org/10.1158/1940-6207.CAPR-15-0130

	The metaplastic mosaic of Barrett’s oesophagus
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Lack of evidence in favour of Barrett’s surveillance
	The Barrett’s metaplastic mosaic
	What is the origin of Barrett’s cancer?
	Phenotypic dynamics of Barrett’s across time and space
	What is the tissue origin of Barrett’s oesophagus?
	Wound healing and ecologic adaptation
	Conclusion
	References


