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ABSTRACT

Systemic sclerosis (SSc) is a rare autoimmune disease characterized by vasculopathy and progressive
fibrosis of the skin and internal organs. Individuals with SSc often suffer from chronic acid reflux and
dysphagia due to loss of esophageal motility. However, the pathogenesis of esophageal dysmotility in SSc
is poorly understood. To determine whether distinct changes in esophageal epithelial cells contribute to
impaired motility in SSc, we investigated the stratified squamous esophageal epithelium using single-cell
RNA sequencing (n=306,372 cells) in individuals with SSc compared those with gastroesophageal reflux
disease (GERD) as well as healthy controls. The proportion of epithelial cells in the outermost, superficial
compartment of the esophageal epithelium was significantly reduced in SSc (9.4% vs 21.6% in HCs).
Differential gene expression in SSc was primarily limited to the superficial compartment (3,572 genes vs.
232 in all other compartments), with significant upregulation of extracellular matrix and keratinization
genes. These cellular and molecular changes in SSc were highly correlated with those seen in GERD,
indicating they were secondary to reflux; however, their magnitudes were more pronounced in the proximal
esophagus, suggesting that esophageal dysmotility leads to greater proximal acid exposure, which may
contribute to aspiration. SSc-specific gene dysregulation implicated immunoregulatory pathways likely
pertinent to pathogenic mechanisms. By offering a comprehensive view of transcriptional dysregulation at
single-cell resolution in human esophageal epithelial cells in SSc compared to GERD and healthy tissue,

this work clarifies the state of epithelial cells in SSc-induced esophageal dysfunction.
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INTRODUCTION

Systemic sclerosis (SSc), also known as scleroderma, is an immune-mediated rheumatic disease of
unknown etiology that causes progressive fibrosis of the skin and internal organs. Although uncommon
(18-26 per 100,000 people)'™, SSc is one of the deadliest autoimmune disorders’, with a 10-year survival
rate of 45-68% following diagnosis*®’. Over 90% of individuals with SSc report gastrointestinal (GI)
dysfunction®, with esophageal dysmotility being the most common GI manifestation’. Individuals with SSc
and esophageal involvement typically suffer from chronic acid reflux and dysphagia due to loss of
esophageal motility and are at much greater risk of esophageal stricture and Barrett’s esophagus™'®!". The
rate of esophageal involvement was nearly twice as high in individuals with SSc who died within 5 years
of diagnosis'?.

There are multiple, interrelated mechanisms that may cause esophageal dysmotility in SSc.
Vascular damage and neurogenic impairment lead to smooth muscle cell fibrosis'?, but esophageal muscle
atrophy has also been observed in SSc without vasculopathy or fibrosis'*. Inflammatory signatures',
absence of anti-centromere antibodies'®, and presence of anti-topoisomerase I antibodies are associated with
esophageal complications, as well®. Complicating research efforts is significant clinical and molecular

1719 and difficulty distinguishing between effects from

heterogeneity observed between SSc patients
autoimmune processes and secondary factors such as severe reflux. Consequently, the pathogenesis of
esophageal disease in SSc remains poorly understood.

Molecular investigations of SSc esophageal involvement have primarily focused on canonical
pathways in submucosal and muscle layers®®. However, the mucosa is no less essential for normal

esophageal transport*!#

, and recent studies have suggested that esophageal epithelial cells (EECs) may
play a more central role in the pathogenesis of SSc esophageal involvement than previously thought®.
Mouse models with epithelial-cell-specific knockout of F/il, an Ets transcription factor implicated in SSc

pathogenesis®, spontaneously develop dermal and esophageal fibrosis and interstitial lung disease®.

Importantly, the resultant lung disease is mediated by T-cell autoimmunity, but fibrosis of the skin and
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esophagus persist in mice additionally lacking mature T and B cells, suggesting that the fibrosis is
principally driven by the epithelia®***.

Most studies implicating epithelial cells in SSc esophageal dysmotility have been performed in
mice or in vitro, and molecular analyses in humans have so far been limited to bulk tissues'®. Furthermore,
single-cell gene expression studies performed in other diseases of the esophagus, including squamous cell

26 and allergic eosinophilic esophagitis’’2*, have identified substantial cellular and molecular

carcinoma
changes in EECs compared to healthy tissue, such as significant expansion of non-proliferative suprabasal
cells*”®. Therefore, to comprehensively investigate the effects of SSc on the esophageal epithelium, we
performed single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) of esophageal mucosal biopsies from SSc patients
with clinically significant esophageal involvement and compared EEC distributions and gene expression
signatures to individuals with gastroesophageal reflux disease (GERD) and healthy controls (HCs). By
examining gene expression profiles from human tissue at single-cell resolution, this work sheds essential

light on the cellular roots of esophageal dysfunction in SSc by clarifying the pathogenic role of the

squamous epithelium, one of the most integral tissues supporting healthy esophageal function.

METHODS

Subjects

The SSc study population were recruited from adult patients aged 18 to 89 diagnosed with SSc according
to the 2013 ACR/EULAR classification criteria, who visited the Northwestern Medicine Esophageal Center
for esophageal symptom evaluation and motility testing, as described previously”, between 2020 and 2021.
Patients with GERD were recruited at the primary visit following positive Bravo pH testing®. Patients with
technically inadequate panometry or manometry studies, previous foregut surgeries (including prior
pneumatic dilation), or mechanical obstructions in the esophagus such as esophageal stricture, eosinophilic
esophagitis, severe reflux esophagitis (Los Angeles classification C or D), or hiatal hernias larger than 5

cm were excluded. HCs met asymptomatic criteria including lack of esophageal symptoms, no history of
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92  alcohol dependency or tobacco use, body mass index less than 30kg/m?, and no previous antacid or proton

93  pump inhibitor treatment™. The study protocol received approval from the Northwestern University

94  Institutional Review Board.

95

96  Symptom evaluation and motility testing

97  Esophageal function testing included functional lumen imaging probe (FLIP) panometry during sedated

98  endoscopy, high-resolution manometry (HRM), and in some subjects, 24-hour pH-impedance or timed-

99  barium esophagram, which were completed and interpreted as previously described®*?**. HRM
100 classifications were based on the application of the Chicago Classification v4.0 to 10 supine and 5 upright
101 test swallows®. FLIP panometry classifications were based on previous evaluation of asymptomatic
102 volunteers and patients***’. During endoscopy (same encounter as HRM/FLIP), esophageal mucosal
103 biopsies were obtained at approximately 5-cm (“distal esophagus™) and 15-cm (“proximal esophagus™)
104  proximal to the squamocolumnar junction. Acid exposure was measured as the percentage of time with
105  esophageal pH<4 over a monitoring period of 24 hours. Most patients also completed validated symptom-
106  questionnaires (patient-reported outcomes) on the day of esophageal motility testing with FLIP or HRM,
107  including the Brief Esophageal Dysphagia Questionnaire (BEDQ), the Gastroesophageal Reflux Disease
108  Questionnaire (GerdQ), and the Northwestern esophageal quality of life (NEQOL) survey.***.
109
110  Sample processing and sequencing
111  Esophageal mucosal biopsies from proximal and distal esophagus were processed for scRNA-seq as
112 described in Clevenger et al*®. Briefly, following tissue digestion and filtering, cell suspensions met 85%
113 minimum viability via Cellometer Auto2000 (Nexcelom Bioscience). Cells were loaded into a Chromium
114  iX controller (10X Genomics) on a Chromium Next GEM Chip G (10X Genomics) to capture
115  approximately 10,000 cells per sample and were processed for encapsulation following the manufacturer’s
116  protocol. Cell barcoding and library construction were performed using the 10X Genomics Chromium

117  Next GEM Single Cell 3° Reagents Kits v3.1 and Dual Index Kit TT Set A according to the manufacturer’s
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118  protocol. Sequencing was performed by the NUseq Core using the Illumina Novaseq 6000. Paired-end
119  reads consisting of a 28-base-pair read for cell barcodes and unique molecular identifiers and a 90-base-
120 pair read for transcripts were aligned to the GRCh38 reference transcriptome using Cell Ranger v6.1.2.
121

122 Sample and cell quality control

123 Samples with high ambient RNA (<70% of sequencing reads mapped to cells) were removed from
124 consideration. Gene expression counts generated by Cell Ranger were analyzed using Seurat v4.3.0*'. Cells
125  with low gene diversity (<200 unique genes), low unique molecular identifier counts (<500), or excessive
126 counts (>100,000) were removed from consideration. Cells with high proportions of mitochondrial DNA
127  reads, indicative of apoptosis or lysis, were removed using the bivariate regression models implemented in
128  the miQC package®. Cells were filtered if their proportion of reads mapped to mitochondrial DNA
129 exceeded 0.05 and their posterior probability of belonging to a compromised cell distribution was greater
130 than 0.75 according to miQC. Doublets, in which more than one cell is clumped together in a single droplet,
131  were predicted and removed using scDblFinder” with an expected, additive doublet rate of 0.01 per
132 thousand cells with standard deviation of 0.01.

133

134 Sample integration and cell type annotation

135  Individual samples were normalized and integrated on 3,000 variable features using Seurat’s SCTransform
136  procedure™ with v2 regularization*’ and canonical correlation analysis dimension reduction. Integration
137  anchors were determined using a reference consisting of three pairs of proximal and distal samples from
138  HCs. Principal component (PC) analysis was performed on the transformed and integrated expression
139  counts. Uniform manifold approximation and projection (UMAP)*® embeddings were calculated on the top
140 40 PCs with n=200 neighbors. Cell clustering was performed using Seurat’s modularity-based clustering
141  ona shared nearest neighbor (SNN) graph with k=25 on the top 40 PCs. Clusters were annotated according

142 to the expression of established cell-specific gene markers (Supplemental Table 1, Supplemental Figure
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143 1). For annotation of smaller cell clusters, we first filtered out the epithelial, myeloid, lymphoid, and
144 endothelial cell clusters and then recomputed PCs and re-clustered the subset (PCs = 25, k=15).

145

146  Epithelial cell characterization

147  After isolating the subset of epithelial cell clusters, we further filtered cells with disproportionately low
148  read counts (<3,500; Supplemental Figure 2, A-C). The samples were then re-integrated using the
149 procedure described above. UMAP embeddings were calculated on the top 35 PCs with n=100 neighbors.
150  Epithelial compartments (basal, suprabasal, and superficial) were identified according to expression of
151  established markers (Supplemental Figure 4D)*"***° For each compartment, we computed composite
152 gene signature scores using Seurat’s AddModuleScore() function (Supplemental Figure 2E). Cells were
153  initially clustered on an SNN graph with k=50 with resolution=0.25 (Supplemental Figure 2F), but
154  because the modularity optimization clustering implemented in Seurat grouped proliferating cells across
155  different epithelial compartments and inconsistently distinguished suprabasal and superficial cells, we
156  applied K-means clustering on the expression of the compartment-specific markers to delineate epithelial
157  compartments. We performed separate K=2 K-means clustering on 1) the Seurat clusters containing basal
158  and early suprabasal cells (clusters 1-5) to distinguish basal from suprabasal compartments and 2) the Seurat
159  clusters containing late suprabasal and superficial cells (clusters 6-8) to demarcate suprabasal and
160  superficial compartments (Supplemental Figure 2, G-H). Proliferating epithelial cells were identified
161  using Seurat’s CellCycleScoring() function. Cells predicted as being in S or G2/M phases based on the
162  relative expression of corresponding markers®' were labeled as proliferating cells (Supplemental Figure
163 2I). We tested for statistical differences in proportions of epithelial cell populations between conditions
164  using MASC™. To derive a continuous epithelial differentiation score for each cell (Supplemental Figure
165  3), we combined the compartment-specific module scores as follows :

166 EDSC = Scoresuprabasal + scoresuperficial — SCOT€pgsal

167
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168  Where EDSc is the epithelial differentiation score for a given cell. This EDSc was then scaled between 0

169 and1:
170
EDS, — min(EDS,, ..., EDS,)
171 EDS, =
7 Cscaled = 1 ax(EDS,, ..., EDS,) — min(EDS;, ..., EDS,,)
172

173  Gene expression analysis

174  To identify dysregulated pathways in SSc, we first calculated differential gene expression between
175  conditions within each epithelial compartment, considering each cell as a sample. Differential gene
176  expression was calculated using the FindMarkers() function in Seurat with the Wilcoxon rank-sum test on
177  log-normalized RNA counts for genes expressed in at least 1% of cells by compartment. We adjusted for
178  multiple testing using a Bonferroni correction accounting for the number of genes tested. Genes with an
179  adjusted P<0.05 and absolute log, fold change >0.1 were considered significantly differentially expressed.
180  *** Genes were then ranked by the magnitude and statistical certainty of their expression differences:

181

182 Weight = —log,o(p) * abs(log,[FC])

183

184  Gene set enrichment was calculated using 3,795 canonical pathway gene sets from the Human Molecular
185  Signatures Database® using gene set enrichment analysis (GSEA)™**, Statistical gene set enrichment was
186  calculated using one-way positive enrichment with 100,000 permutations on pathways with at least 10
187  genes. Mitochondrial and ribosomal genes were excluded from the GSEA.

188 To more robustly characterize gene expression differences between conditions™, we performed
189  pseudo-bulk differential expression analysis by aggregating RNA counts per sample within epithelial
190  compartments. Genes with at least one count per million detected in at least 75% of samples in at least one
191  condition per epithelial compartment were analyzed. To mitigate outlier-driven signals, genes with log-

192 transformed expression greater than 3 standard deviations from the mean in exactly one individual were
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193 excluded. Differential gene expression was evaluated using edgeR v3.42.4°"%. Gene expression was
194  modeled using a quasi-likelihood negative binomial generalized linear model, with global negative-
195  binomial trended dispersion estimated across all samples and gene-specific quasi-likelihood dispersions
196  estimated within each epithelial compartment. Differences in gene expression across conditions were
197  assessed using quasi-likelihood F-tests with false-discovery rate (FDR) adjustment. We conducted tests
198  combining both proximal and distal esophageal regions, as well as separate tests for each esophageal region.
199 Transcription factor enrichment analyses were conducted on the pseudo-bulk results using the
200  enricher() function from clusterProfiler v4.8.3%". We used consensus results from ENCODE®' and ChEA®*,
201  as curated by the Ma’ayan Lab® and available at http://amp.pharm.mssm.edu/Enrichr/**to test for the
202  enrichment of transcription factor target genes from among genes that were differentially expressed
203  between SSc, GERD, and HCs with Bonferroni-adjusted p<0.05. Background gene sets were comprised of
204  the genes included in the pseudo-bulk differential expression analyses for each epithelial compartment.
205  Transcription factors absent from the background gene set were removed as candidate transcription factors.
206  Separate enrichment tests were performed for all differentially expressed genes (DEGs) and those that were
207  upregulated or downregulated in SSc. Enrichment results were adjusted using a Bonferroni correction
208  accounting for the number of transcription factors with more than 2 genes in the significant DEG list .

209

210  Pseudo-bulk sample permutation

211  Because of the sample size imbalance by disease state, which inherently yields different statistical power
212 for different tests across conditions, we permuted differential expression testing with equivalent sample
213 sizes to better evaluate the relative extent of dysregulation by EEC compartment and biopsy location
214 between SSc and GERD. We permuted all possible combinations of SSc samples with sample size n=4 for
215  both the proximal and distal regions and used the median statistics in the SSc vs. HCs tests to more directly
216  compare the results with those observed in GERD vs. HCs.

217

218  Gene expression trajectory analysis
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219  To model gene expression as a continuous function along the axis of epithelial cell differentiation, we
220  utilized the framework implemented in Lamian®, with the epithelial differentiation score serving as the
221  underlying pseudotime metric. Lamian fits a polynomial B-spline curve with the number of knots
222 determined by minimization of the Bayesian Information Criterion. With few cells near the lower and upper
223 limits of our epithelial differentiation score and the interpolation range bound by the minimum and
224  maximum pseudotime values, the B-spline models produced erratic fits near the interpolation boundaries.
225 Therefore, we instead modeled natural cubic splines, which are constrained to linearity at the boundaries
226  (second derivative is zero), and we excluded the lowest and highest 1% of cells from the interpolation
227  interval. Using these modeled gene expression trajectories, we performed hierarchical clustering of
228  differential gene trajectories for all genes that were significantly differentially expressed between SSc and
229  HC in single-cell-level differential expression testing.

230

231  Clinical phenotype associations

232 To test for associations with categorical measures of esophageal function (FLIP, HRM, NM), we performed
233 ordinal logistic regression that modeled likelihoods of increasing clinical severity. We excluded individuals
234  with achalasia or esophagogastric junction outflow obstruction (EGJOO) from ordinal regression modeling
235  motility. For FLIP we combined the “borderline/diminished” and “impaired/disordered” phenotypes. For
236  NM we combined the Stage I and Stage II ineffective motility phenotypes. The resultant ordering for the
237  ordinal regression was “normal”< “ineffective” < “absent” for HRM; “normal” < “borderline/diminished
238 & impaired/disordered” < “absent” for FLIP; and “normal” < “stages I & II — ineffective” < “stage III —
239  absent” for NM.

240 For association testing with quantitative clinical measures in SSc, we first performed a principal
241  components analysis (PCA) on a set of nine quantitative clinical traits: HRM mean distal contractile interval
242 (DCI), HRM basal esophagogastric junction (EGJ) pressure, HRM EGIJ contractile index, HRM median
243  integrated relaxation pressure (IRP), FLIP intra-balloon pressure at 60ml, FLIP EGJ distensibility index,

244 the GerdQ impact score, the BEDQ score, and the NEQOL score. Missing values were imputed with the

10
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245  mean. We then modeled associations with the first two PCs using linear regression. Gene expression was
246  represented using log-transformed counts.

247

248

249  RESULTS

250  Whole tissue single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) was performed on paired proximal and distal
251  mucosal biopsies from ten patients with systemic sclerosis (SSc), four with gastroesophageal reflux disease
252 (GERD), and six healthy controls (HCs). All participants but one in each group were female (Table 1). SSc
253  patients were significantly older than HCs (54.9 vs 27.0 years; P<0.001). Among SSc patients, six had the
254  limited cutaneous subtype, three had the diffuse cutaneous subtype, and one had sine scleroderma with no
255  cutaneous symptoms (Supplemental Table 1). Mean SSc disease duration at the time of biopsy was 132
256  months. All SSc patients had positive serum antinuclear antibody and impaired esophageal motility.
257  Following sample-level quality control (Supplemental Table 2), 39 samples were retained for analysis,
258  including 19 from the proximal esophagus and 20 from the distal esophagus.

259

260  Characterization of esophageal mucosal cell populations

261 A total 0f 306,372 esophageal cells (7,856 mean cells per sample) were retained for cell clustering and gene
262  expression analysis (Figure 1). Each cell type was identified according to the expression of established
263  cell-specific gene markers including KRT6A4, KRT13, and KRT15 for epithelial cells (Supplemental Table
264 3, Supplemental Figure 1). Epithelial cells comprised the bulk of the sample (n=264,858; 86.45%),
265  followed by lymphoid cells (n=25,129; 8.20%), myeloid cells (n=10,019; 3.27%), endothelial cells
266  (n=4,027; 1.31%), and all other cell types (n=2,339; 0.76%).

267

268  Significant loss of superficial EECs in SSc

269  Following isolation of the epithelial cell cluster and additional quality control (Supplemental Figure 2, A-

270  C), we characterized the remaining 230,720 esophageal epithelial cells (EECs) according to their

11
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271  differentiation and cell cycling states (Figure 2A). We classified the EECs into five primary compartments:
272 basal (n=55,818; 24%), proliferating basal (n=36,439; 16%), proliferating suprabasal (n=25,314; 11%),
273 suprabasal (n=82,283; 36%), and superficial (n=30,866; 13%) based on relative expression of canonical
274  epithelial genes and cell cycle markers (Figure 2, B-C; Supplemental Figure 2, D-E). Roughly 40% of
275  basal cells and 24% of suprabasal cells were proliferating, and the fractions of cells that were proliferating
276  did not differ by disease (Figure 2D; Supplemental Figure 2, F-I). Proportions of basal and suprabasal
277  cells were not significantly different across conditions, but there were significantly fewer superficial cells
278  in SSc compared to HCs (ussc=0.10, puc=0.21, P=0.003, Figure 2E). The reduction of superficial cells in
279  SSc was further apparent when examining EEC differentiation score distributions (Supplemental Figure
280  3) and projecting UMAP embeddings separately by discase state (Figure 3).

281

282  EEC gene dysregulation highly correlated in SSc and GERD, limited to superficial cells

283  Opverall, the gene expression correlation between biopsy locations was extremely high, ranging from r=0.98
284  to r=0.99 for the 2,000 most variable genes (Supplemental Figure 4A) aggregated by condition and
285  epithelial compartment (Supplemental Figure 4B; Supplemental Table 4). Inter-sample expression
286  correlations indicated that the greatest gene expression heterogeneity was in the superficial compartment
287  (mean=0.94, std. dev.=0.027), followed by the basal compartment (mean=0.94, std. dev.=0.018; Figure 4,
288  A-B). Differential gene expression between conditions was most predominant in the superficial
289  compartment (Figure 4, C-E). At the single-cell level, about 6.6% and 4.1% of expressed genes were
290  significantly differentially expressed between SSc and HCs in the superficial compartment in the proximal
291 and distal regions, respectively, compared to just 1.3-1.4% and 1.3-3.0% in non-proliferating basal and
292 suprabasal cells (Supplemental Tables 5-6). Most differentially expressed genes (DEGs) were only
293 differentially expressed in one epithelial compartment (Figure 4, C-D). We observed more suprabasal
294  differential expression in the distal esophagus than in the proximal esophagus for both SSc and GERD
295  (Figure 4, C-E). Many of the same genes were significantly dysregulated in both SSc and GERD compared

296  to HCs (Supplemental Table 5). Depending on the compartment and biopsy location, 22-44% of

12
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297  significantly dysregulated genes in SSc or GERD were differentially expressed in both conditions (Figure
298  4E). Consequently, the DEGs in SSc and GERD were significantly enriched for some of the same pathways,
299  particularly those related to the extracellular matrix and keratinization (Figure 4F). Clustered trajectories
300  of relative gene expression (SSc vs. HCs) by epithelial differentiation score for all single-cell-level DEGs
301  revealed distinct patterns of differential expression (Figure 4, G-H), which were principally distinguished
302 by the direction of gene expression change in superficial cells. Gene expression changes were more
303  pronounced in the most terminally differentiated superficial cells in the proximal esophagus (Figure 4G),
304  whereas in the distal esophagus the differences appeared more in late-stage suprabasal and early-stage
305  superficial cells (Figure 4H).

306 Six pathways were significantly enriched among DEGs between SSc¢ and HCs: matrisome
307  (suprabasal, distal Prpr=2.3x10, Figure 4H; superficial, distal Prpr=2.6x10?) and matrisome-associated
308  genes (suprabasal, distal Prpr=4.4x10"); cornified envelope formation (suprabasal, distal Prpr=2.1x107?;
309  superficial, distal Prpr=4.7x107), and keratinization genes (suprabasal, distal Prpr=2.1x10"; superficial,
310  distal Pepr=5.0x10"?); developmental biology-related genes (suprabasal, distal Prpr=4.1x10"*; superficial,
311  distal Prpr=9.2x107); and innate immune system genes (Prpr=2.8%107, Figure 4G). No pathways were
312 significantly enriched among genes differentially expressed between SSc and GERD in any epithelial
313 compartment. The leading edges of significantly enriched pathways (Supplemental Table 7) contained
314  recurring genes from shared protein families, including serine protease inhibitors (serpins, Supplemental
315  Figure 4C), keratins (Supplemental Figure 4D), S100 proteins (Supplemental Figure 4E), and small
316  proline-rich proteins (SPRRs, Supplemental Figure 4F). The most frequent gene in leading edges of
317  significantly enriched pathways was PI3 (Supplemental Figure 4G), including all pathways enriched in
318  SSc. Among the other most enriched pathways specific to SSc were those related to the regulation of metal
319  and immune homeostasis (Figure 4F, Supplemental Table 7).

320 Upon aggregating single-cell expression counts by sample for each EEC compartment, we found
321  that gene expression patterns clustered by EEC compartment (Supplemental Figure 5A) and that

322 differential expression between conditions was nearly exclusively limited to superficial cells (Figure 5, A-
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323 B; Supplemental Figure 5B). There were 3,572 genes differentially expressed between SSc and HCs with
324  FDR g<0.05 in the superficial compartment, compared to just 232 total in all other compartments, including
325  only 172 that were not also differentially expressed in the superficial compartment (Supplemental Table
326  8). The differential expression observed in SSc was again highly correlated with the changes seen in GERD
327  (Figure 5, C-D). The correlations in log> fold change between SSc and GERD vs. HCs were consistently
328  between 0.40-0.53 in all compartments except for superficial cells, where we observed much stronger
329  correlation in the proximal region (r=0.82) than in the distal region (r=0.36; Supplemental Figure 5C).
330 We detected 2,103 genes that were significantly differentially expressed in SSc but not GERD in
331  the proximal esophagus and 282 in the distal esophagus, of which 170 were differentially expressed only
332 in the distal region (Figure 5, C-D; Supplemental Table 9). Among the most upregulated SSc-specific
333  genes (Figure 5, C-E; Supplemental Figure 5, C-D) were genes related to inflammation (PTGES,
334  MFGE8)®** innate immune response (FCGBP, BST2, CD44, APOBEC34)**"', immune cell migration
335 (C100rf99, LTB4R, ACKR3)72'74, antigen presentation (HLA-B, CD74, TAP1, PSMBS, PSMB9)", natural
336  Kkiller cell activation (CLEC2B)’®, and fibroproliferation (SGK1, HBEGF)'"®. Four of the top five and eight
337  of the top 20 most downregulated SSc-specific genes by fold change in superficial EECs in the proximal
338  esophagus were metallothioneins (MTIA, MTIE, MTIF, MTIG, MTIH, MTIM, MTIX, MT2A). The
339  metallothioneins comprised the bulk of three pathways uniquely enriched in SSc with P<0.001: zinc
340  homeostasis, copper homeostasis, and cellular responses to stimuli (Figure 4F). The most down-regulated
341  SSc-specific gene across both the proximal and distal esophagus was the H19 IncRNA. Interestingly, the
342 most down-regulated gene by fold change in GERD, MUC?22, was not differentially expressed in SSc. One
343 gene, SLC841-AS1, was significantly differentially expressed in both GERD and SSc, but in opposite
344  directions (Figure 5, C-E; Supplemental Table 9).

345 More genes were significantly differentially expressed in SSc than in GERD, but in terms of
346  relative fold change vs. HCs, we observed greater expression changes in GERD (Supplemental Figure
347  5C). We therefore performed all possible sample permutations with equal numbers of SSc and GERD

348  samples (n=4) and repeated differential gene expression testing to more directly compare the relative
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349  number of DEGs in both conditions (Figure 5F). In superficial cells from the proximal esophagus, there
350  were more DEGs in SSc in 60% of permutations, but the relative FC differences were greater in GERD in
351 61% of permutations (Supplemental Table 10). In the distal region, there were more DEGs in GERD in
352 62% of permutations, and the relative FC differences were greater in GERD in all permutations. The
353  correlations between SSc and GERD in terms of relative gene expression changes were consistently much
354  higher in the proximal region permutations than in the distal region (Figure 5, G-H). The permutation
355  results confirmed that the differences in gene expression observed in SSc relative to GERD were not simply
356  due to differences in sample size.

357 In summary, the gene expression changes measured in SSc and GERD were highly correlated. In
358  the distal esophagus, differential expression was more pronounced in GERD than in SSc¢, whereas in the
359  proximal esophagus there were more DEGs in SSc. In both conditions, differential gene expression was
360  most prevalent in the superficial compartment, but the expression changes appeared comparatively earlier
361 in the differentiation of distal EECs relative to proximal EECs.

362

363  Transcription factor enrichment analysis

364  We next examined whether DEGs in SSc superficial cells were significantly enriched for targets of specific
365  transcription factors. Among genes differentially expressed in SSc compared to GERD, the target genes of
366  IRF1 were significantly enriched (Table 2). IRF1 targets were significantly enriched among all proximal
367  superficial DEGs (p.g=0.021) and among only those that were downregulated (pas=0.0024). However,
368  IRFI was not itself differentially expressed in superficial cells in SSc¢ compared to GERD. Compared to
369  HCs, three transcription factors were significantly enriched in SSc in the proximal esophagus, including
370 MYC (pagi=2.1x107) and E2F4 (p.s=5.5x107) for upregulated DEGs and NFE2L2 for downregulated
371  DEGs (pagi=7.6x10"). MYC and E2F4 were also themselves differentially expressed in SSc compared to
372  HCs in superficial cells (pagi=7.8x107, p.g=9.8x10™*, respectively). MYC was the most enriched

373  transcription factor in genes upregulated in GERD compared to HCs, but the enrichment was not significant
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374  after adjusting for multiple testing (pas=0.11). No transcription factors were significantly enriched in any
375  pairwise comparison in the distal esophagus.

376

377  Expression mapping in superficial EECs

378  Examining the expression patterns within superficial cells from the proximal esophagus more closely, we
379  identified five distinct clusters (Figure 6A) distinguished by unique expression marker patterns (Figure
380 6B, Supplemental Figure 6, Supplemental Table 11) and varying degrees of differentiation (Figure 6C).
381  Clusters 1 and 3 represent the outermost, terminally differentiated epithelial layers, as evidenced by their
382  FLG expression”™®. They differed by the expression of metallothioneins, which were predominantly
383  expressed in cluster 3 (Figure 6, E-F). Cluster 3 was less abundant in SSc compared to HC with P<0.05
384  (Figure 6D), but metallothionein expression was lower in other superficial clusters, as well (Figure 6F).
385  Within the superficial EECs, the relative expression of metallothioneins was significantly correlated with
386  the differentiation score (r=0.06, P=2.3x10%). Cluster 2 was distinguished by its relatively high CTSV
387  expression. Clusters 4 and 5 were the least differentiated of the superficial cells and were distinguished by
388  their relative expression of GJB6 and FGFBPI, respectively, although neither gene was differentially
389  expressed between conditions.

390 For the expression of the significantly enriched transcription factors (IRF1, MYC, E2F4, and
391  NFE2L2; Table 2) and their targets, we observed two consistent patterns (Figure 7). First, the greatest
392  magnitude differences in median target expression between SSc and HCs were seen in cluster 5. Second,
393  in each of those instances, the median target expression in GERD was between that of SSc and HCs. The
394  expression correlations between the enriched transcription factors and their targets were positive for MYC
395  (r=0.42) and E2F4 (r=0.24) and negative for /RFI (r=-0.20) and NFE2L2 (r=-0.18).

396

397  FLII expression in human EECs

398  Deletion of the Flil gene in epithelial cells in mice has been shown to recapitulate histological and

399  molecular features of esophageal involvement in SSc**. Therefore, we investigated the expression of FLII
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400  in our human esophageal samples. The expression of FLII in human EECs was negligible and did not meet
401  the minimum expression thresholds for inclusion in our differential gene expression analysis. We did
402  observe low FLII expression levels in endothelial cells (Supplemental Figure 7A), but the expression
403  differences between SSc, HCs, and GERD was not significant (Supplemental Figure 7B). There were
404  many FLI1 downstream targets among the proximal, superficial DEGs between SSc and HCs and seven
405  between SSc and GERD (4RPC2, RAB24, MTPN, PPIF upregulated; CEBPZ, TRMTIOC, TBP
406  downregulated); however, the proportion of these genes among all DEGs was not different than what would
407  be expected by chance (P>0.05), and the average expression of FLI1 targets was higher in GERD and lower
408  in HCs compared to the expression in SSc (Supplemental Figure 7C).

409

410  Correlations with clinical phenotypes

411 We next evaluated whether the cellular and molecular changes we observed between SSc¢, GERD, and HCs
412  were correlated with specific clinical measures of esophageal dysfunction (Table 1). To test for associations
413  with esophageal motility phenotypes, we performed ordinal regression against increasing phenotype
414  severity. To more efficiently model the covariance structure among quantitative, functional esophageal
415  measures in SSc (Figure 8A), we performed PCA on a set of nine clinical metrics and tested for correlations
416  with the first two PCs (Figure 8B). The first PC explained 45.5% of variance and was most correlated with
417  FLIP intra-balloon pressure at 60ml (r=0.94), The second PC explained 22.6% of variance and was most
418  correlated with HRM basal EGJ pressure (r=0.74).

419 We did not observe any significant correlations between epithelial cell compartment proportions in
420  SSc and esophageal motility phenotypes. It appeared that the low proportion of superficial cells in the
421 esophageal epithelium was a universal feature in SSc, regardless of phenotype (Supplemental Figure 8A).
422 The proportion of superficial cells decreased with disease duration, but the trend was not statistically
423 significant (P=0.1; Supplemental Figure 8B). We also did not observe any significant correlations between

424  EEC compartment proportions and quantitative trait PCs (Figure 8C).
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425 We then tested for correlations with gene expression in superficial EECs for genes that were
426  significantly differentially expressed in SSc compared to HCs (Pagj<0.05) and nominally differentially
427  expressed in SSc compared to GERD (P<0.05). There were 433 genes that met these criteria in the proximal
428  esophagus and 99 in the distal esophagus. Although no associations with esophageal motility phenotypes
429  were statistically significant after adjusting for multiple testing, the strongest phenotypic correlation was
430  with TRIM11 (PrLir=0.01, Purm=0.007, Supplemental Figure 8C), a gene recently found to attenuate Treg
431  cell differentiation in CD4" T cells in mice®. No associations with the top two clinical PCs were significant
432 after adjusting for multiple testing. We also tested for clinical PC correlations with aggregate
433  metallothionein gene expression and transcription factor target expression for IRF1, MYC, E2F4, and
434  NFE2L2. We observed one nominal association between the mean metallothionein module score and PC1
435  (P=0.02, Figure 8D). Notably, within superficial cells we also observed a strong correlation between the
436  proportion of metallothionein-expressing cluster 3 cells and PC1 in the distal esophagus (Figure 8E). This
437  indicates that not only is this population of cells reduced in SSc, but its relative decrease is further correlated
438  with more severe esophageal involvement (Figure 8F). Therefore, our findings suggest that increased
439  esophageal dysmotility in SSc is associated with a decline in metallothionein-expressing superficial EECs,
440  which coincides with lower overall metallothionein expression in superficial cells.

441

442

443  DISCUSSION

444  Esophageal dysfunction is extremely common in SSc and is significantly associated with increased
445  mortality and lower quality of life®®!. The causal mechanisms by which SSc affects the esophagus,
446  however, have not been conclusively determined. Here, we sought to clarify the role of epithelial cells in
447  SSc esophageal dysfunction by using scRNA-seq to quantify cellular and transcriptional changes relative
448  to HCs and individuals with GERD. While our findings indicate that epithelial changes in SSc result
449  primarily from chronic acid exposure, they also highlight immunoregulatory pathways uniquely altered in

450  SSc that may be linked to pathogenic aberrations.
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451 With epithelial layers of the skin and internal organs being primary sites of injury in SSc, the
452 pathogenic role of epithelial cells in SSc has long been an ongoing area of research. When damaged,
453 epithelial cells release signals that help induce fibroblast activation to promote wound healing®. In SSc,
454  epidermal keratinocyte characteristics resemble a pro-fibrotic, activated state®. SSc epidermal cells were
455  also found to stimulate fibroblasts in culture®’, and some signs related to epithelial-mesenchymal transition
456  (EMT) have been observed in the SSc epidermis®®. The FLII (friend leukemia integration 1) transcription
457  factor, in particular, has received much attention for its potential role in epithelial-cell-mediated SSc
458  pathogenesis®. Lower FLI1 expression was observed in the epidermis of diffuse cutaneous SSc, and
459  inactivation of FLI1 in human keratinocytes in vitro induced gene expression changes characteristic of
460  SSc*. Furthermore, conditional deletion of Flil in epithelial cells produced an SSc-like phenotype in
461  mice*. Importantly, the epithelial-cell-specific Fl/i/ knockout further recapitulated the esophageal
462  involvement of SSc, with increased collagen deposition in the lamina propria combined with atrophy of the
463 circular muscle layer, and the esophageal changes were not mediated by T-cell autoimmunity**. In contrast
464  to these previous studies in mice and epidermal keratinocytes, we did not observe FLII expression in EECs
465  in any condition. FLII was expressed at low levels in endothelial cells, but the expression differences
466  between SSc, HCs, and GERD were not significant. We did observe significantly increased expression in
467  SSc and GERD of the PI3 gene, which encodes trappin-2/elafin, previously found to be induced by Flil
468  silencing in human dermal microvascular endothelial cells®”. However, this association is unlikely to be
469  pathogenic, as the increase in gene expression was greater in GERD, and a growing body of evidence
470  indicates that trappin-2/elafin is expressed to promote tissue repair in response to gastrointestinal tissue
471  inflammation™.

472 While there have been many studies of epithelial cells in skin in SSc, molecular study of the human
473  esophagus in SSc had heretofore been limited to one array-based gene expression study in bulk tissue
474  conducted by Taroni and colleagues", in which they identified distinct expression signatures among
475  variable genes between 15 individuals with SSc that were similar to those seen in skin’'. These signatures

476  were independent of clinically defined SSc subsets'”, suggestive of inter-individual heterogeneity in SSc.
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477  They also found that gene expression patterns between upper and lower esophageal biopsies within
478  individuals were nearly identical. They did not observe statistical associations between inflammatory gene
479  expression signatures and GERD, but the study was underpowered for such an analysis, and GERD was
480  defined based on histological evidence for basal cell hyperplasia and intraepithelial lymphocyte counts.
481 The gene expression differences we observed in SSc epithelial cells were highly correlated with
482  those seen in GERD, and nearly all differential gene expression was limited to the superficial layers of the
483  epithelium. These observations suggest that the primary driver of differential gene expression in EECs in
484  SSc is chronic acid exposure. The genes with the strongest mutual upregulation in SSc and GERD were
485  primarily related to keratinization/cornification, including small proline-rich proteins (SPRRs), serine
486  protease inhibitors (serpins), S100 proteins, late cornified envelope (LCE) genes, and keratins associated
487  with terminal epithelial differentiation, namely KRTDAP and KRT. KRTI helps maintain epithelial barrier
488  function in gastrointestinal epithelial cells, and its overexpression was shown to attenuate IL-1B-induced
489  epithelial permeability’>. The mutual upregulation of these genes in the outer layers of the epithelium
490 therefore likely represent a protective response to chronic acid exposure.

491 While the overall gene expression differences were highly correlated between SSc and GERD,
492 there were sets of genes disproportionately upregulated in SSc that hint at disease-related immune response
493  aberrations, including genes that have previously been implicated in SSc pathogenesis. For example,
494  PTGES, which encodes prostaglandin E synthase, was previously found to be significantly upregulated in
495  SSc fibroblasts” and inflammatory non-classical monocytes®, and Ptges-null mice were resistant to
496  bleomycin-induced fibrosis®. CD44 and CD74 form the receptor complex for the macrophage inhibitory
497  factor (MIF), an inflammatory cytokine that promotes fibroblast migration and has been implicated in SSc
498  pathogenesis”™. LTB4R (Leukotriene B4 Receptor, or BLT1) has been found to activate AKT/mTOR
499  signaling and knockdown of LTB4R attenuated fibrosis in bleomycin-induced SSc in murine models®.
500  Serum HBEGEF (heparin-binding epidermal growth factor) levels and fibroblast HBEGF expression were
501  both significantly elevated in SSc”’. Copy number variation of APOBEC3A4 was significantly associated

502  with SSc in a Han Chinese population’®. Finally, the SSc-specific upregulation of genes involved in antigen
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503  processing and presentation (HLA-B, CD74, TAP1, PSMB8, PSMBY) are suggestive of increased human
504  leukocyte antigen (HLA) class I activity in superficial EECs in SSc. Notably, TAP1, PSMBS, and PSMB9
505  are located immediately adjacent to one another in the class II region of the HLA locus, which is the
506  genomic region with the strongest genetic associations with SSc*’, and SSc-associated HLA-B alleles have
507  also been identified'"'"",

508 The most striking set of genes that were uniquely downregulated in SSc were metallothioneins.
509  The expression of detected metallothioneins (MT1A4, MTIE, MTIF, MT1G, MTI1H, MTIM, MTI1X, MT2A)
510  was strongly induced in the superficial compartment of EECs, but significantly less so in SSc and,
511  interestingly, only in the proximal esophagus. We further observed a nominal association between relative
512 metallothionein expression in the proximal esophagus and the first PC of esophageal dysmotility among
513 SSc patients, with lower expression of metallothioneins correlated with greater EGJ distensibility and
514  weaker contractility. The proportion of the primary metallothionein-expressing cluster within superficial
515  EECs was likewise significantly associated with clinical PC1. The metallothioneins are a family of well-
516  conserved, metal-binding proteins that regulate zinc and copper homeostasis, prevent heavy metal
517  poisoning, and combat oxidative stress'**'®. Their study in a wide array of physiological conditions and
518  immune-mediated diseases has revealed the proteins play central roles in innate and adaptive immunity,
519  including autoimmunity, but their immunoregulatory behavior is highly complex and context-specific'**'%,
520  Given their import in immune regulation, their associations with SSc and esophageal motility reported in

104

521  this study, and the connection between SSc and heavy metal exposure ™, the metallothioneins are

522 compelling candidates that warrant further study in SSc.

523 Interestingly, there was greater relative gene dysregulation in the proximal esophagus compared to
524  the distal esophagus in SSc, but the opposite was true for GERD. This discrepancy suggests that esophageal
525  dysmotility in SSc leads to greater acid exposure in the proximal esophagus, since refluxed gastric acid

5

526  typically affects the distal esophagus significantly more than the proximal esophagus'® and abnormal

527  peristalsis prolongs acid clearance'®. This finding coincides with a bulk RNA-seq study of esophageal

107

528  mucosa of achalasia patients ”', which likewise identified more differential expression in the proximal
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529  esophagus than in the distal esophagus, including significant enrichment of matrisome-associated genes

197 Due to differences

530  and lower expression of genes associated with reactive oxygen species metabolism
531  ininnervation depth'®, the epithelium of the proximal esophagus has more nociceptive sensitivity than the
532 distal esophagus, which likely contributes to the association between gastrointestinal symptoms and lower
533 quality of life in SSc'®. Proximal acid exposure increases the risk of aspiration''” and is significantly more
534  prevalent in SSc patients with idiopathic lung fibrosis'"".

535 Targets for several transcription factors, including IRF1, MYC, E2F4, and NFE2L2 (or NRF2),
536  were significantly enriched among DEGs in superficial EECs from the proximal esophagus. IRF1 is
537  involved innate immune responses, but while IRF1 targets were enriched in DEGs between SSc and GERD,
538  the enrichment appeared to be driven by upregulation in GERD. IRF1 targets were not enriched in DEGs
539  between SSc and HCs, nor was IRF1 significantly differentially expressed in SSc. MYC, E2F4, and
540  NFE2L2 all participate in different stages of the cell cycle''”"''*, and expression of each was highest in
541  ecither the proliferating basal or suprabasal compartments, but these proteins may also play a role in terminal
542 differentiation of EECs, particularly under conditions of stress. In the least differentiated superficial cluster
543 (cluster 5), where the expression differences relative to HCs for each of these transcription factors and their
544 targets was most pronounced, the expression level changes in GERD were correlated with those observed
545 in SSc. Furthermore, Myc ablation in Krtl4-expressing tissues in mice led to abnormal terminal
546  differentiation of epithelial cells'’’, and a study of the esophageal epithelium in Nrf2 knockout mice
547  indicated that Nrf2 regulates cornification of keratinized epithelial cells under conditions of stress''®.

548 There are important limitations to consider when interpreting this study. First, this study only
549  focused on squamous epithelial cells. There may be relevant changes in other cell types within the
550  esophageal mucosa that correlate with SSc and dysmotility, but such analyses are ongoing and were outside
551  the scope of this investigation. Second, the relatively small patient sample size of this study combined with
552 the heterogeneity of SSc subtypes and dysmotility phenotypes limited our power to detect clinical
553  associations between cell type proportions or gene expression changes and specific clinical phenotypes.

554  Heterogeneous molecular profiles in SSc esophagus samples have been described previously'”, but we
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555  grouped all SSc patients together in our analyses for comparisons against GERD and HCs. We applied
556  ordinal logistic regression on motility classifications and performed principal components analysis on
557  reflux- and motility-related quantitative traits to increase our power to detect clinical associations but were
558  nonetheless statistically limited by sample size. Third, we did not examine imaging data in the SSc
559  esophageal mucosa. Therefore, we cannot make conclusions on the morphological states that accompany
560  the transcriptional and cellular proportion changes that we observed. Future studies utilizing larger, more
561  homogeneous cohorts with imaging data may be able to detect more esophageal epithelial changes
562  associated with dysmotility in SSc.

563 In summary, esophageal complications are common in individuals with SSc and can greatly impact
564  quality of life and lifespan. In this study, we sought to clarify the role of the epithelium in SSc esophageal
565  involvement. Through a thorough, single-cell-level transcriptomic investigation, we identified the unique
566  cellular and transcriptional differences present in the SSc esophageal epithelium. There were significantly
567  fewer terminally differentiated epithelial cells in the outermost, superficial layers in both the proximal and
568  distal esophagus, but otherwise epithelial compartment proportions were similar to healthy controls,
569  including proliferating cell proportions. Significant differences in gene expression were likewise almost
570  exclusively found in the superficial compartment, and these changes were highly correlated with those seen
571  in individuals with GERD, indicating that the primary driver of differential gene expression in the SSc
572  esophageal epithelium is chronic acid exposure. Transcriptional differences were also more prominent in
573  the proximal esophagus of SSc patients, suggesting that esophageal dysmotility leads to greater proximal
574  exposure. Genes that were most disproportionately dysregulated in SSc compared to GERD belonged to
575  immune-related pathways, including innate and adaptive response, antigen presentation, and metal
576  homeostasis, and may therefore point to pathogenic immune dysfunction. Future studies investigating these
577  pathways in non-epithelial cell populations in more homogeneous SSc cohorts may further resolve the
578  pathogenic mechanisms driving esophageal involvement in SSc. By serving as an atlas for the human

579  esophageal epithelium in SSc, this study can guide future efforts to address remaining gaps in our
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580  understanding of the SSc esophagus, to ultimately uncover pathogenic mechanisms and identify actionable

581  targets.
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953  FIGURES

954 Figure 1. ScCRNA-seq sample composition by cell type. A) Integrated UMAP embedding of all cells
955 (n=306,372) labeled by cell type. B) Expression by cell type of canonical markers. C) Sample-wise (n=39)
956  distribution of major cell types. D) Proportion of cells by cell type.

957

958 Figure 2. Landscape of esophageal epithelial cells. A) Histological summary of the human esophageal
959  epithelium, adopted from Clevenger et al.? Alternatively shaded cells within the same layer represent
960 proliferating cells. NOTE: The layers of replicating cells not attached to the basement membrane, labeled
961 here as proliferating suprabasal cells, are sometimes referred to as epibasal cells?®®. B) Integrated UMAP
962  embedding of all esophageal epithelial cells (EECs, n=230,720) labeled by epithelial compartment. C)
963  Expression by EEC compartment and cell cycle markers. C) Proportion of proliferating basal and
964  suprabasal cells by condition and biopsy location. E) Proportions of cells by condition, EEC compartment,
965 and biopsy location. The bars denote the mean values, the vertical lines the standard deviations, and the
966 points the individual sample proportions. Pairwise differences across conditions were evaluated statistically
967  using MASC?®2. *p<0.05; **p<0.005.

968

969 Figure 3. Distribution of esophageal epithelial cells by differentiation score and epithelial
970 compartment. A) Integrated UMAP embeddings of esophageal epithelial cells divided by disease state,
971 colored by differentiation score. B) Swarm plots of esophageal epithelial cells by differentiation score,
972  colored by epithelial compartment.

973

974 Figure 4. Differential gene expression at single-cell resolution in esophageal epithelial cells. A) Inter-
975 sample expression correlations are shown for each epithelial compartment for the 2,000 most variable
976  genes. B) The distribution of inter-sample expression correlations are shown by epithelial compartment. C-
977 D) UpSet plots showing differential gene expression at the single-cell level by epithelial compartment for
978  SSc vs HCs (purple) and GERD vs HCs (orange) in the proximal (C) and distal (D) esophagus. E) The
979  number of significantly differentially expressed genes with |log2FC| >0.1 are shown for SSC vs. HCs and

980 GERD vs. HCs, by non-proliferating epithelial compartment and biopsy location. F) Gene set enrichment
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981  analysis results, showing all pathways enriched with P<0.001 (unadjusted) for SSc vs. HCs (purple) and
982 GERD vs. HCs (orange), split by non-proliferating epithelial compartment and biopsy location. Pathways in
983  bold had enrichment with P<0.001 in both SSc and GERD. Points circled in red indicate statistical
984  significance after adjusting for the number of tested pathways (Pror<0.05). G-H) Relative gene expression
985  (SSc vs. HCs) for all DEGs at the single-cell level were modeled using Lamian®® and plotted against the
986  epithelial differentiation score in the proximal (G) and distal (H) esophagus. These trajectories were
987 clustered based on Euclidean distance using Ward’s method. The lefthand color bar displays the blended
988  color of all epithelial compartments in which each gene was differentially expressed. In G), labeled genes
989 highlight the top 25 ranked genes in the leading edge of the innate immune system pathway enriched in
990  SScin the superficial compartment of the proximal esophagus. In H), the labeled genes mark the leading
991 edge genes of the matrisome pathway enriched in SSc in the suprabasal compartment of the distal
992  esophagus. I-L) Dot plots showing average gene expression, by condition and epithelial compartment, for
993 the most highly represented protein families in the leading edges of significantly enriched pathways:
994  keratins (), S100 proteins (J), small proline-rich proteins (K), and serine protease inhibitors (L). M) Single-
995 cell gene expression by condition, epithelial compartment, and esophageal region for P/3, the most frequent

996  gene in leading edges of significantly enriched pathways.
997

998 Figure 5. Differential gene expression aggregated by sample and EEC compartment. A-B) Gene

999  expression differences between SSc and HCs (A) and between SSc and GERD (B) are shown for each
1000  EEC compartment. Significant DEGs (FDR<0.05) are highlighted in purple. The percentages of genes that
1001  were significantly differentially expressed in each compartment are plotted in blue in along the secondary
1002 Y axis. C-D) Gene expression differences in log2FC are shown for SSc vs. HCs (Y axis) against GERD vs.
1003  HCs (X axis) within the superficial compartment in the proximal (C) and distal (D) regions. Significant DEGs
1004  in both conditions are highlighted in blue, significant DEGs in SSC only are highlighted in purple, and
1005 significant DEGs in GERD only are highlighted in orange. The correlation between comparisons is shown
1006  in the upper left, and the slope and coefficient of determination for the modeled linear regression with
1007 intercept=0 is displayed in the lower right. Trendlines with 95% confidence intervals are plotted in pink, and

1008  the dashed grey lines denote where y=x. Encircled points highlight disease-specific DEGs that are
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1009  referenced in the main text and plotted in (E), which shows the distribution of expression aggregated by
1010  sample in the superficial compartment across conditions and biopsy locations. Pairwise differential
1011  expression was determined using edgeR’s quasi-likelihood F-tests: *p<0.05; **p<0.05; ***p<0.0005. F) The
1012  number of significant DEGs are shown for GERD vs. HCs (orange) and for all permutations of n=4 samples
1013  for SSc vs. HCs (purple) in superficial cells for both proximal and distal regions. The point within the SSc
1014  distribution is the median value. G-H) The distributions of relative FC or slope m (G) and coefficient of
1015  determination r? (H) are shown for all permutations of n=4 SSc samples, determined by modeling a linear
1016  regression with intercept=0 for the log2FC of SSc vs. HCs against the log2FC of GERD vs. HCs for all
1017  expressed genes in the superficial compartment for both proximal and distal regions. DEG, differentially
1018  expressed gene; FC, fold change.

1019

1020  Figure 6. Landscape of superficial esophageal epithelial cells. A) Integrated UMAP embedding of alll
1021  superficial EECs (n=30,866) clustered by unique transcriptional signatures. B) Relative expression of
1022 cluster-specific gene signatures. C) Epithelial differentiation score by superficial cell cluster. D) Proportion
1023 of superficial cells by condition and cluster from the proximal esophagus. The bars denote the mean values,
1024  the vertical lines the standard deviations, and the points the individual sample proportions. Pairwise
1025 differences across conditions were evaluated statistically using MASC®2. *p<0.05; **p<0.005. E) Distribution
1026 of metallothionein module score in proximal, superficial cells by condition. The metallothionein module
1027 score included MT1A, MT1E, MT1F, MT1G, MT1H, MT1M, MT1X, and MT2A. F) Distribution of relative
1028 metallothionein expression by cluster and condition in superficial cells from proximal esophagus. All
1029  pairwise comparisons were between SSc and GERD were statistically significant, except for cluster 5.

1030

1031  Figure 7. Expression of enriched transcription factors and their targets in superficial EECs in
1032  proximal esophagus. The distributions of enriched transcription factor expression and target module
1033  scores are shown proximal, superficial cells by condition and superficial cluster for A) IRF1, B) MYC, C)
1034 E2F4, and D) NE2L2.

1035
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1036  Figure 8. Correlations with clinical phenotypes. A) Heatmap of quantitative clinical traits organized using
1037  agglomerative, complete hierarchical clustering on Euclidean distances, with pairwise Spearman
1038  correlations shown in each cell. B) SSc cases are plotted on the first two PCs of the quantitative clinical
1039 traits, colored by esophageal motility phenotype. The relative magnitude and direction of trait correlations
1040  with the PCs are shown with black arrows. C) Correlations between EEC compartments and clinical trait
1041  PCs in SSc cases. Linear regression trendlines with 95% confidence intervals are shown for each
1042  compartment against PC1 and PC2. D) Correlations between aggregate, relative metallothionein
1043 expression and clinical trait PCs in superficial cells in the proximal esophagus. Trendlines with 95%
1044  confidence intervals are shown with the unadjusted correlation P-value. The metallothionein module score
1045 included MT1A, MT1E, MT1F, MT1G, MT1H, MT1M, MT1X, and MT2A. E) Correlations between superficial
1046  clusters (SCs) and clinical trait PC1 in SSc cases. Linear regression trendlines with 95% confidence
1047 intervals are shown for each SC. The displayed P-values correspond to the highlighted correlations
1048  between SC3 and PC1. F) Boxplots showing the proportion of SC3 in superficial cells by esophageal motility
1049  phenotype in the proximal and distal esophagus, colored by disease state (HCs, grey; GERD, orange; SSc,
1050 purple). AET, acid exposure time; BEDQ, brief esophageal dysphagia questionnaire; BMI, body mass index;
1051 DCI, distal contractile integral; DI, distensibility index; EGJ, esophagogastric junction; EGJOO,
1052 esophagogastric junction outflow obstruction; FLIP, functional luminal imaging probe panometry; HCs,
1053 healthy controls; HRM, high-resolution manometry; IEM, ineffective esophageal motility; IQR, inter-quartile
1054 range; IRP, integrated relaxation pressure; NEQOL, Northwestern esophageal quality of life; NM,

1055  neuromyogenic model. NR, not reported.
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1056 SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURES

1057  Supplemental Figure 1. Cell clustering and cell type annotation. A) Cell type module scores for 10
1058  detected cell types, colored by relative gene expression of the listed genes. B) Projected UMAP
1059 embeddings calculated on the top 40 PCs with n=200 neighbors. Cells are colored by cluster, which are
1060  numbered in descending order by total cell count. Clusters were determined using Seurat’'s modularity-
1061  based clustering on a shared nearest neighbor (SNN) graph with k=25 and resolution=0.25 on the top 40
1062  PCs. C) Isolation of cluster 13 for annotation of cell types with smaller proportions of cells and projected
1063  UMAP embeddings for cluster 13, colored by subcluster. D) Cell type module scores for 7 detected cell
1064 types in subcluster 13, colored by relative gene expression of the listed genes.

1065

1066  Supplemental Figure 2. Epithelial cell quality control and annotation. A) Projected UMAP embeddings
1067  forintegrated, esophageal epithelial cells (EECs) calculated on the top 35 PCs with n=100 neighbors. Cells
1068 are colored by cluster, which are numbered in descending order by total cell count. Clusters were
1069  determined using Seurat's modularity-based clustering on a shared nearest neighbor (SNN) graph with
1070 k=40 and resolution=0.50 on the top 40 PCs. B) EEC UMAP projection, colored by the number of unique
1071  genes per cell. C) Distribution of number of UMIs detected per cell, split by cluster. EECs with <3500
1072 UMls/cell were removed from further analysis. D) EEC UMAPs colored by gene expression (log(counts+1)))
1073 for genes included in compartment-specific expression scores. E) EEC UMAPs colored by compartment
1074 expression scores. F) Projected UMAP embeddings for post-quality-control EECs calculated on the top 35
1075 PCs with n=100 neighbors. Cells are colored by cluster, which are numbered in descending order by total
1076  cell count. Clusters were determined using Seurat’'s modularity-based clustering on a SNN graph with k=50
1077  and resolution=0.25 on the top 35 PCs. G) Result of K-means clustering to distinguish suprabasal from
1078 basal cells, based on expression of corresponding cluster markers (Supplemental Figure 4) in clusters 3,
1079 4, and 5, with K=2. H) Result of K-means clustering to distinguish superficial from suprabasal cells, based
1080  on expression of corresponding cluster markers (Supplemental Figure 4) in clusters 6, 7, and 8, with K=2.
1081 1) Predicted classification of cell cycle state in EECs determined using using Seurat’s CellCycleScoring()
1082  function.

1083
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1084  Supplemental Figure 3. Derivation of epithelial cell differentiation score. A) Density plots of
1085  esophageal epithelial cell compartment module scores by compartment annotation. B) Density plot of
1086  epithelial cell differentiation score by annotated compartment. C) UMAP of esophageal epithelial cells
1087  colored by differentiation score.

1088

1089 Supplemental Figure 4. Group-wise gene expression correlation for variable genes. A) 2,000 most
1090  variable genes among single cells across all samples, with top 20 labeled. B) Correlations of gene
1091  expression aggregated by condition and biopsy location are shown for each epithelial compartment for the
1092 2,000 most variable genes, with proximal samples along the Y axis and distal samples along the X axis.
1093

1094  Supplemental Figure 5. Differential gene expression aggregated by sample and esophageal
1095 epithelial cell compartment. A) Multidimensional scaling plots of aggregate gene expression samples
1096  colored by sample, epithelial compartment, condition, and biopsy location. B) Volcano plots of differential
1097  gene expression between SSc and GERD by epithelial compartment and biopsy location with significant
1098  associations highlighted in red and outer significantly differentially expressed genes labeled. C) Gene
1099  expression differences in log2FC are shown for SSc vs. HCs (Y axis) against GERD vs. HCs (X axis) for
1100 each epithelial compartment in the proximal and distal regions. Outer significantly differentially expressed
1101 genes are labeled, as well as immune-related genes uniquely differentially expressed in SSc. The
1102  Spearman correlations between gene expression differences are shown in the upper right of each plot (r),
1103  the relative FC or slope (m) and coefficient of determination (r?) are shown in the bottom right of each plot.
1104  Trendlines with 95% confidence intervals are plotted in pink, and the dashed grey lines denote where y=x.
1105 D) Distributions of aggregate gene expression by epithelial layer, biopsy location, and condition are shown
1106  for top SSc-specific and GERD-specific differentially expressed genes.

1107

1108  Supplemental Figure 6. Expression of superficial esophageal epithelial cell markers. UMAPs with
1109 expression for the top superficial cluster markers are shown along with the epithelial differentiation score
1110  for superficial cells.

1111
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1112  Supplemental Figure 7. FLI1 expression in human esophageal mucosa. A) UMAP of integrated
1113 mucosal dataset, colored by FLI/1 expression. The distribution of FL/71 expression by cell type is shown in
1114  the upper right. B) Distribution of FLI/1 expression by cell type and disease state. Endothelial cells had the
1115 highest FLI1 expression, but the expression differences between diseases was not significant. C) Violin
1116  plot of the relative expression of FLI1 target genes in superficial cells.

1117

1118  Supplemental Figure 8. Epithelial cell compartment proportions and additional correlations by
1119  motility phenotype. A-B) Proportions of esophageal epithelial cell compartments by HRM (A) and FLIP
1120  (B) esophageal dysmotility phenotypes are shown for the proximal and distal esophagus samples. The
1121 bars denote the mean values, the vertical lines the standard deviations, and the points the individual
1122  sample proportions. C) The relationship between the proportion of superficial cells and the SSc disease
1123 duration is plotted for proximal and distal samples. Trendlines with 95% confidence intervals are plotted in
1124 pink, and correlation P-values are displayed in the upper right corners. D) The distribution of normalized
1125  gene expression values by esophageal motility phenotype are shown for the TRIM11 gene for the FLIP,
1126  HRM, and NM esophogeal dysmotility classifications. Unadjusted ordinal regression p-values are

1127 displayed in the upper left corners. TRIM11 was the most strongly association gene with the dysmotility
1128  phenotypes by p-value. HRM, high-resolution manometry; FLIP, functional luminal imaging probe

1129  panometry; IEM, ineffective esophageal motility; EGJOO, esophagogastric junction outflow obstruction;

1130  NM, neuromyogenic model.
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1131 TABLES
Table 1. Patient demographics and clinical characteristics
HCs SSc GERD
Demographics N=6 N=10 N=4
Sex — female 5 (83.3%) 9 (90%) 3 (75%)
Race — white 5 (83.3%) 8 (80%) 2 (50%)
Ethnicity — non-Hispanic 5 (83.3%) 8 (80%) 2 (50%)
Race/ethnicity — unknown/NR 1 (16.7%) 2 (20%) 2 (50%)
Traits N Median (IQR) N Median (IQR) N Median (IQR)
Age (yrs) 6 27 (25-29) 10 54 (47-70) 42 (30-56)
BMI (kg/m?) 6 23 (22-25) 10 22 (19-30) 4 24 (23-36)
Esophageal motility
Mean DCI (mmHgesscm) 6 464.2 (386-6-1026.1) | 10 57.5 (0.0-206.1) 2 509.6 (367.4-651.7)
Pressure 60ml (mmHg) 6 43.5 (38.3-54.5) 31.0 (30.5-40.3) -
EGJ barrier function
ngﬁ;‘)’iramw EGJ pressure 6 7 (4-8) 10 6 (3-10) 2 12 (11-12)
EGJ contractile index (mmHgecm) | 6 19.4 (15.2-29.0) 10 21.0 (19.1-27.5) 2 19.0 (10.8-27.1)
Median IRP (mmHg) 6 4 (3-9) 10 6 (4-12) 8 (6-9)
EGJ-DI (mm?mmHg) 6 6.2 (5.2-8.5) 9 6.3 (4.1-9.2) - -
Reflux severity
AET (%) 6 0.8 (0.5-2.8) 4 8.7 (3.3-14.5) 3 16.8 (13.9-17.3)
GerdQ'"" score 6 0 (0-0) 10 3 (1-4) 3 3 (3-4)
BEDQ* score 6 0 (0-0) 8 8 (3-14) 3 1 (1-1)
NEQOL*? score 6 56 (56-56) 8 31 (23-47) 3 36 (29-46)
1132 AET, acid exposure time; BEDQ, brief esophageal dysphagia questionnaire; BMI, body mass index; DCI, distal contractile integral;
1133 DI, distensibility index; EGJ, esophagogastric junction; HCs, healthy controls; IQR, inter-quartile range; IRP, integrated relaxation
1134 pressure; NEQOL, Northwestern esophageal quality of life; NR, not reported
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1135
Table 2. Pairwise transcription factor enrichment in superficial cells in proximal esophagus
. i . DEG DEG Targets /| | TF Targets / TF Expr. | TF Expr.
Cc TF Direct Pagj
omparison frection Targets DEGs Background o LogFC Pag;
+- 7 0.11 0.03 2.9x1072
SSc vs. GERD IRF1 0.22 9.0x10"
- 5 0.19 0.03 8.9x10°3
MYC + 120 0.10 0.06 2.1x107 1.64 7.8x10°%
SSc vs. HCs E2F4 + 116 0.08 0.06 5.5x10% 0.88 9.8x10*
NFE2L2 - 108 0.11 0.07 7.6x10* 0.25 3.2x10"
DEG, differentially expressed gene; Expr., expression; GERD, gastroesophageal reflux disease ; HCs, healthy controls; LogFC,
logz (fold change); SSc, systemic sclerosis; TF, transcription factor.
1136
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