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For over 30 years, investigators have used the simple but nonvalidated classification criteria 
suggested by Moll and Wright. Several authors have suggested modifications to these, but 
most remain invalid or require human leukocyte antigen analysis. Now, a worldwide 
initiative has developed new criteria which include both clinical and radiological features. 
These will require further study before they are fully adopted for future studies, although 
improved performance should result in less variation between study cohorts. The recurring 
question of disease heterogeneity continues to occupy researchers in this field. Despite 
recent pleas to abandon the original five subgroups, a case can be made for retaining at 
least the two subgroups of peripheral and axial disease and, possibly, splitting the 
peripheral disease into oligo- and polyarthritis. 

Virtually all published studies of psoriatic arthritis
use the criteria suggested by Moll and Wright in
their classic paper published in 1973 (Box 1) [1].
The criteria are simple to use and specify three
conditions: the presence of psoriasis, an inflam-
matory arthritis and a negative test for rheuma-
toid factor. Interestingly, people classified as
having psoriatic arthritis by subsequent authors
appear to differ from those included by Moll and
Wright, particularly with reference to the
number of involved joints – Moll and Wright
found polyarthritis in 15% of cases whereas, in
later series, 65% had polyarthritis [2–6]. Further-
more, later series included patients who were
rheumatoid factor positive, in up to 13% in
some cases [2], and this raised the specter of cases
of seronegative (and in some cases seropositive)
rheumatoid arthritis (RA), with coincidental
psoriasis, being classified as psoriatic arthritis.
Moll and Wright, in their desire to keep the cri-
teria simple and sensitive, may have omitted the
other defining features of psoriatic arthritis, such
as dactylitis and enthesitis, from their stated
criteria while still using these in clinical practice.

In fact, the notion that current case series of
psoriatic arthritis are infiltrated by cases of RA
appears unfounded. Data from the ClASsifica-
tion of Psoriatic ARthritis (CASPAR) study
group found that cases of polyarticular psoriatic
arthritis had clinical, laboratory and radiological
features that more closely resembled oligoarticu-
lar psoriatic arthritis than RA (Figure 1) [7] . Why,
then, the paradox? This has been discussed in
more detail elsewhere [8], but Moll and Wright
did not give clear definitions for oligo- and pol-
yarthritis, so the confusion may simply be due to
insufficient clarity. Joint-by-joint comparison of

the CASPAR cases with cases from publications
of Moll and Wright (paper in preparation)
should help resolve this issue. 

In addition to those proposed by Moll and
Wright, there have been several other criteria
sets [2,9–13]. Until recently, none had been vali-
dated and none were founded on patient-derived
data. All were developed to add some specificity to
the criteria, usually a feature which is enhanced at
the cost of reduced sensitivity. Recently, these cri-
teria sets have been compared, firstly in a retro-
spective cross-sectional study in two centers and
secondly in a prospective multicenter design [14,15].
The specificity of all the criteria sets was found to
be high but the sensitivity varied from 0.42 to
0.98. Furthermore, not all cases could be classi-
fied because of missing data – this was particu-
larly true in the retrospective study where data
was extracted from routine clinical case notes –
and for the Fournié classification which included
human leukocyte antigen (HLA) status among its
criteria [13]. The results of the comparison from
the retrospective study are given in Table 1.

The CASPAR study group was established to
derive new data-driven classification criteria for
psoriatic arthritis. Data were collected in
32 centers worldwide by people with acknowl-
edged expertise in this condition. On average,
each center contributed 20 cases and 20 con-
trols, the controls being cases of other inflamma-
tory arthritis, with the additional stipulation that
at least half of these should have RA. Data were
collected to a standard format on consecutive
clinic attendees with psoriatic arthritis (a total of
588 subjects) and the next case of inflammatory
arthritis (a total of 536 subjects). Over 70% of
the controls had RA and a further 13% suffered
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ankylosing spondylitis. Altogether over 100 clin-
ical, radiological and laboratory variables were
collected. The new criteria were derived by logis-
tic regression and classification and regression
tree (CART) analysis (as a cross check), and the
performance of the new criteria compared with
the other existing criteria. 

The new CASPAR criteria (Table 2) gratify-
ingly have both characteristic dermatological,
clinical and radiological features and have both
high sensitivity and very high specificity. It is
also interesting to note that, with these criteria,
it is possible to be rheumatoid factor positive
and still have a diagnosis of psoriatic arthritis,
providing that other characteristic features are
present. Also of interest is the observation that
the dermatological features contribute more to
the criteria than the other features – in fact the
CART analysis was dominated by the skin dis-
ease: the combination of psoriasis and an

inflammatory arthritis alone gave the very
respectable figures of 0.96 and 0.97 for
sensitivity and specificity, respectively.

Perhaps the weakest aspect of the CASPAR
criteria is the initial qualification criterion:
inflammatory arthritis including spinal, periph-
eral and entheseal disease. As cases were physi-
cian diagnosed and without other stipulation in
the selection process, it was impossible to be
more precise with this description. In fact, the
majority cases had a peripheral arthritis pattern,
although 72 had a combined axial–peripheral
pattern, and 21 did not have any peripheral joint
involvement at all. Of these 21, two had pure
axial disease, 12 enthesitis and ten inflammatory
spinal pain (in combinations). 

A further weakness concerns the applicability
of the criteria to early disease, as the mean dura-
tion of disease of the cases was 12.5 years.
Clearly, further work will have to be done in this
respect, but it is tempting to suppose that other
features of spondyloarthropathy, such as enthe-
seal pain and inflammatory spinal pain, would
be included in any early criteria. 

A third concern with these criteria is located
in the composition of the controls. Approxi-
mately 70% of the controls had RA, but 13%
had ankylosing spondylitis and so the statistical
analyses were influenced against selecting spinal
features as characteristic of psoriatic arthritis.
Although it has been suggested that the spond-
ylitis of psoriatic arthritis is qualitatively and
quantitatively different from that seen in classical
ankylosing spondylitis, these differences did not
appear as discriminating features. Of course, had
the controls only consisted of RA cases, it is then
possible that the spinal features would have
appeared in the final criteria set.

The criteria derived, and the figures for sensi-
tivity and specificity (and those for post-hoc cal-
culations like the likelihood ratios) are therefore
very dependent on the control population (non-
or alternative disease) used to derive them. Fur-
thermore, it may be possible to manipulate the
sensitivity and specificity according to the use to
which the criteria are likely to be put. If classifi-
cation criteria are required to identify as many
cases as possible, then a high sensitivity in a pop-
ulation, similar to that in which the criteria will
be applied, is appropriate. If, however, cases are
required for a therapeutic trial in which a treat-
ment specific for that condition has been formu-
lated, then it is necessary to derive criteria with a
high specificity. It is therefore important to be
aware that the composition of the patient

Box 1. Classification criteria of Moll and Wright [1].

• Inflammatory arthritis
• Plus the presence of psoriasis
• In the absence of a positive serological test for rheumatoid factor (in the 

original paper this was described as the ‘usual’ absence of rheumatoid 
factor, measured by the Rose Waaler test)

Figure 1. Data from the CASPAR study. 
 

Polyarticular psoriatic (poly PSA) arthritis has clinical and laboratory features that 
more closely resemble oligoarticular psoriatic arthritis (non-poly PSA) than RA 
(poly RA) [7]. 
CASPAR: ClASsification of Psoriatic ARthritis; CCP: Anti-cyclic citrullinated 
peptide antibodies; PSA: Psoriatic arthritis; RA: Rheumatoid arthritis; RF: 
Rheumatoid factor.
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groups, and the analysis procedures, are impor-
tant factors influencing the appropriate use of
new criteria sets. 

In the case of psoriatic arthritis, most clinicians
would claim that they have little difficulty diag-
nosing this condition. Bedside diagnosis is, of
course, a separate issue to classification criteria,
but once classification criteria have been pub-
lished, clinicians frequently misuse them for
clinic or bedside diagnosis. However, from a clin-
ical point of view, physicians not otherwise recog-
nized for their specialization in psoriatic arthritis
still have difficulty making the diagnosis [16], and
there is even some doubt about the ability of
‘experts’ to agree on the diagnosis in ‘gray’ cases
[17]. A typical scenario is the patient with seroneg-
ative symmetrical polyarthritis and psoriasis. The
mere presence of psoriasis is usually sufficient for
a diagnosis of psoriatic arthritis to be made but,

inevitably, there will be cases of true RA in which
coincidental psoriasis occurs. Thus, bedside diag-
nosis continues to provide problems ,but the new
classification criteria should provide some uni-
formity for therapeutic trials and also a more
homogenous group for laboratory studies.

Is there any purpose in wishing to distinguish
psoriatic arthritis from RA or psoriatic arthritis
from other spondyloarthropathies? Does it matter
in terms of treatment and outcome? With regards
to the first contrast, between psoriatic arthritis and
RA, as they both essentially cause a deforming
inflammatory arthritis, should not they be treated
in the same way? Recent developments in cytokine
research would support this, but, on the other
hand, there is evidence supporting the concept of
psoriatic arthritis as a disease distinct from RA
both radiologically [12] and pathologically [18,19].
Furthermore, RA is often a systemic disease with

Table 1. Test performance of classification rules.

Rule Rheumatoid arthritis Psoriatic arthritis Sensitivity Specificity Proportion unclassifiable

Gladman

Positive 1 321 0.97 0.993 0.042

Negative 146 10

Unclassifiable 9 12

McGonagle 

Positive 5 341 0.994 0.965 0.026

Negative 138 2

Unclassifiable 13 0

Fournié

Positive 9 304 0.993 0.882 0.234

Negative 67 2

Unclassifiable 80 37

ESSG

Positive 3 189 0.563 0.979 0.034

Negative 143 147

Unclassifiable 10 7

Moll and Wright

Positive 1 301 0.940 0.994 0.042

Negative 155 19

Unclassifiable 0 20

Bennett (5 of 8 version)

Positive 1 224 0.693 0.994 0.040

Negative 155 99

Unclassifiable 0 20

Vasey and Espinoza

Positive 1 340 0.991 0.993 0.018

Negative 146 3

Unclassifiable 9 0

Reproduced with permission from [14].
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significant extra-articular features and an adverse
prognosis. Although the level of disability is simi-
lar between hospital-based cohorts of patients
with these diseases, the mortality is higher in RA –
the standardized mortality ratio for psoriatic
arthritis at 1.62 and, for RA, 2.64 [20,21] It appears
unlikely, therefore, that we are studying a condi-
tion where otherwise typical RA is modified by the
presence of psoriasis and we should strive to
separate these conditions in the clinic, in interven-
tion studies and when sending specimens to the
laboratory for immunopathological studies. 

Categorization of psoriatic arthritis 
Wright originally proposed three subgroups for
psoriatic arthritis [22]. These were distal IP (DIP)
joint predominant disease, severely deforming
arthritis (which included patients with axial dis-
ease) and rheumatoid-like disease. Later, Moll
and Wright described five subgroups, as
described in Box 2 [1]. Since 1973, minor modifi-
cations have been made to the Moll and Wright
subgroups by a number of authors, including
Gladman and colleagues and Torre-Alonso and
colleagues [2,5]. Rather more drastic modifica-
tions have been proposed by Helliwell and
colleagues and Veale and colleagues [3,23].

Gladman expanded the five subgroups to
seven: distal disease (DIP only affected), oligoar-
thritis (<4 joints), polyarthritis, spondylitis only,
distal plus spondylitis and oligoarthritis plus
spondylitis, polyarthritis plus spondylitis. In this
cross-sectional study, 33% of the patients had
axial disease with or without peripheral features.
Arthritis mutilans was not seen sufficiently fre-
quently to require its own subgroup and was
believed to be an indicator of severity, rather
than a distinct group. Torre Alonso also con-
cluded that, since DIP arthritis occurs in any
other subgroup, this particular category is not
valid but otherwise distinguished the other four
Moll and Wright categories. 

Table 2. The CASPAR criteria.

Inflammatory articular disease (joint, spine, or entheseal), with three or more points from the following:

1. Evidence of psoriasis (one of a, b, c)

(a) Current psoriasis* (b) Personal history of psoriasis (c) Family history of psoriasis 

Psoriatic skin or scalp 
disease present today as judged 
by a rheumatologist 
or dermatologist

A history of psoriasis that may be 
obtained from patient, family 
doctor, dermatologist, 
rheumatologist or other 
qualified healthcare provider

A history of psoriasis in a first or 
second degree relative according 
to patient report

2. Psoriatic nail dystrophy

Typical psoriatic nail dystrophy including onycholysis, pitting and hyperkeratosis observed on current 
physical examination

3. A negative test for rheumatoid factor

By any method except latex but preferably by ELISA or nephelometry, according to the local laboratory 
reference range

4. Dactylitis (one of a, b)

(a) Current (b) History 

Swelling of an entire digit A history of dactylitis recorded 
by a rheumatologist

5. Radiological evidence of juxta-articular new bone formation

Ill-defined ossification near joint margins (but excluding osteophyte formation) on plain x-rays of hand or foot

Specificity 0.987, sensitivity 0.914 CASPAR.
*Current psoriasis scores 2 whereas all other items score 1. 
CASPAR: Classification of psoriatic arthritis; ELISA: Enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay.
Reproduced with permission from [15].

Box 2. The subgroups described by Moll 
and Wright in 1973 [1]. 

• Predominant distal interphalangeal 
joint disease (5%)

• Asymmetrical oligoarthritis (70%)
• Polyarthritis (15%)
• Spondylitis (5%)
• Arthritis mutilans (5%)

The frequency of each of these subgroups is 
given as a percentage (in brackets).
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Wright was later the senior author on a paper
from Leeds, UK, that suggested an alternative,
simplified classification. Using scintigraphy to
identify the distribution of both clinically
apparent disease and subclinical disease, a three-
subgroup classification was suggested: peripheral
polyarthritis, spondoarthritis and synovitis/acne/
pustulosis/hyperostosis/osteomyelitis (SAPHO) –
because of an appreciable incidence of extra-artic-
ular disease seen on scintigraphy. However, Veale
and colleagues concluded that the peripheral
arthritis group was too broad, containing patients
with a symmetrical polyarthritis (SP) and an
asymmetrical oligoarthritis (AO), which may dif-
fer with respect to deforming arthritis and radio-
graphic erosive disease. They also agreed with the
notion that DIP involvement did not require a
separate category and concluded with the
following three-group classification: asymmetrical
oligoarthritis, symmetrical polyarthritis and
predominant spondylitis. 

However, it could be argued that there is no
useful purpose served by distinguishing the
different patterns of peripheral joint involve-
ment and that articular disease in psoriatic
arthritis should be classified as either axial or
peripheral [24]. Arguments both for and against
can be adduced. 

First, to be useful from a clinical and prognos-
tic point of view, subgroup classification ought
to be stable over time. Although the study by
Helliwell and colleagues suggested that this was
so, Jones and colleagues found frequent progres-
sion from an oligoarticular pattern at presenta-
tion to a polyarticular pattern at the final
assessment [6], and this was further corroborated
by Marsal and colleagues [25]. On the other hand,
Kane and colleagues found polyarthritis
common at presentation but not at follow up,
probably as a result of treatment [26]. 

Peripheral disease pattern may change with
treatment, but subgroup definition may also be a
function of the way joint involvement is assessed.
Clinical examination is a relatively insensitive
way of identifying articular involvement – the
use of other modalities, such as X-rays, bone
scintigraphy, color Doppler ultrasound and mag-
netic resonance imaging (MRI), suggest that pat-
terns of articular involvement are quantitative
rather than qualitative [27]. In this way, different
methods of evaluation will produce different pat-
terns of joint and entheseal involvement with the
trend in favor of accumulating involvement:
what appears oligoarticular by one method may
be polyarticular by another. 

There is also evidence of instability in the axial
subgroup. First, the longer the duration of dis-
ease the more likely axial involvement will be.
Second, axial involvement may be apparent on,
for example, MRI when clinically absent [28].
Third, the definitions previously used for anky-
losing spondylitis – such as the modified New
York criteria – may not be applicable to psoriatic
arthritis as spinal changes may develop in the
absence of sacroiliac disease (Figure 2) [14,29]. 

One of the main reasons to form subgroups is
that they might behave differently over time,
either in terms of natural history or response to
treatment. With respect to the first of these
points, data from the Toronto group originally
found that the number of inflamed joints at
presentation was an important predictor varia-
ble for long-term damage [30]. In a later exten-
sion of this study, the significant variables in the
final model included the number of actively
inflamed joints (odds ratio: 1.04), functional
class (1.50), damage index (2.23), high number
of disease-modifying antirheumatic drugs
(DMARDs) use (1.83) and use of steroids
(1.89) [31]. These studies are reassuring. In the
clinic, it is appropriate to treat the patients with
the most severe disease most aggressively. There-
fore, those with polyarticular disease who are not
functioning well will be targeted for early and
intensive therapy, but further work is required to
test the efficacy of this practice, given that the
polyarticular subgroup incorporates a wide
range of severity. Since those patients destined to
develop arthritis mutilans will almost certainly
be in this group, it will be of interest to see if an
aggressive treatment strategy will eliminate this
devastating condition.

In this respect, therefore, it is important to
distinguish between oligo- and polyarthritis at
presentation, even though patients change
subgroup with time and treatment. With
respect to treatment, it may be possible to
select subgroups by their response to different
drugs. It is clear that sulphasalazine and meth-
otrexate work differently for peripheral mani-
festations compared with axial manifestations
in spondyloarthropathies [32], so it is reasona-
ble to at least examine this possibility by sepa-
rately analyzing people with axial disease and
peripheral disease. However, the recently intro-
duced antitumor necrosis factor (TNF) drugs
appear to be beneficial for all aspects of the dis-
ease, including SAPHO, suggesting that, at
this level, there is no worth in distinguishing
between subgroups [33,34].
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Are any other data of any help in this regard?
Although psoriatic arthritis is classified as one of
the spondyloarthropathies, the frequency of
human leukocyte antigens (HLA) varies within
the different subgroups (Table 3). A consistent

association between HLA-B27 and spinal involve-
ment has been demonstrated, especially with pure
axial disease [35,36]. Other associations are weaker,
although there has been a recent interest in class II
HLA associations and the more severe forms of
polyarthritis. Gladman originally demonstrated
an association between DR4 and symmetrical
polyarthritis resembling RA, and more recently
the Bath group have shown that this is probably a
severity marker associated with the shared epitope
of DRB1, as in RA [37]. Interestingly, the presence
of anticyclic citrullinated peptide (CCP) antibod-
ies in psoriatic arthritis is associated with the pres-
ence of the shared epitope and disease severity and
activity scores [38]. The HLA data therefore sup-
port the concept of peripheral and axial subgroups
with the shared epitope acting as a marker for
severe disease.

If the concept of subgroups is abandoned, as
suggested by Taylor and colleagues, classification
criteria become simplified but therapeutic trials
remain problematic because of the possibility of
differential treatment response between, for
example, axial and peripheral groups. Further-
more, the current development of treatment
guidelines and the adoption of validated, com-
posite disease activity and outcome measures will
face complicated algorithms to incorporate all
the necessary aspects of the disease: it will be a
challenge to synthesize these without consider-
ing, at least, two subgroups. On the other hand,
cases of psoriatic arthritis often have combined
axial and peripheral disease so that the idea of
composite measures becomes feasible. This will
be the challenge for the next few years.

Conclusions
Moll and Wright’s 1973 criteria, although not val-
idated, have been used for over 30 years in clinical
trials and observational studies of psoriatic arthri-
tis. The criteria, although simple to use, lack spe-
cificity. None of the other proposed classification
criteria, except Fournié, have been validated. The
new CASPAR criteria are derived from patient

Figure 2. Changes typically seen in the spine in psoriatic arthritis.
 

Examples of marginal, nonmarginal syndesmophytes are seen, together with 
paravertebral ossification. Spondylitis may occur in the absence of sacroiliitis in 
psoriatic arthritis.
Reproduced with permission from [39].

A B

Table 3. HLA associations and subgroups of psoriatic arthritis.

Spondylitis Symmetrical polyarthritis
resembling RA

Distal interphalangeal
predominant disease

Oligoarthritis

B27 62 15 41 9

B38 0 12 0 5

CW6 50 15 18 23

DR4 25 - 40 61 53 18

HLA: Human leukocyte antigen, RA: Rheumatoid arthritis.
Figures are percentages derived from [35,36].
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data and are robust, with high sensitivity and
specificity, but further validation is required. Nev-
ertheless, the CASPAR criteria are now ready to
use in clinical trials and epidemiological studies.

Moll and Wright originally described five sub-
groups of psoriatic arthritis, but the relative fre-
quency and utility of these is disputed. The
commonest modification has been to divide the
disease into axial and peripheral manifestations.
Splitting the peripheral arthritis into oligo- (less
than five joints) and polyarthritis remains

contentious, as the pattern of peripheral arthritis
may change with time and treatment. However,
there is useful prognostic information to be
gleaned from the peripheral pattern at presenta-
tion and, until further data become available, at
least two subgroups should continue to be used.
It is also important to continue to collect all
other relevant data, including clinical features
such as distal interphalangeal joint involvement,
enthesitis and dactylitis as future developments
in taxonomy may encompass these features.

Executive summary

Classification – Moll & Wright

• Moll and Wright’s 1973 criteria, although not validated, continue to be used in clinical trials and 
observational studies of psoriatic arthritis. The criteria are simple to use and specify three 
conditions: the presence of psoriasis, an inflammatory arthritis and a (usually) negative test for 
rheumatoid factor.

Other criteria

• Numerous other classification criteria have been proposed. All but one are not based on actual patient 
data; the one that is based on patient data (Fournié) includes human leukocyte antigen (HLA) status as 
an item. These other classification criteria are, generally speaking, more specific than those of Moll 
and Wright. This is accomplished by the inclusion of clinical and radiological features thought to be 
characteristic of psoriatic arthritis, such as dactylitis, enthesitis and spondylitis.

CASPAR criteria

• The ClASsification of Psoriatic ARthritis (CASPAR) study group consisted of 32 rheumatology 
centers worldwide. Data were collected to a standard format on consecutive clinic attendees with 
psoriatic arthritis (total included: 588) and the next case of inflammatory arthritis (total: 536). 
Over 70% of the controls had rheumatoid arthritis, and a further 13% ankylosing spondylitis. The 
composition of cases and controls, with cases identified by rheumatologists acknowledged to be 
leaders in the field, enabled appropriate statistics to produce robust criteria with high sensitivity 
and specificity.

• The CASPAR criteria still need further validation work. They are not suitable for early disease and some 
modification will be required for this purpose. The definition of arthritis, spondylitis and enthesitis in 
the controls will need some clarification. Furthermore, the CASPAR criteria do not include a spinal 
feature, and this may prove problematic, although inflammatory spinal disease is one of the 
prerequisite clinical features (Box 2).

Categorization – Moll & Wright subgroups 

• Moll and Wright described five subgroups (frequencies in brackets): asymmetrical oligoarthritis (70%), 
symmetrical polyarthritis (15%), spondylitis (5%), distal interphalangeal predominant (5%) and 
arthritis mutilans (5%).

Other subgroup classifications

• A number of other authors have suggested modifications to this schema. The commonest 
modification has been to divide the disease into axial and peripheral manifestations. Distal 
interphalangeal disease is rarely seen alone and can occur in any of the other types and arthritis 
mutilans is a severity marker rather than a distinct subgroup.

• Splitting the peripheral arthritis into oligo- (less than five joints) and polyarthritis remains contentious. The 
pattern of peripheral arthritis may change, with time and with treatment, and more sensitive imaging 
modalities suggest that the distinction is probably fallacious.

• On the other hand, there is useful prognostic information to be gleaned from the peripheral pattern at 
presentation, and human leukocyte antigen data may justify maintaining a subgroup classification 
that has at least three categories: axial, oligoarthritis and polyarthritis.

• Future challenges include developing disease outcome and activity measures which take into account 
all the relevant aspects of this heterogenous disease.
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Future perspective
The CASPAR criteria now require further devel-
opment, particularly with respect to early disease
and to the definition of what clinical features con-
stitute inflammatory musculoskeletal disease in
this context. Both these aspects are currently
under study in several centers. The development
of biomarkers for psoriatic arthritis will also help
in the process of classification and separation from
the two main confounders: RA and ankylosing

spondylitis. More longitudinal data are required
on the utility of subgroup classification. Further
imaging studies may provide useful information
on subclinical peripheral and axial disease and
may emphasize that the current subgroup classifi-
cation is purely quantitative rather than qualita-
tive. We are also likely to see a good deal of effort
in developing composite disease outcome and
activity measures which take into account all the
relevant aspects of this heterogenous disease.

Bibliography 
Papers of special note have been highlighted as 
either of interest (•) or of considerable interest (••) 
to readers.
1. Moll JMH, Wright V: Psoriatic arthritis. 

Sem. Arthr. & Rheum. 3, 51–78 (1973).
• Original description of psoriatic arthritis 

and the five subgroups: a classic paper.
2. Gladman DD, Shuckett R, Russell ML, 

Thorne JC, Schachter RK: Psoriatic arthritis 
(PSA) – an analysis of 220 patients. Quart. 
J. Med. 238, 127–141 (1987).

3. Helliwell P, Marchesoni A, Peters M, 
Barker M, Wright V: A re-evaluation of the 
osteoarticular manifestations of psoriasis (see 
comments). Br. J. Rheum. 30(5), 339–345 
(1991).

4. Biondi OC, Scarpa R, Pucino A, Oriente P: 
Psoriasis and psoriatic arthritis. 
Dermatological and rheumatological co-
operative clinical report. Acta Dermato-
Venereologica Supplementum 146, 69–71 
(1989).

5. Alonso JCT, Perez AR, Castrillo JMA, 
Garcia JB, Noriega JLR, Larrea CL: 
Psoriatic arthritis (PA):  a clinical, 
immunological and radiological study of 
180 patients. Br. J. Rheum. 30, 245–250 
(1991).

6. Jones SM, Armas JB, Cohen MG, Lovell CR, 
Evison G, McHugh NJ: Psoriatic arthritis: 
outcome of disease subsets and relationship of 
joint disease to nail and skin disease. Br. J. 
Rheum. 33(9), 834–839 (1994).

7. Helliwell PS, Porter G, Taylor WJ: 
Polyarticular psoriatic arthritis is more like 
oligoarticular psoriatic arthritis than 
rheumatoid arthritis. Ann. Rheum. Dis. 
(2006) (Epub ahead of print).

8. Helliwell PS, Taylor WJ: Classification and 
diagnostic criteria for psoriatic arthritis. 
Ann. Rheum. Dis 64(Suppl. II), ii3–ii8 
(2005).

9. Bennett RM: Psoriatic arthritis. In: Arthritis 
and related conditions. McCarty DJ (Ed.). 
Lea and Febiger, Philadelphia, PA, USA 645 
(1979).

10. Vasey FB, Espinoza LR: Psoriatic arthritis. 
In: Spondyloarthropathies. Calin A (Ed.). 
Grune and Stratton, Orlando, FL, USA 
151–185 (1987).

11. Dougados M, van Der Linden S, Juhlin R et 
al.: The European Spondyloarthropathy 
Study Group preliminary criteria for the 
classification of spondyloarthropathy. Arthr. 
Rheum. 34, 1218 (1991).

12. McGonagle D, Conaghan P, Emery P: 
Psoriatic arthritis: a unified concept 20 years 
on. Arthr & Rheum. 42(6), 1080–1086 
(1999).

• Mainly a hypothesis paper but many 
different aspects of the disease were drawn 
together with a common pathology.

13. Fournie B, Crognier L, Arnaud C et al.: 
Proposed classification criteria of psoriatic 
arthritis: a preliminary study in 260 
patients. Revue du Rheumatisme (Engl. Edn) 
66(10), 446–456 (1999).

14. Taylor WJ, Marchesoni A, Arreghini M, 
Sokoll K, Helliwell PS: A comparison of the 
performance characteristics of classification 
criteria for the diagnosis of psoriatic 
arthritis. Sem. Arthr. & Rheum. 34(3), 
575–584 (2004).

15. Taylor WJ, Helliwell PS, Gladman DD, 
Marchesoni A, Mielants H, Mease P: 
CASPAR study group: Classification criteria 
for psoriatic arthritis: results from the 
CASPAR study group. Arthr & Rheum. 54 
(2006) (In press).

• Gives the methodology and results of the 
multicenter classification of psoriatic 
arthritis (CASPAR) study.

16. Gorter S, Der Heijde DM, van Der LS et al: 
Psoriatic arthritis: performance of 
rheumatologists in daily practice: Ann. 
Rheum. Dis.  219–224 (2002

• Experienced rheumatologists can miss vital 
clinical features.

17. Symmons DP, Lunt M, Watkins G et al.: 
Developing classification criteria for peripheral 
joint psoriatic arthritis: Step I. Establishing 
whether the rheumatologists opinion on the 
diagnosis can be used as the "gold standard". 
J. Rheum. 33 (2006) (In press).

18. Veale DJ, Ritchlin C, Fitzgerald O: 
Immunopathology of psoriasis and psoriatic 
arthritis: (review) (58 refs).  Ann. Rheum. 
Dis. 64(Suppl. 2), ii26–ii29 (2005).

19. Kruithof E, Baeten D, De Rycke L et al.: 
Synovial histopathology of psoriatic 
arthritis, both oligo- and polyarticular, 
resembles spondyloarthropathy more than it 
does rheumatoid arthritis (see comment). 
Arthritis Research & Therapy 7(3), 
R569–R580, (2005).

20. Gladman DD, Farewell VT, Wong K, Husted 
J: Mortality studies in psoriatic arthritis: results 
from a single outpatient center: II. Prognostic 
indicators for death. Arthritis & Rheumatism 
41(6), 1103–1110 (1998).

• Toronto is one of the few centers able 
to provide longitudinal data in 
psoriatic arthritis. 

21. Sihvonen S, Korpela M, Laippala P, Mustonen 
J, Pasternack A: Death rates and causes of 
death in patients with rheumatoid arthritis: a 
population-based study. Scand. J. Rheum. 
33(4), 221–227 (2004).

22. Wright V: Rheumatism and psoriasis; 
a re-evaluation: Am. J. Med. 27, 454–462 
(1959).

23. Veale D, Fitzgerald O: Psoriatic arthritis – 
"DIP or not DIP? That is the question" 
(letter: comment) Br. J. Rheum. 31(6), 
430–431 (1992).

24. Taylor WJ, Zmierczak HG, Helliwell PS: 
Problems with the definition of axial and 
peripheral disease patterns in psoriatic arthritis: 
J. Rheumatol. 32(6), 974–977 (2005).

• Discusses the problems with subgroups 
and their purpose in psoriatic arthritis. 

25. Marsal S, Armadans-Gil L, Martinez M, 
Gallardo D, Ribera A, Lience E: Clinical, 
radiographic and HLA associations as markers 
for different patterns of psoriatic arthritis. 
Rheumatology 38(4), 332–337 (1999).

26. Kane D, Stafford L, Bresnihan B, 
Fitzgerald O: A classification study of 
clinical subsets in an inception cohort of 
early psoriatic peripheral arthritis - 'Dip or 
not Dip revisited'. Rheumatology 42, 
1469–1476 (2003).



www.futuremedicine.com 509

Classification and categorization of psoriatic arthritis – REVIEW

27. Backhaus M, Burmester GR, Sandrock D 
et al.: Prospective two year follow up study 
comparing novel and conventional imaging 
procedures in patients with arthritic finger 
joints. Ann. Rheum. Dis. 61(10), 895–904 
(2002).

28. Williamson L, Dockerty JL, Dalbeth N, 
McNally E, Ostlere S, Wordsworth BP: 
Clinical assessment of sacroiliitis and HLA-
B27 are poor predictors of sacroiliitis 
diagnosed by magnetic resonance imaging in 
psoriatic arthritis. Rheumatology 43, 85–88 
(2004).

29. Khan M, Schentag C, Gladman DD: 
Clinical and radiological changes during 
psoriatic arthritis disease progression. 
J. Rheum. 30(5), 1022–1026 (2003).

30. Gladman DD, Farewell VT, Nadeau C: 
Clinical indicators of progression in 
psoriatic arthritis: multivariate relative risk 
model. J. Rheum. 22(4), 675–679 (1995).

31. Gladman DD, Farewell VT: Progression in 
psoriatic arthritis: role of time varying 
clinical indicators. J. Rheum. 26(11), 
2409–2413 (1999).

32. Clegg DO, Reda DJ, Abdellatif M: 
Comparison of sulfasalazine and placebo 
for the treatment of axial and peripheral 
articular manifestations of the 
seronegative spondylarthropathies: a 
Department of Veterans Affairs cooperative 
study. Arthritis Rheum. 42(11), 2325–2329 
(1999).

33. Mease PJ, Goffe BS, Metz J, VanderStoep A, 
Finck B, Burge DJ: Etanercept in the 
treatment of psoriatic arthritis and psoriasis: 
a randomised trial (see comment) 
Lancet 356, 385–390 (2000).

34. Antoni C, Kreuger GG, de Vlam K et al.: 
Infliximab improves signs and symptoms of 
psoriatic arthritis: results of the IMPACT 2 
trial. Ann. Rheum. Dis. 64, 1150–1157 
(2005).

35. McHugh NJ, Laurent MR, Treadwell BLJ, 
Tweed JM, Dagger J: Psoriatic arthritis: 
clinical subgroups and histocompatibility 
antigens. Ann. Rheum. Dis. 46, 184–188 
(1987).

36. Gladman DD, Anhorn KAB, Schachter RK, 
Mervart H: HLA antigens in psoriatic 
arthritis. J. Rheum. 13, 586–592 (1986).

37. Korendowych E, Dixey J, Cox B, Jones S, 
McHugh N: The Influence of the HLA-
DRB1 rheumatoid arthritis shared epitope on 
the clinical characteristics and radiological 
outcome of psoriatic arthritis (see comment). 
J. Rheum. 30(1), 96–101, (2003).

38. Korendowych E, Owen P, Ravindran J, 
Carmichael C, McHugh N: The clinical and 
genetic associations of anti-cyclic citrullinated 
peptide antibodies in psoriatic arthritis. 
Rheumatology 44(8), 1056–1060 (2005).

39. Taylor WJ, Porter GG, Helliwell PS. 
Operational definitions and observer 
reliability of the plain radiographic features 
of psoriatic arthritis. J. Rheumatol. 30(12), 
2645–2658 (2003).

Affiliation
• Philip S Helliwell

University of Leeds, Academic Unit of 
Musculoskeletal & Rehabilitation Medicine, 36, 
Clarendon Road, Leeds, LS2 9NZ, UK
Tel.: +44 113 343 4952;
Fax: +44 113 244 5533;
p.helliwell@leeds.ac.uk




