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ABSTRACT 
 
Background: Fibromyalgia is a prevalent chronic pain condition characterized by widespread 
pain and sensory hypersensitivity. While much remains unknown about fibromyalgia’s 
neurobiological underpinnings, central nervous system alterations appear to be heavily 
implicated in its pathophysiology. Previous research examining brain structural abnormalities 
associated with fibromyalgia has yielded inconsistent findings. Thus, we followed previous 
methods to examine brain gray matter differences in fibromyalgia. We hypothesized that, 
relative to healthy controls, participants with fibromyalgia would exhibit lower gray matter 
volume in regions consistently implicated in fibromyalgia: the anterior cingulate cortex and 
medial prefrontal cortex. Methods: This study used magnetic resonance imaging to evaluate 
regional and whole brain differences in gray matter among females with and without 
fibromyalgia. Group differences were analyzed with two-sample t-tests, controlling for total 
intracranial volume. Results: No significant differences in regional or whole brain gray matter 
volumes were detected between fibromyalgia and healthy controls. Conclusions: Results add 
to an existing body of disparate findings regarding brain gray matter volume differences in 
fibromyalgia, and suggest structural differences previously detected in fibromyalgia should be 
examined for reproducibility. Absent significant differences may also suggest that functional, but 
not structural, brain adaptations are primarily associated with fibromyalgia.    
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Fibromyalgia (FM) is a common chronic pain condition.1 While the etiology of FM has yet to be 
fully elucidated, the presence of central sensitization appears to be a defining feature; this 
involves increased neuronal activity within the central nervous system (CNS) and exaggerated 
responses to incoming sensory input.2 In addition to functional CNS alterations, structural 
abnormalities may yield insight into CNS mechanisms relating to the development and 
maintenance of FM.  
 
Neuroanatomical distinctions have been broadly observed in chronic pain conditions,3,4 
including fibromyalgia.5,6 A recent meta-analysis of studies using voxel-based morphometry 
(VBM) to assess gray matter (GM) abnormalities associated with fibromyalgia reported 
significantly lower GM among FM patients relative to healthy controls in several brain regions, 
including 1) the bilateral anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) extending to the medial prefrontal 
cortex and paracingulate cortex, 2) the bilateral posterior cingulate cortex (PCC), and 3) the 
bilateral parahippocampal gyri extending to the fusiform cortex and hippocampus.5 Another 
seminal paper demonstrated similar results in the left ACC, right PCC, and right medial 
prefrontal cortex (mPFC), as well as in the bilateral thalamus and several other regions.7 
 
While meta-analytic and ancillary findings largely report lower regional GM volumes associated 
with FM, others have reported greater GM in the striatum8 and left angular gyrus, right cuneus, 
and right postcentral gyrus.7 And still others have reported no GM differences when controlling 
for affective dysregulation.9 Baliki et al.10 have suggested it is improbable these discrepant 
findings are a function of differences among patients; rather, they point to variability in methods. 
However, given substantial variability in clinical presentations of FM,11,12 it is also plausible that 
varied FM symptomology may be associated with different underlying neurobiological 
mechanisms. Thus, in an effort to substantiate the reproducibility of previous results and lend 
insight into the question of patient versus methodological variability, the present study aimed to 
use VBM to closely follow previous methods13,14 and replicate previous findings of altered gray 
matter volumes in a sample of females with fibromyalgia (n=17) relative to sex-matched healthy 
control (HC) participants (n=17).  
 
We hypothesized that, relative to HC participants, participants with FM would exhibit lower GM 
volume in regions consistently implicated in pain processing and, specifically, the ACC and the 
mPFC. Previous peak coordinates reported by Burgmer et al.13 and Ceko et al.14 are located 
within regions corresponding to the ACC and mPFC, but the precise locations are varied. 
Therefore, we first examined GMV in the whole brain. For the final manuscript, we will follow up 
on the whole brain analysis with region of interest (ROI) analysis focusing on the mPFC and 
ACC, using methods as in Baliki et al. (2011).  
 
 
METHODS 
 
Participants 
 
A total of 35 participants completed the study procedures; however, data from one participant 
was excluded from analysis due to scan artifacts. Accordingly, data from 34 participants were 
included in the final analysis: 17 HC participants (mean age ± SD = 48.41 ± 10.3) and 17 with 
FM (mean age ± SD = 49.12 ± 9.6). All participants were female; sex was self-reported and not 
distinguished from gender.  
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Participants with FM were required to meet the following conditions of the 2011 American 
College of Rheumatology (ACR) criteria: (1) widespread pain index (WPI) >= 7 and symptom 
severity score (SSS) >= 5 or WPI between 3–6 and SSS >= 9; (2) symptoms present for at least 
3 months; and (4) no other disorder explains that symptoms and pain being experienced. 
Additionally, FM participants had to have pain in all 4 quadrants of the body and an average 
pain score of 2 or greater over the previous month. FM participants were not taking any opioid 
medications, had not taken any opioid medications within 90 days prior to study visits, and had 
not taken any opioid medications for a period longer than 30 days in their lifetime. HC 
participants were required to have no chronic pain and no depression or anxiety. Other overall 
exclusion criteria were MRI contraindications, pregnancy or nursing, and claustrophobia.  
 
Study Procedures 
 
All data collection and relevant study procedures, excluding data analysis, were completed at 
Stanford University in the Richard L. Lucas Center for Imaging. The Stanford Institutional 
Review Board approved all study procedures, and all participants were informed of the study 
details and signed written informed consent prior to initiating study procedures. A Data Use 
Agreement was established to share the data from Stanford University for analysis by the 
research team at Duke University.  
 
Patients filled out the following questionnaires prior to MRI scanning: Beck Depression Inventory 
(BDI), State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI State, STAI Trait), Behavioral Inhibition 
System/Behavioral Approach System (BIS/BAS Scales), Profile of Mood States (POMS), 
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), Fibromyalgia Assessment Form based on the 
Wolfe et al. Fibromyalgia Diagnostic Criteria, Brief Pain Inventory (BPI), and Patient-Reported 
Outcomes Measurement Information System (PROMIS, computer adapted test bank v1.0) 
Fatigue. 
 
Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) Scans 
 
A 3T General Electric MRI scanner with an 8-channel head coil (GE Systems, Chicago, IL) was 
used for acquiring a T1 anatomical scan (3D fast spoiled gradient-echo IRprep BRAVO). The 
anatomical scan sequence had the following parameters: whole brain coverage including the 
brainstem and cerebellum, 1 mm slice thickness, 22 mm frequency field of view, frequency 

direction anterior-posterior, number of excitations 2, flip angle 11, TR 6.8, echo time 2.6, 

frequency 256, phase 256, and bandwidth 50.00.  
 
MRI Scan Preprocessing 
 
Preprocessing was conducted using SPM12 according to the VBM Tutorial document provided 
by John Ashburner.15 Preprocessing was conducted in 3 steps: Segmentation, Running Dartel, 
and Normalization to MNI Space. All the modules were accessible via the SPM tab in the 
batching system.  
 
Segmentation serves to identify the different types of tissues within the brain; SPM12 focuses 
on three main tissues: gray matter, white matter, and cerebral spinal fluid. The module was 
accessed by clicking on SPM → Spatial → Segment. All the HC and FM nifti files labelled 
“anat.nii” were selected in Data → Channel → Volumes. Under the Tissues section, the first 
three Tissues listed correspond to gray matter, white matter, and CSF respectively. Native 
Tissue was changed to Native + Dartel imported for the gray matter and white matter Tissue but 
was changed to Native Space for the CSF Tissue. The following settings were left at default: (1) 
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Bias regularization, BIAS FWHM, Save Bias Corrected for the Channel section; (2) all settings 
for Tissue that corresponded to skull, soft tissue outside brain, and extra outside the head; (3) 
MRF Parameter, Clean Up Warping regularization, Affine regularization, Sampling distance, and 
Deformation fields under the Warping & MRF section. The Segmentation module returned c1, 
c2, and c3 nifti files that correspond to the gray matter, white matter, and CSF tissues 
respectively. The module also returned rc1, rc2, and rc3 nifti files that were used for the later 
Run Dartel step.  
  
The Run Dartel step creates its own average template and aligns the data from the rc1 and rc2 
files, therefore aligning the gray and white matter. These files were selected under the Images 
section. All the values under the Settings section were not changed and were left at default. The 
Run Dartel module returned u_rc1 files as well as 6 template files.  
 
The file named “Template 6” was used for the MNI Normalization step under the Normalize to 
MNI Space module under Dartel Template. Only the u_rc1 files were chosen under Many 
Subjects → Flow fields and c1 files for Images. Additional setting changes included selecting 
Preserving Amount for the Preserve section and using a Gaussian size of 8mm under the 
Gaussian FWHM section. All other settings such as Voxel Sizes and Bounding box were left at 
default. This module returned smwc1 files that would be used for the final analysis.  
 
Power Analysis 
 
Prior to data analysis and included in the pre-registration plan (https://archive.org/details/osf-
registrations-phet2-v1, 10.17605/OSF.IO/PHET2), a power analysis was conducted using data 
obtained from Burgmer et al. (2009). Power analysis indicated that with an alpha less than 0.05, 
power of at least 0.8, and both group sizes as n = 17, this analysis was sufficiently powered to 
detect a medium effect size with r2 = 0.4.  
 
MRI Scan Between-Group Analysis  

 
To obtain differences in brain gray matter volume (GMV) between HC and participants with FM, 
we performed a two-sample t-test using the factorial design specification interface in SPM12 
running on Matlab R2020b. FM data were entered as group 1, HC data were entered as group 
2, and total intracranial volume was entered as a covariate of no interest. Consistent with the 
steps outlined in the VBM manual, we used absolute masking and a threshold of 0.01. 
 
 
RESULTS 
 
General Characteristics 
 
General characteristics of patients with FM and HC participants are shown in Table 1. Age and 
differences in emotional states were evaluated using independent samples t-tests. There was a 
significant difference in mean PANAS negative affect scores (t(1,16) = 3.70, p = 0.002), with 
patients with FM reporting higher levels of negative affect than HC participants. Similarly, 
patients reported significantly lower levels of positive affect than HC participants (t(1,16) = -3.75, p 
= 0.002). We also observed significant differences in POMS-TMD scores (t(1,16) = 5.89, p < 0.01) 
and in BDI scores (t(1,16) = 5.62, p < 0.01), with patients reporting significantly greater mood 
disturbance and depressive symptoms. PROMIS Fatigue scores were also significantly higher 
among patients relative to HC participants (t(1,17) = 6.04, p < 0.001). Finally, as expected, 
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patients exhibited significantly greater BPI Pain Severity (t(1,16) = 9.27, p < 0.01) and significantly 
greater BPI Pain Interference (t(1,16) = 6.97, p < 0.01).  
 
Table 1. Participant Characteristics 

 FM 
(mean ± SD) 

HC 
(mean ± SD) 

t p 

Age 48.12 ± 9.6 48.42 ± 10.3 -0.08 0.93 

Affect     

 PANAS Positive 26.41 ± 8.48 35.76 ± 5.51 -3.75 0.002 

 PANAS Negative 21.24 ± 8.04 13.18 ± 3.83 3.70 0.002 

 POMS-TMD 21.65 ± 15.78 -4.47 ± 8.05 5.89 < 0.001 

 BDI 15.76 ± 8.88 2.24 ± 2.88 5.62 < 0.001 

Pain     

 BPI Severity 5.70 ± 2.1 0.95 ± 0.97 9.27 < 0.001 

 BPI Interference 5.32 ± 2.78 0.49 ± 0.91 6.97 < 0.001 

 PROMIS Fatigue 65.55 ± 7.99 49.03 ± 6.84 6.04 < 0.001 

Analyses represent the results of independent samples t-tests. PANAS = Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule, POMS-TMD = Profile of Mood States Total Mood Disturbance, BDI = Beck Depression 
Inventory, BPI = Brief Pain Inventory, PROMIS = Patient Reported Outcome Measurement Information 
System 

 
Voxel-based Morphometry Analysis 
 
An independent samples t-test controlling for total intracranial volume revealed no significant 
GM differences between FM patients and HC participants. However, one cluster (x = 54, y = -9, 
z = 3) approached significance at p = 0.057 (Figure 1). Additional non-significant suprathreshold 
clusters are reported in Table 2.  
 
Table 2. Whole Brain Suprathreshold Clusters, Uncorrected  

Brain region MNI coordinates (x, y, z) Cluster size (voxels) p value of cluster Peak t value 

Supramarginal 
Gyrus 

-52 -46 39 216 0.105 4.43 

Precentral 
Gyrus 

-33 -4 72 106 0.245 4.39 

White Matter 28 -16 24 147 0.174 4.35 

Transverse 
Temporal 
Gyrus 

54 -9 3 309 0.057 4.15 

Cerebellum -10 -50 -28 45 0.452 4.00 

Frontal Orbital 
Cortex 

12 15 -21 80 0.312 3.74 

Frontal Orbital 
Cortex 

34 27 -21 120 0.217 3.73 

Brain regions were identified using the Harvard-Oxford cortical structural atlas based on peak MNI 
coordinates. All clusters had peak level p-values, uncorrected, <0.001. Clusters with <45 voxels were 
not included.  

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The goal of the present study was to replicate previous observations that FM patients exhibit 
lower gray matter volumes in specific brain regions, namely the ACC and mPFC. We conducted 
a power analysis and included a rigorous sample of high-quality structural MRI data sets in 
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patients with FM vs. pain-free HC participants. Despite adequate power and a sample size 
comparable to previous VBM studies of patients with fibromyalgia, we were unable to replicate 
published findings of altered brain GM structure in FM. Given that it is important to publish non-
significant findings, we report our null findings and discuss the potential contribution of individual 
differences—a particularly relevant confound in fibromyalgia—to variable success in identifying 
reliable and reproducible GM structural alterations.  
 
Overview of Fibromyalgia and Variability Inherent in the Clinical Population  
 
Fibromyalgia is a chronic pain condition characterized by widespread, generalized 
musculoskeletal pain. The overarching diagnostic criteria for FM, as defined for clinical research 
and approved by the ACR, are generalized pain in at least 4 of 5 regions of the body (4 
quadrants plus axial pain), symptom duration of at least 3 months, and either a widespread pain 

index (WPI) score ≥ 7 combined with a symptom severity scale (SS) score ≥ 5, or a WPI score 

ranging from 4 to 6 combined with a SSS score ≥ 9.16 Individuals meeting these three criteria, 

with no other condition that would fully explain their symptoms, meet standardized research 
criteria for FM regardless of comorbid illnesses. While these broad criteria provide a useful 
framework for categorizing clinical presentations for research studies, they do not fully capture 
the various combinations and permutations of FM symptoms relating to pain itself nor the many 
common non-painful symptoms associated with FM such as fatigue, cognitive dysfunction, 
emotional disturbances, and sleep impairment. For example, while the severity and some 
aspects of pain and other symptoms are captured in the WPI and SS scores of the ACR FM 
research criteria, the relative contributions of these symptoms and effects additional comorbid 
symptoms and conditions are not captured. Meanwhile, to date, individual research studies 
have not yet consistently used the ACR FM research criteria (described above) to identify 
eligible participants with FM. Indeed many studies rely on physician diagnosis of FM as 
inclusion criteria, which may be susceptible to individual physician views and opinions. Accurate 
identification of the neurobiological antecedents and correlates of FM, as well as the 
identification of potential uniquely phenotyped subgroups of FM, may hinge on this variability. 
 
Similarly, both genomics and environmental factors have been implicated in the 
pathophysiology of FM. It is not yet clear whether one causal factor alone is a necessary and 
sufficient condition for development of FM or if gene-environment interactions generate 
epigenetic alterations that in turn facilitate experiences of FM. Buskila et al.17 report high familial 
aggregation of FM, positing polygenic risk factors that include serotonergic, dopaminergic and 
catecholaminergic systems. However, while specific gene candidates associated with FM have 
indeed been identified18 and include potentially important DNA patterns (e.g., 
hypomethylation),19 there is simultaneous acknowledgment of strong evidence pointing to 
environmental factors. For example, recent meta-analytic findings show a significant association 
between FM and exposure to traumatic stress,20 and a systematic review reported that 
psychological trauma frequently appears to immediately precede onset of FM.21 These 
potentially distinctive causal pathways may differentially alter brain structure and function, 
yielding an assortment of clinical presentations that are relatively unalike despite fitting the FM 
diagnostic criteria for research.  
 
Central Nervous System Changes Observed in Patients with Fibromyalgia 
 
Fibromyalgia has been broadly associated with CNS changes, including abnormalities in central 
pain processing (e.g., central sensitization) that commonly manifest as hyperalgesia and 
allodynia.22–24 Structural changes in brain regions heavily implicated in pain and sensory 
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processing may be related to the development of central sensitization and its experiential 
sequelae. More specifically, both meta-analytic and focused study findings using VBM, 
volumetrics and/or multi-modal neuroimaging approaches show FM-related reduced GMV in 
regional hubs of both ascending and descending pain pathways such as the insula, ACC, PCC, 
parahippocampal gyrus, and mPFC.5,7,25 While reduced GMV in the ACC and mPFC appear to 
be somewhat consistent, the demographic and clinical profiles reported in previous studies vary 
considerably and may impact the locations of significant findings.  
 
For example, meta-analytic results showing GM differences in the medial pain system and 
default mode network reported by Shi et al.5 incorporated seven studies with samples that 
included FM patients with and without affective disorders, patients with an average age less 
than 50 years old, and patients with an average age greater than 50 years old. Pomares et al.7 
reported significant GM differences in several cortical regions, including the ACC and mPFC, 
between FM patients and pain-free controls, however their sample consisted only of post-
menopausal females, thereby removing the possible impact of fluctuating sex hormones on pain 
and related brain structure and function.26–28 Moreover, consistent with previous research, 
Pomares et al.7 reported significant differences in Beck Depression Inventory scores and Pain 
Catastrophizing scores, among others. Given that Hsu et al.9 have indicated the absence of 
consistent differences in GMV between FM patients and healthy controls when controlling for 
affective disorders, it may be that affect-related neuroadaptations subserved GM differences in 
FM observed by Pomares et al.—who included only age as a covariate—as well as by several 
other VBM studies that examined but did not covary psychological factors.  
 
Based on these differences in methods and covariates included in published research of GM 
differences in FM, it is clear that future studies should examine the extent to which 
psychological factors, age, sex hormones, and other consistently reported variables impact 
VBM analyses, ideally in large meta-analytic studies. Such research may provide important and 
clear connections between the myriad factors related to FM and GM structural changes, as well 
as provide insight into subgroups of FM based on the presence/absence of GM structural 
differences and covarying factors. 
 
Potential Contributions of Patient Variability to a Lack of Significant VBM Group Results 
 
In addition to the use of VBM structural analyses to aid in understanding chronic pain conditions 
such as FM, the usefulness of VBM has been demonstrated for other clinical conditions 
including Alzheimer’s Disease and schizophrenia.29 Such conditions may impart more 
observable and/or more consistent brain changes compared to patients with FM. Furthermore, 
these other conditions may be more consistent across patients, perhaps with less variety of 
clinical and symptom presentations than typically found in FM cohorts. All to say, it is possible 
that variability of pain locations, durations, additional psychological factors and a variety of 
medication use may be contributing to non-significant GM differences observed in our study. 
 
Importance of Reporting Non-Significant Findings 
 
Although our results did not support our initial hypotheses, reporting these results is prudent, 
particularly to allow for more balanced literature on the presence or absence of GM differences 
detected by VBM in patients with FM. Indeed, a trend for pre-registration of analyses has led to 
a greater number of reported non-significant findings.30 A recent preprint concluded that 61% of 
surveyed studies that pre-registered their analyses reported results that did not support their 
hypotheses31—a rate much higher than previously estimated rates or reported results that did 
not support the initial hypothesis.32,33 
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Limitations 
 
A few limitations should be noted in consideration of these results. While our power analysis 
indicated a sufficient sample size, it may be that the variability of patient chronic pain conditions 
described above (i.e., pain locations, comorbid psychological and clinical conditions, medication 
use) requires a larger sample size to identify regional GM differences in FM. A larger sample 
would also afford additional statistical power for including additional covariates in analyses. 
Additionally, we were unable to account for the role of sex hormones and variability across the 
menstrual cycle. Menstrual cycle tracking and/or blood collection for hormone monitoring will be 
an essential aspect of future studies to minimize the potential influence of menstrual cycle 
variability on study results.26–28 Finally, patients were taking a variety of non-opioid medications, 
including serotonin-norepinephrine reuptake inhibitors (SNRIs; e.g., duloxetine, venlafaxine) and 
GABA analogues (e.g., gabapentin, pregabalin). Previous research suggests these medications 
are associated with changes in brain structure, including reduced gray matter volume 
associated with pregabalin administration among FM patients,34 and altered gray matter 
associated with duloxetine administration in osteoarthritis35 and chronic low pain back pain.36 
Accordingly, medication use may also be a critical confound in VBM and should examined 
among larger samples in the future.  
 
 
Conclusions 
 
Despite limitations inherent to clinical neuroimaging research, the present study contributes 
valuable null findings to the existing body of literature exploring GM differences in FM using 
VBM. Nested within a framework of previous research with mixed findings, non-significant 
whole-brain results suggest there may be important individual differences and/or distinctive 
methodological approaches that impact detection of significant differences in FM with VBM. 
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x = 12

T-Value

Whole-brain VBM analysis identified non-significant clusters of interest in regions relevant to pain. A.
GM differences in frontal orbital cortex, within perigenual ACC, showing GM in FM < HC, p = 0.31 
(uncorrected), extent threshold K = 80. B. GM differences approaching significance in the transverse temporal 
gyrus when FM < HC, p = 0.057 (uncorrected), extent threshold K = 309. See also coordinates and peak 
voxel statistics in Table 2. Abbreviations: ACC, anterior cingulate cortex; GM, gray matter; HC, healthy 
controls; FM, fibromyalgia; VBM, voxel-based morphometry; T-Value significance threshold uncorrected. 

Figure 1. Non-significant GM Differences Detected by VBM

A. 

z = 3

y = -9

B. 

L. 
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