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Synopsis:

  Brain-age is an emerging neuroimaging biomarker that represents the aging status of the brain using machine learning
techniques from MRI data. It has been successfully applied to the study of different neurological and psychiatric conditions.
We hypothesize that patients with migraine may show an increased brain age gap (difference between the age estimated from
the MRI data and the chronological age). After building a brain age model from 2,781 healthy subjects, we tested this
hypothesis on a dataset with 210 healthy controls and migraine patients. Results showed an increased brain age in chronic
migraine patients with respect to healthy controls.

Main Findings:
- Patients with chronic migraine had a statistically significant increased brain age gap with respect to healthy

controls (2.27 vs -0.27 years).
- No significant differences were found between episodic migraine patients and healthy controls.

Purpose:
Migraine is one of the most common neurological disorders, with a higher prevalence among women, and causes a huge
societal and economic burden1. Chronic migraine (CM) patients suffer headaches for no less than 15 days per month for
more than three months, with at least eight days of having migrainous symptoms. Patients with episodic migraine (EM), on
the other hand, suffer headaches for less than 15 days per month2. Different studies have shown differences in the brain of
migraine patients with respect to those of healthy controls (HC) in terms of morphological, connectivity, and metabolic
features3,4,5. However, the pathophysiology of migraine is still unclear. To contribute to its understanding, the Brain Age
framework has emerged as a neuroimaging technique that predicts the individual age ("brain age") employing MRI data. To
determine the Brain Age Gap Estimation (BrainAGE)6, the predicted and real chronological ages are compared, representing
a positive value accelerated brain aging, as previously reported in several disorders such as Alzheimer’s disease, multiple
sclerosis, or diabetes type II7,8,9. The aim of this study is to develop a BrainAGE model and estimate the aging status of the
brain in patients with migraine.

Methods:
Subjects and acquisition: A total of 2781 T1w MRI images (Dataset 1) from different datasets were employed to build the
Brain Age model. This model was afterward applied to Dataset 2, composed of healthy controls (HC, n=70), EM (n=78), and
CM patients (n=62), in order to test whether there are differences among these groups in terms of BrainAGE (table 1). These
groups were first tested for significant differences in sex proportions and age distribution.

Brain age model: FastSurfer10, a deep learning whole brain segmentation method trained on the Desikan-Killiany atlas11, was
employed to obtain parcellations of the brain MRI images. Next, a total of 624 morphological features were calculated over
the segmented regions of interest (ROIs) encompassing area, volume, curvature, and thickness of cortical and subcortical
brain ROIs.

Dataset 1 was randomly divided in an 8:1:1 proportion (training, validation, and test) and a 10-fold cross-validation training
scheme was performed. Feature selection was done on each fold, defining three sets of 20, 30, and 40 features each. Feature
selection was carried out in two steps. First, a filter was applied to select the first best decile features defined by the mutual
information between features and age in the training set. Next, the final feature sets are determined by applying a forward
feature selection algorithm using Gaussian mixture models to maximize the mutual information between a subset of features
and age12. Support vector machine (SVR), random forest (RF), and a multilayer perceptron (MLP) were evaluated as
regressors. Figure 1 illustrates the pipeline followed. As a result, a total of 90 models were trained by combining three
regressors with different feature sets of 20, 30, and 40 features for each fold. Predictions were obtained for the validation and
test set for each fold. Validation results were used to select the brain age model to be applied to Dataset 2 (table 2), while test
results were exclusively employed to report the accuracy of the brain age model on Dataset 1. An ensemble formed with the
average result of the trained model from each fold was used to obtain the final predictions. Finally, the brain age gap was
calculated as the difference between the predicted age and the chronological age of each individual.
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Statistical analysis: An ANCOVA test of the BrainAGE values was performed, adding age, estimated total intracranial
volume (eTIV), and sex as covariates in order to avoid possible spurious associations13,14. This analysis was conducted
between HC, EM, and CM, as well as between each pair of groups (table 3).

Results: The MLP model, using 40 features, obtained the best results in the validation set, and was therefore selected to
study the BrainAGE of the groups. This model obtained a mean absolute error (MAE) and Pearson correlation coefficient (r)
of 5.38 and 0.83 respectively, on Dataset 1. This same model obtained a MAE and Pearson correlation of 6.43 years and
0.71, respectively, on the HCs of Dataset 2. With regard to the comparison between groups, a statistically significant
increased BrainAGE was found in CM patients compared to HC (2.28 years vs -0.27 years, Figure 2). No other significant
differences were found.

Discussion: We found an increased BrainAGE in CM compared to healthy subjects. Disorders like Alzheimer's disease6 or
multiple esclerosis7 exhibit a wider gap, suggesting CM's effect on brain age may be milder. In contrast, no significant
differences were found between EM and HC. Although larger datasets might be needed to confirm these findings, they may
support the distinct nature of EM and CM, and the effect of CM on the brain’s aging trajectories. Future work will include
the refinement of the proposed brain age model and the incorporation of diffusion MRI, which is more sensitive to white
matter alterations that are known to be relevant in migraine.

Conclusion: We employed the brain age framework to study the migraneous brain, and found an increased BrainAGE in
CM compared to healthy subjects but no differences for EM patients.
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Table 1. Datasets employed in this work. All datasets are available online, except for the private dataset and the data from
the migraine and control groups. The row whole dataset sums up all the data used for training. Datasets have been acquired
from different scanners and vendors, with different B0 and acquisition parameters. No significant differences were found
among HC, EM and CM groups for sex and age distributions.

Dataset n Age (years, mean) Age σ Age range Sex (M/F) Scanner B0 statistical test

DLBS 174 39.50 11.61 20.57-59.96 62 / 112 3.0T --

CoRR 940 25.16 9.32 18-60 459 / 481 3.0T --

NeuroCog 190 24.36 8.56 18-60 83 / 107 3.0T --

OASIS-1 218 31.58 13.28 18-60 92 / 126 1.5T --

SALD 393 39.31 14.30 19-60 144 / 249 3.0T --

IXI 384 39.86 11.67 19.98-59.91 181 / 203 1.5T and 3.0T --

CamCan 386 41.28 11.34 18-60 188 / 198 3.0T --

Private
Dataset

96 29.03 10.61 18-60 61 / 35 3.0T --

Dataset 1
(total) 2781 32.90 13.30 18-60 1270 /

1511 1.5T and 3.0T --

Healthy
Controls

70 35.74 11.47 20-64 11 / 59 3.0T sex - χ2:
statistic = 1.18

p-val = 0.55

age - ANOVA:
statistic = 1.31

p-val = 0.27

Episodic
Migraine

78 36.56 10.04 18-58 9 / 69 3.0T

Chronic
Migraine

62 38.61 9.59 19-60 6 / 56 3.0T

Dataset 2
(total)

210 36.90 10.43 18-64 26 / 184 3.0T --
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Table 2. Results obtained for the validation group. The average along the splits in the 10-fold cross-validation scheme is
presented with the standard deviation. The regressor with the best performance in this task was the MLP using 40 features.

SVR RF MLP

MAE Pearson r MAE Pearson r MAE Pearson r

20 features 6.67 ± 0.45 0.78 ± 0.02 6.53 ± 0.45 0.77 ± 0.02 5.54 ± 0.41 0.82 ± 0.02

30 features 6.57 ± 0.42 0.79 ± 0.02 6.49 ± 0.47 0.78 ± 0.03 5.35 ± 0.32 0.83 ± 0.01

40 features 6.46 ± 0.39 0.79 ± 0.02 6.53 ± 0.47 0.77 ± 0.03 5.33 ± 0.24 0.83 ± 0.01
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Table 3. ANCOVA test of the BrainAGE obtained over the three groups, controls, EM, and CM. Normality and equality of
variances were tested before applying the ANCOVA test (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test: Controls p-val = 0.90; EM p-val =
0.68; CM p-val = 0.79; Levene test: p-val = 0.35). Age, sex, and eTIV were included as covariates. The ηp

2 effect sizes were
small (ηp

2 < 0.06) for all comparisons.

BrainAGE - ANCOVA
3 groups

BrainAGE - ANCOVA
HC-EM

BrainAGE - ANCOVA
HC-CM

BrainAGE - ANCOVA
EM-CM

F-value 2.360 0.169 4.177 2.184

Effect size (ηp
2) 0.023 0.001 0.032 0.016

p-value 0.097 0.682 0.043 0.142
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Figure 1. Brain age model training, validation, and testing pipeline. I) We used FastSurfer to extract morphological features from the training data. From these, a 10-fold cross-validation
procedure selected feature sets of 20, 30, and 40 features to train three machine learning models (SVR, RF, and MLP) for each fold. II) Validation results demonstrated that the 40-feature MLP
performed best and III) was used in test. IV) BrainAGE was calculated as the differences between the predicted and the actual age.
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Figure 2. Results for the BrainAGE analysis performed. A) Results attained by the MLP-40 on each testing fold. B) Distributions obtained for HC group, the EM and CM patients. C) Age
distributions for each group. D) BrainAGE gap for the three groups. Statistically significant higher gap was identified in CM compared to HC.
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