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VAS 5 FE BT 18] EACR TR eg 2 £ 7], &% 304 AT & %40 VAS #9226 3 A PCH MiF, [
FMEHEETREELLRLBAEINARRAGERN, mEAfEETASH & 1.3%.19.0%, 2% 28 5 79.6%,
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Trajectory analysis of post-craniotomy headache in brain tumor
patients based on growth mixture modeling
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Abstract: Objective To determine the trajectory of post-craniotomy headache symptoms in patients with brain tumors
treated with craniotomy. Methods A longitudinal study design was used to assess postoperative headache symptoms
using the visual analogue scale ( VAS) score at the 7th day, the first month, the third month postoperatively in patients
who were diagnosed with brain tumors and hospitalized in the Shandong Cancer Hospital Affiliated to Shandong First
Medical Univerisity from March to June 2023. The higher VAS scores indicated more severe headache symptoms. Chan-
ges in VAS scores over time and possible underlying categories were determined using Latent Growth Curve Models as
well as Growth Mixture Modeling. Results The VAS scores of 304 patients with brain tumors who completed a com-
plete 3-month follow-up were analyzed and found to be decreased during the three follow-up measurements and the trend
existed in three different categories. The plus group and the stable group accounted for 1.3% and 19.0%, and the remis-
sion group accounted for 79.6%. Conclusion There are individual differences in the development of post-craniotomy
headache in patients with brain tumors and there are three types of headache symptom trajectories. Understanding the de-
velopmental trajectory of post-craniotomy headache symptoms can help clinics to regulate post-craniotomy headache
more scientifically.
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I e 8 A Ay — T g PR N 285 A i fde R ) g
T, Je—Rh S TR R R R T R R
e 57 B PRV RR R, S T 2 12 SR B IR v R UL 1) R
R S NFEAH L, i iad 88 19 K P RE VD
RPN TR 95 BRI 2 3 = MRSk TR 1Y
R4325) ( The International Classification of Headache
Disorders, 3rd Edition, ICHD-3) % JF fiii R J&5 3k i
( post-craniotomy headache, PCH) & K45 H
Al A 0 0 2 422 32 T T R S Ak 2 0 S0, I
RIGRREEERLG 7 d B ISP AR 2K ZHL
i [ B8 IR T A R O AT B ) R T T B, MY
RefE B RI2 W iR () e B2 B | Ol Ji5 2236 97 $e Ak 4
S AT BRI R G AR iR DA S IE K BB
AR Z B, TR G AT e & A IF R
AN BN Hrb AR T AR S AN R A 3 15
T B IR Rtk om Y, R ek 2
WAKIA R E R, PCH AMUEWMAFKE , 5
A e IS, 398 M0 P PN I PN e R R FR A T XL
Wr , 3 ] RE T B e e [] E4< ) DATTT 34 I B2 97 2% 1
PCH XT3t B 5 i 01 H 8 2B 1% 7] fig 7= A Bk
H IR AU I SRR R R RED | OB
[A, ICHD-3 " PCH HiZWibrifE R, 3 4> H Wk
JRIHIR R 20vE PCH, SR RRZ2it[a] =3 A~ A Wy
M/ FpsitE PCH, H 75 ZEHERR HoAth 4k % 1 3k 9 ]
A AP PR (0 A TR0 i ALK Y i ) O
FREAAAE R8P PCH JRARMS B BRE AR, T2 FF it
ARG 2 PCH AAR 51 235 A 2 AT 171 o, %of F8 3 Tl
JarEA R WY T B R R WA I &
FENY AT T R RS PCH A SCHk 3 20
Wi B 5T , I K PCH 45 B SR i A sg 3 i F
ki B Ie RB AR S5 B 28 D e i A2 e, iR il O R T A I
[ R DTS, DL T iz AR PCH AEAR B i 7] 1
KRG O™ AR EE . R, A5 48038 o TR
A 1A ( growth mixture modeling, GMM ) #ffj % fixi Ji
SR BE ARG 3 D H RIRAER N Bk

1 #BERE

1.1 HRIF

TEHX 2023 4FE 3~6 H iz T ILARSE —BERLK#
BAF i P e = o il 28 SRR 12 A B B - B 32 22 7
PRy 320 f, Horp B3 143 i, 4 161 ], 6 ~ 87
% F¥(53.88+14.72) % Zad Il A T

HABEIG (TO) SR AT [a] B S S SEER kL TR
HEAFRAING ARG 7 K(T1) AREH 1 4HH
(T2) ARJEH 3 AN H (T3) it 0 5 2 R 5k
PCH %L, IF T T1 BrBeoe s i i sk it F R
RHCHY SR, A 2 5E A4 T2 55015
G R A BB T IR K E 5 A
EBEACTIZE B 22 AL (2021-R-138) M I AR —EFR)
27 B I g B2 e A 2% B 23 41k (2024004033)

IYNBRIE BR2 bR O F AR B | 2 TRIA
J7 s BB ST SRR B B T 52 R4 ; 4 B oAl
B g O s RN R, A RS A
58, HEBRFRUE . PR T 8 h N AR SE AT R, L if .
SR AR b 22 A S e PR 25 2R T R
J& 8 h N, MU CT S, 30 fi N e 5 o ol ™ J
RAREH s R JE e AL, — A AT SR A
12 FETIR

K AT AU T 43 5 2 ( visual analogue scale,
VAS) #H1&HR VF 4, 7E A E ARG 3 4~ H 47
PR DI e SR O8R4 T1 T2 | T3 3 3 %4k
. VAS PR —FME 40 R 10 S0 R 5] %
S B A2 1 B R AR TG T A
VAT RIELEIG R N LU T 17, L RR AU ik
oA 1™ B R B RYA T R RO R R, 0 FoR o
ST, 10 o R A 2 B R 5 R
3 M
1.3 SitFEaE

% SPSS 27.0 & Mplus 8.3 #3475 14y
Mo MR AT IE SIS, B R PR E N a=
0.05, AU Kz 35, P<0.05 A2 5 A Gt XL, £F
HIEST M ELS AR TR x£5 RoR; AMFEIES
IYATHELEAS TR M( Py, Pyy ) Frr, HELFORIR
H n( %) #A7HEER . RPN R T7 2250 M1 I Pearson
AT I iR i PCH nl RERZ R R

K Mplus 8.3 #{F X%t PCH B 15 #5040 #F 47
B, B, RG24 (latent growth curve
models, LGCM) , i iz B 3 B4R [] J5T 1) W 78 4 Jé 3
0K 2] i) PCH 5 42 W) 45t (1) i Fsf [1) 722 Ak Ay B4R & e
RN K 22 57 . ARFFEBR P I AP S
HOMCR I E AL LGCM , e & AR e (=
X ) LGCM FITC AT B HAhiTh LGCM ##Y, iZ iR
B XA e DWEEE R 7 (Intercept ) , HA4{H
TR LR AR A, T 22 AR AR A R i 1]
M2 (R R AR 25 7 K QW RBR A T
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(Slope) , HIAE s i (8] 25 (] (14 - 238 32 Hy
2 A AR ] e JR e 4 22 5 1 R 7 AR (]
Ko JE2E T A P R DY E 4R AR AL EE L
BHLE 85 ( comparative fit index, CFI)  JE KR 2L
A 8480 ( Tucker Lewis Index, TLI) ArifEfbZE 7
MR ( standardized root mean square residual, SRMR ),
IR B MEN] ( Akaike Information Criteria, AIC) DI
1475 BOME ] ( Bayesian Information Criteria, BIC)
FREAAL 1E 5 DL i 3r {5 B v U ( sample size-adjusted
BIC, aBIC) ,# CFI>0.90 . TLI>0.90, SRMR<0.08 ,
VARG R AT, SR GMM HE— 25434 1 i g
B3 PCH Al fEAF7E 9 R R Ll e 2 Bl ™) Xt
Hiki o g £8 3 PCH i AR i 3130 0 A = 28 1) ik A7 1R
SRR 4, A5 BV f 38 FR 4 45 . DAIC; @BIC;
(@aBIC , iR+ b 19 BMEL K /)N 38 7% B AL 4L 4
@5 (Entropy ) , 1Z 38 b &0 B &, RoR 4 AE
FREAE ST . Entropy<0.60 A4 F#Eid 20% AL
TE43 24817 ; Entropy = 0.80 I, 3¢ B 73 28 v 1ff 3¢
it 90% ., BR[| LG 7 ; i 4 Lo-Mendell-Rubin{b
SR Lt K 55 ( Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test,
LMR) Fl13£ T Bootstrap ¥ 1EI5% b K 56 ( Bootstrapped
likelihood ratio test, BLRT) P/ 484x, Hb4% K-1 N F1
KAV EZE A R [ iy f 5 22 =, K F Y
LMR FI BLRT P i, 3] K 2GR T K-1 4
JMIR SRR A | AR DL 17 5 SRR i
— WA A R R

2 & =

21 5FHM
2.1.1  BlUITEN

AHI 5T H 48 55 320 1] Fikg Mok 5 A B S8 A, AR e
RJGHME A CT g5 H WK, 304 1] 3 b e V) B
S AR A% 5 o UL S 2 T 9 T LK M i 2H 21
Z A it s TC i BRI B, $ 7R KB 3 AN A7 7E il
I = il g, AN — 2Bl . 9 1 B8 3 i HE
i, b 3 AR S5 TR XA [R] A8 B o i o 30 e
T d NEEZ ZIRTAR 6 IR 5 K A K i 55
55 AR 3 0z 3R il 3R 3K IR A | 45 e A BF Y
PCH (1 Bk2= 05, SIBE . 7 Bl v, Horp )3 4
BEBEVIAET 4 BlEFE R BIE AN G, &E&
SE R 4 U704 I A 1 ik e o 2k 304 ] Bl D R
H95% .,

2.1.2  ANOGEit#%ck

MA I ZB H5HE (n=304),6~81 %, V1
53.88 &, Horh 5 143 1(47.0%) , % 161 1] (53.0%) ;
AU 19 41(6.2%) , IR 279 411(91.8%) , 25 5771
HAbAA 4 61(1.3%) .2 #1(0.7%) ; To T2 # 23 Hl
(7.6%) 4 2 # 281 1 (92.4%) ; W il & 47 i
(15.5%) Bl 35 1(11.5% ) , TR A s 443
B 257 11 (84.5%) 269 il (88.5%) ; /N KM LA T #
156 14](51.3%) , Hr2¢ 121 41(39.8%) , K2# K LA

# 27 %1(8.9%)
2.1.3 IR

AT 304 151 i e g KB b, R R R
Hii b JeE 128 151 (42.1%) , Ji & % 1k i Jie o8 117 451
(38.5%) , 4k K MG i e B 8 3 59 11 (19.4%) , 3
TehiEM Y IS, TGRS 1~14h,
147 (4.02+2.01) h,
2.2 PCH X4%£1ER

ABERT VAS il {5 R 3.84+3.16, 3 4~Fiti i/ i
] 5 T1.T2 T3 M5 {E 53504 3.63£2.40,1.69+
1.69.1.33+1.72, PCH & X NHFMAR)G 7 d Wkt
B3k 9i , ARWF5E PCH & 42 %95.7% (291/304) , Hirp
Bk BRI R i PCHL BB 5 & A2 R 96.9% (124/
128) ; JEUR M PCH KA % 93.2% (109/117) 5 4k
KEH% PCH KA% 98.3%(58/59) .
2.3 PCH #lgFE=%

PR R T 220 AT IR R R R R R 4k R
% 3 B[R] g 1t 5 1) PCH 25 57, 45 51 % FA )
Jibggs M 5 2 8] 1Y) PCH 22 5% K4 it 242 X (F =
0.755, P=0.471) ; Pearson A& M R i VAS PF4
AFARIHE PCH 1Y G &R, 45 5 B0k i 9 28
PCH 43 5 AR VAS PE/ S IEM K (r=0.174, P<
0.05) , 5 FARKZEMXRLEGE T HE L (r=
-0.065,P>0.05) .
2.4 VAS N EZBHITEE
2.4.1 VAS W51 LGCM 2

U5 LGCM,, % figi Jih 98 45 PCH #4740 H7, 9]
T R RBUE T, To R LA TR T
A A AR TR SR TS R LR 1, R R
H #4119 CFI/TLI #7>0.95, SRMR<0.08 , #5751 41
AR, I B PCH B0 14K -4 3.628,
B0 i B ) 22 A A (R R T = - 1,941,
P<0.001) , 734k, i i Jed £ 25 PCH 45 43 1O V& ik it PR



SR, S TG TR SR ) J PR FR TR I Sk i A JR s o iy 105

TR R N T 1T 224l 60 3.136,3.578
(P $3<0.001) , FKBA Kb = PCH FEWI IR K-

WRHEE EAAAEIMAZESE LR 2,

# 1 PCH ) LGCM Z&¥uftiit3=

Table 1 LGCM parameter estimation table of FCH
TR X df P AIC BIC aBIC RMSEA  CFHI TLI SRMR
L pEAht 82.355 1 <0.001 3503.850 3533.586 3508.214  <0.001 0.772  0.316  0.187
H i it 359.869 3 <0.001 3423.494 3456.948 3428404  <0.001 1.000  1.000 <0.001

T TEAPFAE LM (k) TG K AR AR S5 TE R8I
#2 LH&AMHAHBMT LGCM AR £

Table 2 Unconditional free estimation LGCM creep scale

AR i H A I
¥l 3.628 <0.001
RIERT 7= 3.136 <0.001
W -1.941 <0.001
RN T 57 3.578 <0.001

T JCARMFAR L (00 TR I I A R R sl

2.4.2  VAS W4 H) GMM #HAR

T LGCM #5443 By 45 5L | Fiki b 988 H % PCH
B U 7K V- B A8 Ak T S5 A e AR 22 5, TR e 4B
4 GMM it — 2L ER R g £ & PCH & B 1)
TRER A AR 1 2 5 N3850, AR LA 25
TR B 5% e LA AL GMML UL & 48 250
%3,

%3 PCH GMM S ¥
Table 3 GMM parameter estimation table of PCH

5 AIC BIC aBIC Entropy ~ LMR BLRT Ell) R
1 3503.850 3533.586 3508.214 — — — 1
2 3423.427 3 464.314 3429.428 0.920 0.053  <0.001 0.111/0.889
3 3370.701 3422.739 3378.339 0.916 0.005  <0.001 0.794/0.013/0.193
4 3324.178 3387.367 3333.452 0.943 0.022  <0.001 0.233/0.105/0.013/0.650
5 3307.959 3382.299 3318.869 0.943 0.293  <0.001  0.231/0.019/0.090/0.013/0.646

BRI ATZE B R - YV TE Bt I 1 3
INZE 5 FEpyE A, AIC BIC 1 aBIC 48 %034 b
BRI 3 Jni 2 R E, HY Al S 2 A
RUBH A e/, A5 2 2 BRI 51 ) LMR 3
KIEF W F K (P>0.05) , ARG, ABFS
" Y Entropy ¥ KT 0.80, 1 B 451 U 43 25085 1 75
fm, HO3 2R 4 BRI 2Z AR, ZREHT
DL 14006 48 B DA BRI PRASE 0 1 1T 29 M 1) %
JE NN AR GE e I 3 248 S AR 70 5 S A F LA 2k
AR AL | 2K AR 43 51 40.794/0.013/0.193

ARG 725 5 ABFIE i 3 NI AER B
R EARARY 2D I 50 2 A 23 1 {1 By
PRI & T — 2 I ER AN B3R 4 T 3 AN

F4 SAWTEZ R T REBGA (B) BB E AR (17)

Table 4 The average belonging probability (row) of the maximum

possible subjects ( column) of the three potential categories

el 1 2 3
1 0.968 0.000 0.032
2 0.000 1.000 0.000
3 0.058 0.001 0.942

TESE B A 8 T 8 A W A 28 1 00 A 3R 43 5 o
96.8% . 100% , 94.2% , ¥ K F ¥ 78 2 5l °F- 4 1 %
>70% I A 4552 bRt

oG i 96 #8 # PCH 453 43 L& GMM #5814 5, 06
KB 3 5% 2kl 4% 08 10 28 03 ik ol g i %
PCH Mf5 148, WA 1, HA, Class 1 a9 &k IE
TR R B ¥ 539 R 6.914 (P<0.001) |
1.127(P<0.001) , ¥ KF 0, FWAHWI4H KT 5,
RIBERBY WA ES ma e mEH”, b
1.3% ; Class 2 F 8 BE #1484 28 A - 19 59 (6 53 0l hy
3.616(P<0.001) .0.031(P>0.05) , ¥ i /K F K
T 0 {H/NTF Classl 41, REKH+FKF 0, HIEHIT
RN (P>0.05) , I HA MG KR, LTHE
PR, B R EH”, di 19.0%; Class 3
FIEHEE 74 2.368 (P<0.001) , KT 0, %I H:
W e K5 w8 T A S R 7 1 244 - 0.793 ( P<
0.001)/NT 0, KU H K 218 TREGEH, w4
JFIRA” i 79.6%
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Figure 1 Three potential Class GMM growth trend chart
SRR, 5 B R 7RSS SR R, DA, A
3 %W it G R 1T GMM {508 X} i fi 6 482 % PCHL 343

PCH 2 ik i 98 £8 35 5 UL A RE AR, 52 ) B AR #+E
SHALGHLIIRE T T bR A BE R PCH
i DR R APF 5 308 00 B3 Ao A A T A A L AR
R ARG R BT 53 B 7 VA 58 i Mg i #5 PCH
S PR B A Ao 0] A AR A B | JLAR S5 AE F sl A b
i PCH IR 3 1~ H

AT SR Bon, Mg B PCH RAF N
95.7% , (EBE TN i 1) 2 MRS R R, R
JG 2EIR I E IR TR, & S B 1g M
IR R R R A T T O A R
PCH 15 &A= 238 H7R £ I PR TAE v S s 54 1 T
PR JG R  EEA . M WEFEXT 79 i fiki 3
kIR 32 F AR B E 4T T AR5 BT, #i4 PCH
KR 40% , Hoh 2P PCH k42 %10.7% , 18 P
PCH %/14:532.29.3% %, H i i A& & BLA [ N B 5T
BT AR £ PCH &R B IS, v RE R H T
v 36 it B J A 3 Sk TR T B ok A Ay O ol )
T30 PCH WY IR AR, AWFSY Pearson AH K
Ay HTIEE BB R AT VAS 435 v g #23% PCH
W BIEAHCKRR , RUIRATHIR S KM R EARG
W5 22 MM R B, B2 I PR 75 248 i o) R 3
Y NEPS iU SE ;.

FRAE LGCM #5578 $0 & 45 51 | i b Jg8 e %5 PCH
FERURIKT B KGR A e BB MAZE S 7
LGCM H B s fif A 7] 5T, (FL S B 3 A4 ] RE A7 A
SR, GMM AL R & Bl 28 i 20 AR A

IS4
7

PATUAG, AW E T 3 FER 5 PCH & L
B, FCAP I 4 AR HE ) e AR, (EUI EE ZH A A7 A 2
7 e PR e 8 58 A AR S Sk T A G gk S TN ) 155
O, BRI R PCH A5 BRAYEL 24 ARFSEE— 2 12
J& ESRkh TR PCH & JRBLIE TS 2S 1, O Jim 4k
E— 2L GRAL X i 8 PCH BFTE SR A 4

AW FRAFER R : DVAS 1 A F 51—
SE R , T REAFTER B fhitfey s @2 5 H TERf U 1 72
R 2R I T RE I i T WF ST R A Rp R 1 DL S
P 17 IR T A X 850 3 T 3 A I T AL A —
FERBETTRE , ik = B A A5 SR AMIENE | Aok 75 AT
HEHARKRIERREAR 2O BRAN,

B AWTIEHIE T 8 PCH Y & R
AT 3 A S BN InE 2 RS E 2 A i
M, FEPATEZHBETE, LASCRE XN 4 s e
ZH R 14 07 2 A S IR T o T I o TR Y
PCH &SI , i £ AH 5C A FE I P 3R, A B T i Jif
T E PCH [ U2 W, 7 3 8238 1 11 IR
S, R R ik A AR B TIUS AR YT SR R
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