Supplementary Materials

Search strategy for Pubmed

(("pasdiatnies"[All Fields] OR "pediatnies [MeSH Terms] OR "pediatnes”[All Fields] OR
"pasdiatric”[All Fields] OR "pediatric™[All Frelds]) AND ("laymgoscope s [All Fields] OR
“laryngoscopes"[Me5H Temms] OR "laryngoscopes™[All Fields] OR "larmmgoscope”[All Fialds]
OFR "lanmgoscopic"[All Fields] OR "lanmgoscopical"[All Fields] O "lanmgoscopicallv™[All
Fields]) AND {"intubate"[All Fields] OR "miubated"[All Fields] OF "miubates"[All Fields] OR
"mtubating"[All Fields] OF "mntubation"[MeSH Terms] OR “miubation™[All Fields] OR
"mtubations"[All Fields] OR "mtubater"[All Fields] OR "mtubators"[All Fields])) AND
{bumans[Filter])

Search terms for the Cochrane library
#1 tracheal intubation

#2 mtubation

#3181 orwl

#4 videolaryngoscope

#5 video lanmgoscope

#6 videolaryngoscopes

#7 video lamgoscopes

#8 indirect lanmgoscope

#9 #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or HR

£10 pasdiatnies

#11 pediatrics

#12 pasdiatric

#13 padiatric

#14 child

#15# 10 or #11 or#12 or #13 or #14
#16 #3 and #9 and #1535

Search strategy for EMBASE
(tracheal immtubation OR miubation)
AMD (videolaryngoscope OR video laryngoscope OF  wvideolaryngoscopes OR wideo
laryngoscopes OR indircctlarymeoscope OR indirect laryngoscope)
AMND (paediatnics OR pediatrics OF. pasdiatne OR pediatnie OR chald)
Figure S1. Search strategy.

The risks of bias was estimated in the following methodological domains: sequence generation;
allocation concealment; blinding of participants; incomplete outcome data; selective outcome

reporting; and other potential threats to validity.

Figure S2. The methodological domain of risks of bias.



Figure S3. Meta-analysis flow chart. RCT, randomized controlled trial.
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Figure S4. League table of the primary outcome.
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Figure S5. Results of inconsistency of the primary outcome.
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Figure S6. Results of funnel plot of the primary (A) and secondary outcome (B, C),.
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Figure S7. League table of the secondary outcome (glottic visualization).
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Figure S8. Results of inconsistency of the secondary outcome (glottic visualization).

Patients: pediamic patents who received wacheal infubation

Interventions: indirect laryngoscope, direct laryngoscope

Comparatoer (reference): macintosh laryngoscope

Outcome: glotic visnalization

Setting: elective surgery
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Figure S9. Summary of findings table for the secondary outcome (glottic visualization).
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Figure S10. League table of the secondary outcome (intubation time).
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Figure S11. Results of inconsistency of the secondary outcome (intubation time).
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Figure S12. Summary of findings table for the secondary outcome (intubation time).
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Figure S13. Forest plot of the subgroup analysis. (A:Forest plot of the intubation failure of tracheal intubation using the
indirect laryngoscope compared with the Macintosh laryngoscope. B:Forest plot of glottic visualization with the indirect
laryngoscope compared with the Macintosh laryngo-scope, Cormack-Lehane grade 1 and 2 vs. other grades. C:Forest plot
of intubation time for tra-cheal intubation using the indirect laryngoscope compared with the Macintosh laryngoscope).

| |0
Truview EVO2 _ 0.57
Macintosh _ 0.57
cae | 0.52
v | 043
Glidescop: | NN 0.41
Storz DCT - 0.23
King Vision
Truview PCD - 2:T
0 025 0.50 0.75
(A)
e ] 0.65
mevevo: | | GGG 0.62
mezoe | [ 023
wie | [ 015
00 02 04 06 08

(B)



Figure S14. The results of subgroup analysis (A intubation failure, B glottic visualization, and C intubation time) by P

score ranking.
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Figure S15. The results of funnel plot of the subgroup analysis (A :intubation failure, B:glottic visu-alization, and C:intu-
bation time).



