Supplementary Figure 2. Forest plot comparing the risk of tissue damage between
video-stylet and laryngoscope groups. CI, confidence interval; RR, risk ratio; M-H,

Mantel-Haenszel.
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1.3.1 Bonfils Subgroup
Abdullah 2013 3 30 3 30 40.2% 1.00[0.22, 4.56]
Byhahn 2008 0 38 0 38 Not estimable
Gupta 2015 2 60 5 60 36.7% 0.40 [0.08, 1.98] — &1
Subtotal (95% CI) 128 128 76.9% 0.65 [0.22, 1.95] i
Total events 5 8

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi# = 0.67, df =1 (P =0.41); I?=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.77 (P = 0.44)

1.3.2 Non-Bonfils Subgroup

Kok 2012 1 9 7 94 23.1% 0.15[0.02, 1.18] - i
Subtotal (95% CI) 91 94  23.1% 0.15 [0.02, 1.18] et
Total events 1 7

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.81 (P = 0.07)
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estfor overall effect: Z = 1.46 (P =0.14) Favours [Videostylet] Favours [Laryngoscope]

Test for subgroup differences: Chi=1.52, df =1 (P = 0.22), I* = 34.3%



