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A comparative study of Truview-EVO, laryngoscope with Macintosh laryngoscope for oral tracheal intubation
Li Wenjian , Zhong Qing” sChen Tao sWang Huide s Zhao Min ,Wu Ruigang
(Department of Anesthesiology ,Jianyang People’s Hospital s Jianyang . Sichuan 641400, China)
Abstract; Objective To compare Truview-EVO, laryngoscope with Macintosh laryngoscope for oral tracheal intubation in pa-

Sixty ASA I-1I patients who sched-

uled for abdominal surgical procedures requiring tracheal intubation were randomly assigned to M group using Macintosh laryngo-

tients under general anesthesia on the time of trachea intubation and glottic exposure. Methods

scope(n=230) and T group using Truview-EVO, laryngoscope(n=230). After standard intravenous anesthetic induction, insertion of
endotracheal tube was performed. The time of trachea intubation.number of intubation attempts,class of glottic exposure and inci-
dence of complications were recorded. Results In the time of trachea intubation, T group was longer than M group (P<C0. 05).
There was a statistical significance in distribution of class of glottic exposure between two groups (P<C0. 05),but the incidence of
complications related to tracheal intubation was no obvious difference between two groups (P>>0. 05). Conclusion Compared with

Macintosh laryngoscope,the Truview-EVO, laryngoscope needs more time to establish an effective airway and could provide a bet-

ter class of glottic exposure.
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