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Abstract. Posterior fixation of the subaxial cervical spine 
(SCS) commonly relies on the application of lateral mass 
screws (LMS), with pedicle screws being a less prevalent alter‑
native. The present study provides another option: A recently 
introduced novel approach, the Attallah screw, intended to 
ensure a safety profile comparable to that of LMS, combined 
with a strength profile similar to that of pedicle screws. The 
focus of the present study is the comparative analysis of peak 
insertion torques for these three screw types. Employing 
standard surgical techniques and instruments, Attallah screws 
were scheduled for insertion on the right side of the SCS in 
15 cadavers, pedicle screws on the left side in 8 cadavers, 
and LMS on the left side in the remaining 7 cadavers. The 
peak insertion torque was recorded using an electronic torque 
screwdriver. The results revealed that the peak insertion 
torques were similar in the pedicle and the Attallah screw 
at C3, C4 and C7, but differed at C5 (mean ± SD; pedicle, 
79.5±19.6 cNm; Attallah, 56.7±18.5 cNm; P=0.029) and C6 
(pedicle, 85.4±28.7 cNm; Attallah, 49.8±17.9 cNm; P=0.004) 
in favor of the superior pedicle screw measurements. The peak 
insertion torques of the pedicle screw were superior to the 
corresponding data from the LMS from C4 to C7. By contrast, 
the peak insertion torques of the Attallah screw were only 
superior to those of the LMS at C7 (Attallah, 69.5±24.5 cNm; 
lateral mass, 40.5±21.4 cNm; P=0.030), although similar trends 
were observed at the other cervical levels. On the whole, the 
findings presented herein indicate the level‑dependent superior 
robustness of the Attallah screw as a posterior cervical fixation 
method compared to the LMS. However, from a biomechanical 

perspective, the pedicle screw remains the preeminent choice 
for fixation within the C5‑C6 range. 

Introduction

Posterior cervical spine instrumentation is frequently indicated 
to treat subaxial cervical spine (SCS) instability. Degeneration, 
tumors, infections, and trauma are common etiological 
factors (1). The posterior fixation of the SCS essentially relies 
on lateral mass screws (LMS), whereas pedicle screws are 
less popular due to initial studies reporting the concomitant 
increased risk of neurovascular injury (e.g., spinal cord, nerve 
roots, and vertebral arteries) (2‑8). Even though the risk of 
violation of the pedicle wall has been reported to reach up to 
27.9% (9), both spinal cord injuries and vertebral artery lesions 
remain relatively rare (10‑12). Recent meta‑analyses do not 
corroborate such a high occurrence of neurovascular injuries 
indeed (13,14). On the other hand, in view of the anatomical 
dimensions of the lateral mass and the pedicle (15‑19), LMS 
are substantially restricted in length and robustness compared 
to pedicle analogues (15,20). As a compromise between safety 
(e.g., neural and arterial injury) and insertable screw length, 
the authors of the present study have previously suggested 
the use of the unique dimensions and safe placement of the 
posterior part of the transverse process (19,21) as a new target 
for posterior fixation along the SCS (19). In a follow‑up study, 
the comparability of the posterior part of the transverse 
process and the subaxial cervical pedicle with respect to the 
maximum insertable screw length was established (20). This 
new so‑called Attallah approach of screw placement along the 
most lateral part of the lamina towards the transverse process 
has already been incorporated with extremely satisfying 
clinical results (unpublished data). 

Thus, the aim of the present cadaveric study was to investi‑
gate the biomechanical properties measured as insertion peak 
torque of the three different screw types along the SCS.

Materials and methods

Study design. The present study was based on 15 cadavers, 
9 males and 6 females. The mean age of the cadavers was 
78.8 years, with a standard deviation of ±9 years. All cadavers 
were from the body donation program of the Institute 
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for Anatomy and Cell Biology of Saarland University, 
Homburg/Saar, Germany. The subjects had died of natural 
causes, such as age, infections, or tumors. The present study 
was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Saarland 
Medical Association (approval no. 73/21). Patient consent was 
given for the publication of the computed tomography (CT) 
scans and for the use of the cadavers in research in general. 
Prior to the procedure, CT scans of the cervical spine were 
performed on all cadavers. Cadavers with tumors or extreme 
deformities, including cervical kyphosis and scoliosis, were 
excluded from the study. A posterior approach to the cervical 
spine was implemented, mimicking real‑life scenarios, and 
using the same instruments, until exposure of the posterior 
cervical spine landmarks was achieved. The Attallah screw 
(Neon3 System, Ulrich Medical) was foreseen for the insertion 
on the right side of subaxial vertebrae (C3 to C7) of all 15 
cadavers. On the left side, pedicle screws were scheduled for 
insertion in 8 cadavers, while LMS were scheduled for inser‑
tion in 7 cadavers. Screw dimensions are provided in Table I. 
Cadaveric positioning, draping, and surgical dissection proce‑
dures, including the use of standard surgical instruments, 
were meticulously adhered to in order to mirror established 
practice in an operating theatre. Following a midline inci‑
sion, a midline dissection technique involving subperiosteal 
elevation of the paraspinal muscles was employed for the 
purpose of localizing both the lateral masses and facet joints 
bilaterally. The entire cervical spine, spanning from C1 to T1, 
was methodically exposed, enabling the identification of all 
relevant anatomical bony structures, including facet joints, 
lateral masses, and spinous processes. In order to replicate the 
challenges encountered in the operating room with regard to 
obtaining the angulations necessary during screw insertion, 
the paraspinal muscles were not removed. This approach was 
imperative not only to simulate realistic difficulties but also to 
prevent a potential bias which could arise from a facilitated 
determination of the screw trajectory when the entire spine is 
exposed.

All screws were inserted by an experienced spine surgeon 
to ensure precision and avoid errors. Consistent with a previous 
study, the Ulrich Medical Neon3 System was also used in the 
present study (19,20).

Instrumentation and measurements. All three screw types 
were inserted following the creation of an entry point using a 
4 mm diamond burr and a 2 mm high‑speed drill to prepare 
the screw path. The integrity of the screw path was confirmed 
using a fine probe. The Attallah screw was inserted in 
accordance with the published trajectory and technique (20). 
The LMS was inserted using Margel's technique as previ‑
ously described (22), and the pedicle screw was positioned 
based on anatomical landmarks. As in standard operating 
room procedures, laminectomies were conducted in order to 
further facilitate the insertion of the pedicle screw. A Penfield 
dissector No. 4 (Aesculap AG) was used to precisely localize 
the medial wall of the targeted pedicle; an approach which 
proved effective in attaining positive results. Using a freehand 
technique without X‑ray guidance, the same surgeon inserted 
all the screws up to 1 mm depth until the screw head came 
into contact with the underlying bony cortex. In order to 
ultimately confirm accurate screw positioning and to exclude 

screw contact with the vertebral artery and the joint space, 
CT scans were performed on all cadavers (Fig. 1). All scans 
were reviewed utilizing sagittal and coronal reconstructions 
in conjunction with the axial cuts based on an evaluation sheet 
with predetermined criteria (presence of violation of the spinal 
canal, violation of the facet joint, violation of the intervertebral 
foramen, violation of the transverse foramen, bony fractures, 
determination as to whether the screw is bicortical, and evalua‑
tion of the accuracy of the planned screw trajectory). The scan 
reviewer is an experienced senior spine surgeon specialized 
in complex and deformity spine surgery. Torque measure‑
ments during insertion were performed using an electronic 
torque screwdriver (STAHLWILLE TORSIOTRONIC®, 
STAHLWILLE Eduard Wille GmbH & Co. KG, Wuppertal; 
Fig. 2). The measuring unit was set in centinewton meter (cNm), 
and both the reproducibility and accuracy of the measurements 
were regularly verified. The peak torque of insertion for each 
screw was measured and recorded.

Statistical analysis. Statistical analysis was performed 
using the GraphPad Prism software package (version 10.1.0; 
Dotmatics). Descriptive statistics were provided using the 
mean value and the standard deviation (mean ± SD). In view 
of the yet small sample size, parametric tests were applied. 
Comparisons among unpaired groups were performed using 
the ordinary one‑way analysis of variance (ANOVA) followed 
by Tukey's multiple comparisons test. Equal variances among 
groups were investigated prior to one‑way ANOVA using the 
Brown‑Forsythe test. P‑values (stated as ‘P’) were two‑sided 
and a value of P<0.05 was considered to indicate a statistically 
significant difference.

Results

All screws were placed accurately and safely, and, as confirmed 
through CT‑based verification, no revisions were necessary. 
Cranial and lateral insertion angulations mimicked the ones 
used in daily clinical routine and were dependent upon the 
screw placement type and its spine level (Table II). In one of 
the cadavers, the cortex of the lateral mass of C3 was cracked 
on both sides, with the vertebral body remaining intact. This 
was presumably due to an incidental injury during acquisition 
of the specimen. To avoid inaccuracy the decision was made to 
exclude this vertebra from the study. All other C3 specimens 
were intact and adequate for the study. Thus, the total number 
of inserted screws was 146, subdivided as follows: Pedicle 
screws, 38; Attallah screws, 73; LMS, 35.

Throughout the cervical spine (C3 to C7), no statistically 
significant differences with respect to intervertebral‑level peak 
torque were detected in any of the three investigated screws. 
One single exception constituted the Attallah screw measure‑
ments between C3 and C6 (P=0.027, Tukey's test). Statistically 
significant differences in peak torque were observed among 
the different screw types from C4 to C7 (Fig. 3B‑E). No statis‑
tically significant difference was, however, observed at the 
C3 level, although the LMS measurements (47.5±20.1 cNm) 
appeared to be lower than corresponding data from the pedicle 
(69.8±27.3 cNm) and the Attallah screw (76.1±32.0 cNm; 
P=0.117, ANOVA; Fig. 3A). In addition to this, the data from 
C4 and C7 displayed similar peak torques between the long 
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screws (Fig. 3B and E). In detail, at the C4 vertebral segment, 
the pedicle screw (76.8±13.8 cNm) peak torque measurements 
were not statistically superior to those of the Attallah screw 

(63.0±19.5 cNm) but were instead superior to those of the LMS 
analogues (45.3±16.3 cNm; P=0.005, Tukey's test; Fig. 3B). 
Furthermore, at the C7 level, both the pedicle (80.5±27.3 cNm) 
and the Attallah screw (69.5±24.5 cNm) peak torque values 
were statistically superior to those from the LMS (40.5±21.4 
cNm; P=0.010 and P=0.030, respectively; Tukey's test; 
Fig. 3E). A different result, involving significant differences 
between the pedicle and the Attallah screw, emerged at the C5 
and C6 vertebral segments (Fig. 3C and D). Namely, at the C5 
level, the pedicle screw peak torque values (79.5±19.6 cNm) 
were statistically significantly superior to the corresponding 
data from both the Attallah screw (56.7±18.5 cNm; P=0.029, 
Tukey's test) and the LMS (48.7±16.9 cNm; P=0.008, Tukey's 
test; Fig. 3C). The respective differences between the pedicle 
screw (85.4±28.7 cNm) and both the Attallah screw (49.8±17.9 
cNm; P=0.004, Tukey's test) and the LMS (39.1±21.5 cNm; 
P=0.001, Tukey's test) were even more accentuated at the C6 
level (Fig. 3D). On the whole, these data indicate biomechanical 
similarities between the pedicle and the Attallah screws at the 
C3, C4 and C7 levels, but not at the C5 and C6 levels.

Discussion

Biomechanics. The present study determined the insertion 
peak torques of the pedicle screw, the Attallah screw, and the 
LMS in the SCS. In brief, peak insertion torques were similar 
between the pedicle and the Attallah screw at C3, C4 and C7, 
but differed at C5 and C6. While a statistical comparison of 
the pedicle screw with the LMS revealed significant differ‑
ences from C4 to C7, this is less clear when comparing the 
LMS with the Attallah screw: Although statistical significance 
could not always be ascertained, there were relevant differ‑
ences in the mean values at the C3, C4 and C7 levels. At the 
C5 and C6 levels, the differences in the mean values accounted 
only for ~10 cNm. This is an interesting observation in view 
of the fact that these two levels were the only statistically 
significant ones in the comparison between the pedicle and 
the Attallah screw. This associates with the Attallah screw 
length, which is shortest (16 mm) at the C5 and C6 levels. As 
already mentioned, screw length is largely dependent on the 
anatomical dimensions (20). Notably, a previous study by the 
authors demonstrated that the dimensions of the pedicle and 
the posterior part of the transverse process mostly differed in 
width precisely at the C5 and C6 levels along the SCS (19). 
This indicates that not only the length of the anatomical struc‑
ture is a critical factor when considering robustness, but also 
its width. The biomechanical benefit which the Attallah screw 
offers, becomes ultimately clear in view of the fact that pedicle 
screws are less commonly used in posterior instrumentation of 
the SCS (e.g. short segment) than the LMS. 

Table I. Diameter and length of the pedicle, Attallah and lateral 
mass screws.

 Pedicle Attallah Lateral mass
Level screw screw screw

C3 4.0x24 mm 3.5x20 mm 3.5x16 mm
C4 4.0x24 mm 3.5x18 mm 3.5x12 mm
C5 4.0x24 mm 3.5x16 mm 3.5x12 mm
C6 4.0x24 mm 3.5x16 mm 3.5x12 mm
C7 4.0x24 mm 3.5x20 mm 3.5x10 mm

Figure 1. (A) Axial cut CT scan of a cadaver illustrating the placement of an 
Attallah screw at C4 on the right cadaver side (3.5 mm diameter, 18 mm length) 
and a lateral mass screw on the left cadaver side (3.5 mm diameter, 12 mm 
length). (B) Axial cut CT scan depicting the presence of an Attallah screw 
at C5 on the right cadaver side (3.5 mm diameter, 16 mm length). (C) Axial cut 
CT scan revealing the placement of a pedicle screw at C5 on the left cadaver 
side (4.0 mm diameter, 24 mm length). CT, computed tomography.

Figure 2. The torque screwdriver STAHLWILLE TORSIOTRONIC®. The 
image is presented with the kind authorization from STAHLWILLE Eduard 
Wille GmbH & Co. KG.
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Safety. As already mentioned, LMS is a safe and 
therefore frequently used tool in posterior subaxial instru‑
mentation (3,20). However, due to the anatomical dimensions 
of the subaxial cervical lateral mass, the insertable screw 
length is restricted (15,20). The results of the present study 
are concomitant with those of previous research, indicating 
that short screws are limited in robustness compared to longer 
screws (15). By contrast, the pedicle enables the insertion of 
long and robust screws (5,15,20). On the other hand, it carries a 
risk of neural and vascular injury (6,12). To bypass the respec‑
tive screw disadvantages and to enable safe positioning with 
longer, and thus potentially robust screws, the present study 
proposed the site of the posterior part of the transverse process. 
More precisely: The insertion trajectory that crosses the junc‑
tion of the lamina with the lateral mass, the pedicle and the 
posterior part of the transverse process heading towards the 
posterior tubercle (19,20). Attallah screws can be used very 
safely and effectively in combination with posterior decom‑
pression of the cervical spine. The starting point of the Attallah 
screw is indeed more medial in comparison to that of the LMS, 
thus avoiding the extreme lateral dissection needed to insert 
pedicle screws. It also provides a better area laterally for bone 
graft placement as, compared to LMS, the head of the screw 
is more medially located. A clinical study from the authors' 

department addressing this aspect is upcoming. Moreover, in 
certain cases, particularly those including instrumentation of 
the cervico‑thoracic junction, the use of robust methods such 
as the pedicle screw is necessary (20), ultimately involving an 
increased risk of neurovascular complications (11,12), whereby 
the emphasis here is on the risk of injury, not the incidence 
of occurrence. Soliman et al (13,14) clearly demonstrated that 
the incidence of vascular injury in pedicle screw fixation can 
be lowered by navigation. In practice, most spine surgeons 
will refrain from inserting pedicle screws in the SCS without 
navigation, with C7 however, being an exception. The results 
presented in the study by Soliman et al (13,14) support the 
findings of the present study, in confirming the need for a 
stronger means of fixation than the LMS for complex cases 
with superior biomechanical characteristics. The screws in our 
study were placed using the freehand technique, as our center, 
the Department of Neurosurgery from the Saarland University 
Medical Center does not routinely implement navigation for 
screw placement. Nevertheless, navigation is definitely of 
assistance and should be used when available.

Screw caliber. As aforementioned, the results presented herein 
indicate strong similarities between the pedicle and the Attallah 
screw at this SCS level, making the latter an interesting and 

Table II. Cranial and lateral angulation of the pedicle, Attallah, and lateral mass screws.

 Pedicle screw Attallah screw Lateral mass screw
 ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑ ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑ ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑
 Cranial Lateral Cranial Lateral Cranial Lateral
Level angulation angulation angulation angulation angulation angulation

C3 17.5±4.2 40.8±3.8 28.5±7.2 40.8±7.0 27.1±7.0 30.0±0.0
C4 15.0±7.6 41.4±3.8 26.7±9.0 41.3±6.7 28.8±4.4 30.0±0.0
C5 12.9±7.6 40.7±4.5 25.7±8.8 40.7±7.7 29.4±4.2 30.0±0.0
C6 10.0±8.2 41.4±3.8 23.3±11.1 41.0±6.6 29.4±4.2 30.0±0.0
C7 3.6±9.0 40.0±5.8 35.7±6.8 44.0±6.3 27.5±6.0 30.6±1.8

Figure 3. Comparison of the peak insertion torques along the subaxial cervical spine. (A) C3, (B) C4, (C) C5, (D) C6, and (E) C7 in dependency of the employed 
screw type. Each point represents an individual measurement from an individual cadaver. The horizontal bars represent the mean value with the standard 
deviation. *P<0.05, **P<0.01 and ***P<0.001, determined using one‑way ANOVA with Tukey's post hoc test.
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safer alternative, whereby lesion morphology always needs to 
be considered individually. The application of screw lengths 
and diameters similar to those routinely used in the operating 
room was a deliberate choice. Specifically, 3.5 mm diameter 
screws were used for Attallah and LMS, and 4.0 mm diameter 
screws were used for the pedicle screws. While acknowledging 
that this may elevate the insertion torque for pedicle screws 
in contrast to the other screw types, thus favorizing pedicle 
screws, the primary objective of the present study was to 
generate results that could furnish valuable data for spine 
surgeons engaged in real‑world clinical practice. Standardizing 
the diameters could be useful for research purposes, but would 
have failed in reflecting real‑world scenarios.

In conclusion, the results of the present study indicate the 
biomechanical advantages of the Attallah screw compared 
to the LMS. However, further research with higher case 
numbers is necessary to confirm these results. The present 
study showed relevant subaxial spine level‑related variations 
in the biomechanical properties of the different screw inser‑
tion techniques. This is a useful finding that can guide surgical 
planning. A limitation of the present study was that the three 
different screws were placed either on the right or the left 
side, although this is unlikely to restrict its impact. The results 
gained from cadaveric tissue are noteworthy and indicative but 
cannot reflect the circumstances in patients. Clinical trials will 
enable a better understanding of the in vivo relevance of the 
differences observed herein. The ultimate aim is to address 
the question of whether the combination of safe trajectory and 
robust screws can lead to a more stable means of fixation of the 
SCS, with fewer adverse effects. 

Acknowledgements

Not applicable.

Funding

No funding was received.

Availability of data and materials

The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study 
are available from the corresponding author on reasonable 
request.

Authors' contributions

MH, TT, RK, and JO conceived the study. MH and SS performed 
the investigations. ML assisted with data acquisition. CNE 
analyzed and interpreted the data. TT, RK and JO provided 
resources. CNE and MH performed imaging. CNE wrote the 
manuscript. CNE, TT and MH reviewed and edited the manu‑
script. MH and TT confirm the authenticity of all the raw data. 
All authors have read and approved the final manuscript. 

Ethics approval and consent to participate

The Ethics Committee of the Saarland Medical Association 
approved the present study (approval no. 73/21). All investiga‑
tions based on human tissue were conducted in accordance 

with the Declaration of Helsinki. Patient consent was given for 
the use of cadavers in research.

Patient consent for publication

Patient consent was given for the publication of the computed 
tomography scans and for the use of the cadavers in research.

Competing interests

The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

References

 1. Magerl F and Jeanneret B: Surgical management of tumor‑related 
spinal instability. Recent Results Cancer Res 108: 163‑1471, 1988.

 2. Abumi K, Ito M and Sudo H: Reconstruction of the subaxial 
cervical spine using pedicle screw instrumentation. Spine (Phila 
Pa 1976) 37: E349‑E356, 2012.

 3. Kurd MF, Millhouse PW, Schroeder GD, Kepler CK and 
Vaccaro AR: Lateral mass fixation in the subaxial cervical spine. 
J Spinal Disord Tech 28: 259‑263, 2015.

 4. Wang Q, Xing R and Zeng Y: Design and application of subaxial 
cervical pedicle screw placement guide device. Exp Ther Med 17: 
4357‑462, 2019.

 5. Jung YG, Lee S, Jeong SK, Kim M and Park JH: Subaxial 
cervical pedicle screw in traumatic spinal surgery. Korean 
J Neurotrauma 16: 18‑27, 2020.

 6. Larson AS, Mikula AL, Brinjikji W and Lanzino G: Pipeline 
embolization for recurrent vertebral artery thromboembolic 
events secondary to a misplaced pedicle screw. Neurol Sci 42: 
1555‑1558, 2021.

 7. Liu B, Liu X, Shen X, Wang G and Chen Y: The ‘slide tech‑
nique’‑a novel free‑hand method of subaxial cervical pedicle 
screw placement. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 21: 399, 2020.

 8. Joaquim AF, Tan L  and Riew KD: Posterior screw fixation in 
the subaxial cervical spine: A technique and literature review. 
J Spine Surg 6L: 252‑2561, 2020.

 9. Jo DJ, Seo EM, Kim KT, Kim SM and Lee SH: Cervical pedicle 
screw insertion using the technique with direct exposure of the 
pedicle by laminoforaminotomy. J Korean Neurosurg Soc 52: 
459‑465, 2012.

10. Bendella H, Rink S, Wohler A, Feiser J, Wilden A, Grosheva M, 
Stoffels HJ, Meyer C, Manthou M, Nakamura M and Angelov DN: 
Anatomic conditions for bypass surgery between rostral (T7‑T9) 
and caudal (L2, L4, S1) ventral roots to treat paralysis after spinal 
cord injury. Ann Anat 222: 139‑145, 2019.

11. Jung YG, Jung SK, Lee BJ, Lee S, Jeong SK, Kim M and 
Park JH: The subaxial cervical pedicle screw for cervical spine 
diseases: The review of technical developments and complication 
avoidance. Neurol Med Chir (Tokyo) 60: 231‑243, 2020.

12. Tomasino A, Parikh K, Koller H, Zink W, Tsiouris AJ, 
Steinberger J and Härtl R: The vertebral artery and the cervical 
pedicle: Morphometric analysis of a critical neighborhood. 
J Neurosurg Spine 13: 52‑60, 2010.

13. Soliman MAR, Aguirre AO, Khan S, Kuo CC, Ruggiero N, 
Mariotti BL, Fritz AG, Sharma S, Nezha A, Levy BR, et al: 
Complications associated with subaxial placement of pedicle 
screws versus lateral mass screws in the cervical spine (C2‑T1): 
Systematic review and meta‑analysis comprising 4,165 patients 
and 16,669 screws. Neurosurg Rev 46: 61, 2023.

14. Soliman MAR, Khan S, Ruggiero N, Mariotti BL, Aguirre AO, 
Kuo CC, Fritz AG, Sharma S, Nezha A, Levy BR, et al: 
Complications associated with subaxial placement of pedicle 
screws versus lateral mass screws in the cervical spine: 
Systematic review and meta‑analysis comprising 1768 patients 
and 8636 screws. Neurosurg Rev 45: 1941‑1950, 2022.

15. Ebraheim NA, Klausner T, Xu R and Yeasting RA: Safe 
lateral‑mass screw lengths in the Roy‑Camille and Magerl tech‑
niques. An anatomic study. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 23: 1739‑1742, 
1998.

16. Jeanneret B, Gebhard JS and Magerl F: Transpedicular screw 
fixation of articular mass fracture‑separation: Results of an 
anatomical study and operative technique. J Spinal Disord 7: 
222‑229, 1994.

https://www.spandidos-publications.com/10.3892/mi.2024.159
https://www.spandidos-publications.com/10.3892/mi.2024.159
https://www.spandidos-publications.com/10.3892/mi.2024.159


HASANAIN et al:  THE ATTALLAH SCREW: A BIOMECHANICAL STUDY6

17. Miller RM, Ebraheim NA, Xu R and Yeasting RA: Anatomic 
consideration of transpedicular screw placement in the cervical 
spine. An analysis of two approaches. Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 21: 
2317‑2322, 1996.

18. Xu R, Ebraheim NA, Klausner T and Yeasting RA: Modified Magerl 
technique of lateral mass screw placement in the lower cervical 
spine: An anatomic study. J Spinal Disord 11: 237‑240, 1998.

19. Hasanain M, Englisch CN, Garner M, Tschernig T, Wagenpfeil S, 
Ketter R and Oertel J: Radiological analyses of the dimensions of 
the pedicle and dorsal part of the transverse process of subaxial 
vertebrae in the context of cervical spine surgery. Ann Anat 238: 
151790, 2021.

20. Hasanain MA, Englisch CN, Garner M, Tschernig T, Wagenpfeil S, 
Ketter R and Oertel J: Comparison of the maximum possible 
lengths of insertable screws in the Subaxial Cervical Spine. Ann 
Anat 239: 151839, 2022.

21. Simsek S, Uz A, Er U and Apaydin N: Quantitative evaluation of 
the anatomical parameters for subaxial cervical spondylectomy: 
An anatomical study. J Neurosurg Spine 18: 568‑574, 2013.

22. Joaquim AF, Mudo ML, Tan LA and Riew KD: Posterior 
subaxial cervical spine screw fixation: A review of techniques. 
Global Spine J 8: 751‑760, 2018.

Copyright © 2024 Hasanain et al. This work is 
licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International (CC BY 4.0) License.


