BLEMMYES INTERPRETIVE FRAMEWORK

Research-Grade Hypothesis Packet for Skeletal Re-Examination

Focus: Shoulder / Clavicle / Upper Chest Region Analysis

Purpose of This Packet

This document compiles the major interpretive frameworks applied to the Blemmyes legend and associated archaeological finds
(particularly Viking Age headless bodies in Norway and elsewhere). It is designed as a reference tool for re-examining skeletal
material with specific attention to the shoulder, clavicle, and upper chest region — areas that have received less focused analysis
under traditional interpretations.

Core Question Driving Re-Examination

When skeletal material shows "missing heads" with cuts at the cervical level, the default assumption has been decapitation of
normal humans. This packet asks whether alternative developmental or anatomical configurations could explain the same
physical evidence, particularly if archaeologists were not specifically looking for features in the shoulder/upper chest area.

1. Mainstream Archaeological Interpretation

Core Claim: The headless bodies represent normal humans who were executed or sacrificed (typically interpreted as slaves in
the Viking Age context).

Key Features of This Model:
« Clean cuts through the upper cervical vertebrae (commonly around C3) are interpreted as perimortem blade trauma from
decapitation.
* Missing skulls are explained as removal during execution or as part of burial ritual.
« Lack of defensive wounds on the rest of the body suggests the individuals were bound or incapacitated before death.

« Burial context (multiple headless bodies with one intact high-status skeleton) supports the "sacrificed slave / grave gift"
interpretation.

» No expectation of pre-existing anatomical abnormalities in the neck or shoulder region.
Strengths:
Strongly supported by the location and nature of the cuts on the cervical vertebrae. Consistent with known Viking Age practices of
captive-taking and ritual killing.
Weaknesses / Gaps:

Assumes all "missing heads" result from normal decapitation. Does not seriously test whether some individuals may have had
developmental variants affecting the head/neck/shoulder region. Heavy focus on neck trauma may have caused analysts to pay
less attention to the shoulder/clavicle/upper chest area.

2. Literal Anatomical Hypothesis (Core Version)

Core Claim: The Blemmyes were a real biological population with major anatomical differences — specifically, they lacked a
traditional head, with facial features (eyes and mouth) located on the torso/shoulders/chest area.

Key Features of This Model:
« Facial features (eyes in shoulders or supraclavicular area, mouth in middle of chest) were natural anatomical traits, not
wounds.

» The "missing heads" and cervical cuts may represent the boundary of a shortened or malformed neck rather than (or in
addition to) blade trauma.

« Brain and other critical organs may have been relocated into the neck stub or upper chest cavity.
« Population survived for a period but was ultimately fragile and went extinct due to environmental and biological pressures.

Strengths:



Explains the remarkable consistency of the physical description across 1,500+ years and multiple continents. Accounts for why
stories survived after the population disappeared. Provides a biological mechanism (inbreeding + developmental variant) for how
such anatomy could arise.

Weaknesses / Gaps:

Requires extreme developmental reorganization that should leave visible skeletal signatures. Current published osteological
reports from Flakstad and similar sites do not clearly document sockets, cavities, or developmental abnormalities in the
shoulder/clavicle/upper chest region. Biological viability of such a variant remains highly questionable.

3. Inbreeding + Developmental Variant Models (Refined Versions)

These build on the literal anatomical hypothesis by specifying mechanisms and addressing why features may have been missed.

3.1 Cartilaginous Orbit + Muscle Protection Version

Orbital structures were cartilaginous rather than rigid bone. Eyes were located in the natural shoulder-torso junction
(supraclavicular area), protected primarily by muscle and a thin cartilage casing rather than heavy bone. This would make the
features subtle and easy to miss during standard trauma-focused analysis.

3.2 Neck Stub + Brain Relocation Version

Traditional bony skull was reduced or absent. Brain housed in a shortened/deformed neck stub. C3-level cuts mark the upper
boundary of this stub rather than pure decapitation trauma. Eyes positioned subtly in the shoulder region (as described by
Raleigh).

3.3 Natural Cavity Utilization Version

The population utilized existing anatomical spaces (particularly the area between shoulder and torso) rather than creating entirely
new structures. This minimizes the need for dramatic new bone growth and makes the features harder to distinguish from normal
anatomy after centuries of taphonomic change.
Common Strengths of These Versions:

Better explains why standard osteological reports do not show obvious large bony sockets. Accounts for why analysts focused on
the neck may have overlooked shoulder-region features. Provides mechanisms for both short-term survival and eventual
extinction.

Common Weaknesses:

Still requires major developmental reorganization. Even cartilaginous or subtle features should leave some trace (remodeling,
structural adaptation) that trained osteologists would typically note. No clear published evidence of such traces in the best-studied
Norwegian sites so far.

4. Spirit / Omen / Mythological Interpretations

Core Claim: The Blemmyes were never a literal biological population. They were spiritual beings, omens, or mythological figures
from the beginning.
Key Features:

« Descriptions of "no head / face on chest" reflect spiritual or symbolic concepts rather than physical anatomy.

« In many Indigenous frameworks, "no head" concepts are interpreted as spirits, ghosts, or omens rather than living people.
* The legend functioned purely as a warning or cultural metaphor, not as a record of real people.

* Archaeological "headless" bodies are unrelated to the legend or represent standard ritual/execution practices.

Strengths:

Explains why many Indigenous oral traditions frame similar concepts as spirits rather than living populations. Avoids the biological
difficulties of the literal model. Consistent with how many cultures interpret unusual or "monstrous" beings.

Weaknesses:

Does not easily explain the remarkable consistency of the specific physical description across widely separated cultures and time
periods. The Ewaipanoma reports in South America during early European colonization are harder to dismiss as pure mythology
given the timing.



5. Methodological / Confirmation Bias Frameworks

Core Claim: The physical evidence may support multiple interpretations, but analysis has been constrained by strong prior
assumptions.

Key Points:
» When researchers enter a site assuming they will find evidence of execution or sacrifice, their attention is heavily directed
toward trauma patterns that confirm that assumption.

« Features in unexpected locations (shoulder/clavicle/upper chest) are less likely to be noticed or documented if they do not fit
the working hypothesis.

» The question "where are the skulls?" has been answered with "they were removed during decapitation" rather than seriously
testing "did these individuals have normal skulls in the first place?"

» Taphonomic changes after 500-1500 years can make subtle developmental abnormalities harder to distinguish from normal
postmortem degradation.

Implication for Re-Examination:

Any re-analysis of the skeletal material should deliberately set aside the "decapitated normal humans" assumption when
examining the shoulder, clavicle, and upper chest region. Features that were previously overlooked or attributed to taphonomy
should be re-evaluated with alternative hypotheses in mind.

6. Recommended Focus Areas for Skeletal Re-Examination

Based on the hypotheses above, the following regions deserve targeted attention beyond standard neck trauma analysis:
« Clavicle and Supraclavicular Region: Look for any sockets, depressions, remodeling, or structural adaptations that could
relate to eye placement. Pay particular attention to the area under the collar bone and between shoulder and throat.

» Upper Chest / Upper Ribs: Examine for any unusual cavities, openings, or developmental variations in the upper sternum
and first few ribs.

« Cervical Vertebrae Structure (Not Just Cuts): Assess whether the vertebrae themselves show developmental
abnormalities, shortening, or fusion beyond the perimortem cut marks.

» Shoulder Girdle (Scapula): Check for any remodeling or structural changes that might support relocated orbital structures.

» Overall Craniofacial Development: If any cranial fragments exist, examine for signs of reduced or absent facial bones in
the normal head position.

7. Testable Predictions by Model

Mainstream (Decapitation) Model:

Cuts should be consistent with perimortem blade trauma on normal cervical vertebrae. No developmental abnormalities expected
in neck or shoulder region. Skulls should be absent due to removal, not because they never existed.

Literal Anatomical Models:

Evidence of developmental abnormalities in cervical region and/or shoulder/upper chest area. Possible sockets, depressions, or
remodeling in supraclavicular/clavicle region. Cuts at C3 may represent boundary of neck stub rather than (or in addition to) blade
trauma. Reduced or absent facial bones in normal head position.

Spirit/Omen Models:

No expectation of anatomical abnormalities. Archaeological headless bodies unrelated to the legend or represent standard
cultural practices.

Closing Note

This packet is intended as a thinking tool and reference for re-examination of skeletal material. It does not assert that any single
interpretation is correct. The goal is to ensure that alternative hypotheses are consciously considered when analyzing the
shoulder, clavicle, and upper chest region — areas that have received less focused attention under traditional "decapitation”
frameworks.
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