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Of men, cats and Magonia 

 

A letter to the Editor of Flying Saucer Review which in the author's own words, 

is really a “little article." Translated by Gordon Creighton. 

 

Sir; I read Luis Schönherr's article Observations of a Sceptical Believer (FSR Vol. XVI, No. 

3, p. l6) to my cat. He liked it very much. 

“Excellently reasoned”, said the cat, “and the proof of this is that I myself reason in the same 

manner. I too have reflected and I too have found three possible reasons. I have reflected on 

the incomprehensible behaviour of mankind, and I have found three reasons to explain it.” 

“And what are those reasons?” I enquired, my interest aroused. 

“Miew; 2) Miaw; 3) Miow.” 

We had a long discussion. I did my best to enlighten his poor cat brain. I asked him whether 

he accepted that cats are more intelligent than molluscs. He replied “Miew”, which means “Of 

course”. Then I asked him whether he accepted that, around about the Precambrian Period, 

the ancestor of the cats was a sort of mollusc. “Miew”, he agreed, “But man's ancestor too”. 

Then I enquired whether he accepted that evolution had never ceased, from the time of the 

molluscs up to himself. “Of course”, he agreed again. And then finally I asked whether he 

accepted that evolution had continued on beyond the cat to man. 

“What nonsense!” he exclaimed. “What the devil do you mean by ‘beyond the cat’?” 

“What I mean”, I replied, “is that for me, miew, miaw and miow are merely three stupid 

noises, and that I have hundreds of millions of ideas that I can express, and that I am as 

superior to you as you are superior to the slug — indeed even more so”. 

He gazed at me for a moment, then turned his back on me in noble fashion and went off to 

give the neighbour's cat a hiding. Then he returned and sat down in front of me and continued 

the discussion from where we had left it. 

He next asked me whether I accepted that my ancestor in Pre-Cambrian times would have 

been a sort of mollusc. I replied: “Miew”. Then he asked whether I accepted that evolution 

had continued on from the mollusc as far as me without a break. I replied: “Of course”. Then 

he enquired whether I could give him a convincing reason to prove that universal evolution 

had halted suddenly at the birth of Aimé Michel (there was a sly look in his eyes as he 

watched me). I replied: “Of course not.” Then he yawned, and went on: 

“Is the world of the flying saucers (let us call it Magonia) present here, on earth?” 

“Obviously it is”, I said. “People are seeing them every day”. 

“Are men present on Magonia?” he asked. 

“Of course not”, I replied. “How could they be? Apparently, in order to come here from 

Magonia and get back there again, it is necessary to transcend time and space. Not only do we 

not know how to do it, but our minds are even incapable of conceiving of it.” 



“What!” cried my cat. “You can't conceive of what Magonia is doing before your eyes, and 

you have the nerve to say that you can understand why Magonia is doing it? If you can 

understand Magonia, then I can understand you, and understand what you do: your 

mathematical formulae, your philosophical speculations, the theory of numbers, Maupertuis’ 

principle, and the principle of transmogrification. And if you refuse to grant me the 

intelligence to know all this, than admit that your speculations on the why and the how of 

Magonia are miew, miaw, and miow. It's just a lot of yapping and braying. It's as if I explained 

the behaviour of Anderson and Borman, of Einstein, of Joan of Arc, and of Socrates, by the 

desire to eat goldfish. How do you know that the concepts of “motive”, and “wish” and “aim” 

mean any more to Magonia than Miaw means to you? How do you know even that Magonia 

thinks in concepts? How can you talk about hostility or friendliness in relation to Magonia? 

The lamb that you protect against the wolf and that you feed and care for, he imagines, in his 

lamb concepts (if concepts they be) that you love him. He will go on thinking it right up to 

when he gets to the butcher. The little child that you abandon to the surgeon, it thinks that you 

want to cause it suffering. The lamb will never understand what a butcher is. The little child 

will only learn what a surgeon is by becoming a man, that is to say, by passing in a few years 

from the beginning of the Tertiary Period (in which the most evolved of the animals were 

thinking already like our fifteen-month-old children) to the Quaternary Period. You, without 

knowing it, are perhaps in the slaughterhouse. Or in the hospital. If you are led there by ways 

that are not the ways of your human  

For a moment I was pensive. 

“Would that mean”, I then asked my philosophical cat, “that we must renounce once and for 

all the study of the UFOs? Is your real name not by any chance “Condon”? 

“Condon”, replied the cat, “fell into the same error as Luis Schönherr: he has tried to fit the 

UFOs into a rational framework (or perhaps he made pretence of doing so). Not succeeding, 

he concluded that UFOs do not exist, which is perfectly logical: if you accept at the outset that 

nothing irrational can exist, all that is needed to show that a thing does not exist is to prove it 

to be absurd. Now here, quite on the contrary, it's the absurdity of the UFOs that shows that 

they are UFOs. If they were not absurd, they would be IFOs." 

“As regards the impossibility of studying the UFOs”, he went on, “I shall take my reply from 

two wise men. The first is Konrad Lorenz, who said: ‘All the animal is in man, but not all of 

the man is in the animal’. We can therefore hope that all of man is in the extraterrestrial, even 

if all of the extraterrestrial is not in man. And. consequently, nothing prohibits our 

investigating what there may be of the rational in UFOs, at the same time being prepared to 

recognize the irrational in them when we encounter it. 

“My other quotation will refer specifically to these words: ‘when we encounter it.’ I take the 

quotation from Rémy Chauvin(1),l the leader of French Ethology, and professor at the 

Sorbonne: ‘Flatworms and dogs may well present very similar conditioned reflexes: there is 

nothing in this to upset us. It is merely that, when you are dealing with the dog, it's the 

flatworm in him that you are studying.’ 

“Applied to the relations of men with extraterrestrials, this means that men and 

extraterrestrials may very well present very similar behaviour: there is nothing in this to upset 

us: it is merely that when one is dealing with the extraterrestrial, it is the man in him that one 

is studying. What there is of extraterrestrial in the extraterrestrial is bound to be non-human 



and will for ever remain incomprehensible. Your job is to investigate what there may be of the 

human in the extraterrestrial, and to study that." 

“But, rather than reasoning", my cat continued, “Permit me, like Socrates, to question you 

once more. Tell me: in your opinion, what is it that is most important in the dog? What there 

is of the flatworm in him, or what there is of the dog in him?“ 

“Naturally, what there is of the dog”, I replied. 

“Why?” 

“Because,” I answered, “the dog is more evolved than the flatworm. What is dog in the dog 

thus corresponds to a higher level of complexity than that in him which is flatworm. The 

global behaviour of the dog is thus never the behaviour of the flatworm. He only acts like a 

flatworm very rarely, and in his most elementary activities”. 

“And what,” continued my cat, “is it that is most important in man? Is it that in him which is 

man, or that which is animal?” 

“That in him which is man.” I replied “surely, and for the same reason. That in him which is 

animal never acts alone, except perhaps for the few gross functions in which his human 

thought cannot intervene. Even when he eats, even when he makes love, and when he fights, 

his human thought intervenes and elaborates everything.” 

“Bravo”, said my cat. “And if there is something of the human in the extraterrestrial, tell me, 

which is it that is the more important? The human, or the non-human, by virtue of which 

latter he surpasses you in being able to arrive in your world?” 

I did not reply. I was thinking. I was thinking of all the witless folk who obstinately go on 

objecting that if “They” were here, “They” would contact us, whereas the correct reasoning is 

that if “They” acted like us “They” would be men, and therefore could not be here, because 

our minds cannot understand how they arrive here. 

Such, Mr Editor, is the teaching given me by my cat. It seems to me to be all the more 

excellently reasoned out inasmuch as I myself reason in the same fashion(2). 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Aimé Michel. 

 

P.S. From Aimé Michel's cat: 

My Master is a confounded liar. I never said anything of the sort. It is all invented by him, and 

if this amuses you, it's because you believe in fairy tales, as it is only in fairy tales that cats 

talk and reason. And, if you tell me that this is of no importance, or you remind me of the line 

by that good writer of fables, Lafontaine: 

Tout parle dans mon livre, et même les poissons… 

Then I advise you to ask yourself whether there are not, in Magonia, fables that make 

everybody smile because in those fables even the men talk! Finally, it this latter feature 

amuses you, it is because you have only half understood it. For it means that there could not 

be contact without domestication. This advise is worth bearing in mind. That is why I am 

adding this P.S. (apocryphal). 

Signed, 

Grisonne 

(“Tabby-Grey”) 



Notes 

 

(1) Rémy Chauvin: “Psychophysiologie" Vol. II of Précis de Sciences Biologiques (Masson et 

Cie. Paris 1969). The flatworm (French planaire, Latin Dugesia dorotocephala) is a worm on 

which numerous conditioning experiments have been carried out, particularly in the U.S.A. 

(McConnel, Jacobs, Kimbell, Pirok. Best, Rubinstein, Hartry, Morton, Keith-Lee, etc.). See 

Bibliography in more recent editions of W. H. Thorpe: Learning and Instincts in Animals 

(Methuen and Co., London). 

(2) Aimé Michel: The Problem of non contact in “The Humanoids” by Charles Bowen and 

collaborators, (Neville Spearman Ltd., London, 1969). 


