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A 160-page hardcover book containing more than 200 Cajun and Creole recipes, plus old
photos and interesting stories about the author s growing up in the Cajun country of south
Louisiana. Recipes include Pain Perdu, Couche Couche, Chicken Fricassee Stuffed Mirliton,
Shrimp Stew, Grillades, Red Beans & Rice, Shrimp Creole, Bouillabaisse, Pralines.

About the AuthorMARCELLE BIENVENU is a cookbook author and food writer who has been
preparing Cajun and Creole dishes since the 1960s. A native of St. Martinville, Louisiana, in the
heart of the Cajun country, she has written a weekly food column, Creole Cooking, for The
Times Picayune of New Orleans since 1984. She s worked as a researcher and consultant for
Time-Life Books, contributing to a series of books titled Foods of the World. She s been featured
in Food & Wine, Southern Living, Redbook, The New York Times, Louisiana Life and Acadiana
Profile. She is the author of three books: Who s Your Mama, Are You Catholic and Can You Make
a Roux?, Who s Your Mama... (The Sequel), and Cajun Cooking for Beginners. She co-authored
several cookbooks with renowned chef Emeril Lagasse, including Louisiana: Real & Rustic,
Emeril s Creole Christmas, Emeril s TV Dinners and Every Day s A Party. She also co-authored
Eula Mae s Cajun Kitchen with Eula Mae Dore longtime cook for the McIlhenny family on Avery
Island, and Stir the Pot: The History of Cajun Cuisine, with Carl A. Brasseaux and Ryan A.
Brasseaux. Ms. Bienvenu edited the 1987 edition of The Times Picayune s Creole Cookbook,
originally published in 1901 and re-issued to celebrate the newspaper s 150th anniversary. She
owned and operated a restaurant, Chez Marcelle, near Lafayette, La., in the early 1980s, and
has worked for several restaurants, including Commander s Palace and K-Paul s Louisiana
Kitchen in New Orleans. A graduate of the University of Southwestern Louisiana, she lives on
Bayou Teche in St. Martinville, La., with her husband, Rock Lasserre.
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M Tucker, “Should be read by every student of World War II. Well researched, meticulously
analyzed and entertainingly written, Dr O'Brien has produced a very valuable and much needed
evaluation of the importance of air and sea power to the outcome of the Second World War, how
victory was actually achieved, and that it was not all on the battlefield. He produces the numbers
and examines the implications in a very detailed manner that clearly demonstrates the
overwhelming influence air and sea power had on the war effort. Covering the strategic bombing
campaign in Europe, the battle against the U-boats in the Atlantic and the air and sea campaign
against Japan, Dr O'Brien establishes that the vast majority of the war effort went into the
production of the most technologically advanced and expensive weapons systems and the "best-
trained warriors" who destroyed the vast majority of the war making ability of the Axis
powers.The most important overall contribution this book makes is to clearly demonstrate that
the air and sea effort, of the US and Great Britain, dwarfed the effort of the land battles of all
combatants and led directly to the defeat of the Axis powers. Dr O'Brien does not say the land
battles were unnecessary but shows how the success of the air and sea war contributed to the
success of the Allies on land. He shows how the inability of Germany and Japan to compete in
the air and sea war left them vulnerable to the systematic destruction of their ability to wage
war.What was new for me was learning that half as many Luftwaffe planes were available for
Barbarossa as were available for the invasion of France. A clear indication of how difficult it was
for Germany to replace losses sustained prior to June 1941 and how the added need to defend
the conquered territories in the west was already overtaxing Germany's ability to achieve its
goals. Dr O'Brien also demonstrates the importance of taking the Marianas abundantly clear,
and not just for the strategic bombing of Japan. With the Marianas in hand the fast carrier task
force could attack merchant shipping and add to the pressure put on the Japanese war
economy by the US submarine offensive. Another surprise is that the aerial mining of Japanese
harbors late in the war sank as many or perhaps more merchant shipping than submarines.For
me the most enjoyable parts of the book were the discussions of Allied Grand Strategy; the
relationship between Roosevelt, Churchill and the members of their military staffs; Admiral
Leahy's importance to Roosevelt, the operation of the JCS and grand strategy. The author
analyzes the Lend Lease commitments to the Soviets, Great Britain and China and how they
were vitally necessary for victory. I also enjoyed his examination of several controversial issues
that persist to this day, especially the massive effort to establish and maintain B-29s in China,
whether it was really necessary to invade the Philippines prior to Iwo Jima and the targeting of
cities in the strategic bombing campaign of both Germany and Japan.I am very enthusiastic
about Dr O'Brien's book and that is why I gave it 5 stars. I think it should be read by every
student of World War II. Just an outstanding piece of work.I do have a quibble, a troubling
disagreement with a very small part of the story Dr O'Brien is telling. Dr O'Brien writes, "When
Roosevelt began pushing for money for the USN to construct new vessels, the navy continued to



opt for a battleship-centric fleet until Pearl Harbor...Once the war in Europe started and before
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the USN was given authorization to build a further eleven
battleships, six of the Iowa Class and five of the mammoth Montana Class [the note he lists here
does not give a source for this and only describes the Montana class] As it was, only four of the
Iowa Class were ever completed and the rest cancelled when it became clear during the war
that the aircraft carrier was now the decisive weapon. If only the USN had known this before it
would have started more than the two aircraft carriers it laid down between 1937 and November
1941, the Hornet in 1939 and the Essex in April 1941. It was still thinking in terms of a capital
ship duel in the Pacific." (p 111)In the summer of 1940 the chairman of the House Naval Affairs
Committee, Carl Vinson, gave a press conference. The House had just passed a massive
spending bill to expand the Navy and he had been asked why so much of the bill was devoted to
carriers and naval aircraft. Carl Vinson said, "The modern development of aircraft has
demonstrated conclusively that the backbone of the Navy today is the aircraft carrier. The
carrier, with destroyers, cruisers and submarines grouped around it[,] is the spearhead of all
modern naval task forces."Carl Vinson was the force behind the construction of the North
Carolina class and the South Dakota class battleships that Dr O'Brien mentions just prior to the
above quote, as Vinson tried to modernize the navy, but in 1940 he got a bill through Congress
that called for 18 Essex class aircraft carriers along with the 6 or 7 Iowa and Montana class
battleships. This happened in 1940. It was not something that happened after Pearl Harbor. It
happened a year earlier and Congress called for not just one carrier but 18. Actually 5 Essex
class hulls were laid down in 1941, all before Pearl Harbor. I don't think that House
Representative Carl Vinson, Democrat from Georgia, came up with the notion that the fast
carrier task force would be the "backbone of the Navy" all by himself. The bill came about from a
request from Admiral Stark, CNO, and his staff. It would have been nice if Dr O'Brien could have
researched that development. I am a little disappointed that he took the standard line of many
historians that it was after Pearl Harbor that the navy came to the conclusion that carriers would
be the primary combat ship in a modern navy. Seven of those carriers would be commissioned
by the end of 1943 with the commissioning of USS Essex on 31 December 1942. Only 4 Iowa
class battleships would be completed and none of the massive Montana class ships ordered in
the bill, passed by the House on 18 June 1940 and signed into law in July 1940, would be built.
Those developments and the eventual construction of 14 Essex class aircraft carriers, that
would see action in the war, I do think are the result of the navy's experience in the first year of
the war but the notion that the aircraft carrier would "spearhead" modern naval warfare had to
have been envisioned by top navy brass sometime earlier than the summer of 1940, way before
the dynamic operations of the Kido Butai.Stark asked for 4 billion dollars to increase the existing
fleet by 70%. The House Naval Affairs Committee increased it to more than 8 billion dollars
emphasizing aircraft and called for 15,000 aircraft for the navy. The bill also called for 27 cruisers
and an additional 6 Alaska class cruisers that mounted 12" guns. The Alaska class was the US
Navy's answer to the battlecruiser. The Navy did still want big guns. Only 2 Alaska class cruisers



would see service in WW II. It seems clear that the navy wanted a powerful surface force that
included battleships, battlecruisers and cruisers as well as a very powerful fleet of carriers. It is
clear that Dr O'Brien's statement of the preference for battleships and the laying down of a single
Essex class carrier prior to November 1941 is not accurate. Actually three Essex class carriers
were laid down before November 1941 and two more before 7 December 1941. I'm not sure if
Admiral Stark would have agreed exactly with Vinson's statement but Vinson and Stark made it
possible for 4 fleet carriers to join operations by the end of 1943.It is clear that the US Navy did
not have a detailed doctrine of carrier operations developed before the US entered the war and
they surely did still envision battleship duels but the 1940 bill shows they wanted a
preponderance of carriers. Is this misrepresentation a fatal flaw in Dr O'Brien's narrative? No, I
don't think so. It is a wide miss of the actual history of the US Navy, the development of the US
war effort and how it was possible for 7 new Essex class carriers to be commissioned by the end
of 1943. It makes me wonder what happened in his research to make such an error and why
November 1941 is his cut off for carrier construction and not 7 December, but it is not a fatal flaw
and does not influence the rest of his narrative. Actually 1940 was the important year for the
Essex class. Only 2 that were ordered after 1940 saw action in the war. Vinson's bill made it
possible for 4 replacement carriers to be ready for operations by the end of 1943 and another 3
before the middle of 1944. What did happen after Pearl Harbor was the acceleration of the
construction of the Essex class ships and the conversion of 9 Cleveland class cruisers to
Independence class light carriers. I just think that overlooking the importance of the Vinson-
Walsh Act is a very curious mistake but does not take away from what is obviously Dr O'Brien's
main line of research and the narrative he wanted to present.In most histories Carl Vinson is
never mentioned, unless they are examining why Admiral Spruance did not get promoted to
Fleet Admiral. I think it is a great shame to ignore Vinson's important work to modernize the US
Navy prior to Pearl Harbor and how it was possible for the Navy to lead the way to victory in the
Pacific. Vinson served in Congress from 1914 until 1965 and is known as the Father of the Two
Ocean Navy. The Nimitz class carrier Carl Vinson, CVN-70, was named in his honor while he
was still alive.”

Writing Historian, “Always Interesting, Sometimes Controversial, Often Insightful. I bought this
book just to see if the author could introduce some plausible twists on the accepted wisdom on
how WW2 unfolded, which nation accomplished what, and how air/naval power figured in the
various campaigns that took place from 1939 to 1945. I found Dr. O'Brien's insights to be quite
unique on occasion, for the most part well informed, and guaranteed to be controversial in some
circles. That is not to say that controversy is without merit. Among the many pleasant surprises
is that a book chock full of analysis and facts/figures could be fairly entertaining and well-
written.Scope of coverage: Although the book centers on air and naval power, O'Brien does not
neglect land armies. In terms of combatants, his coverage is heavily weighted toward the US,
Great Britain (rather than the Commonwealth per se), Germany and Japan. He does talk about



the Soviet Union and Italy, although the latter is normally discussed as a millstone around the
neck of their Nazi allies.Some of the topics explored in this book include:1.) The Soviet Army's
defeat of German land power on the Eastern Front was not as decisive to the Third Reich's
downfall as portrayed in recent scholarship (post-Cold War). He argues instead that the
Germans did not start losing until their air and naval power were no longer decisive factors in
various theaters - in part because it had to fight in a growing number of theaters and in part
because Anglo-Americans won the technical struggle between surface ship and U-boat.2.)
Japan was a much more formidable industrial adversary than heretofore acknowledged. He
states that the Japanese matched the industrial output of the Soviet Union - which caused me to
reflexively shake my head in disbelief for a moment before reading his explanation: The Soviets
invested heavily in the ground forces, much less so in air forces (most Soviet aircraft were lend
lease or Russian designs built using American provided aluminum and flown using American
provided aviation fuel). The Japanese invested the equivalent of the Soviet Army in production
assets allocated to their air and naval power. This is no surprise when one learns that naval and
merchant shipping was allocated more than half of all of the finished steel production between
1943 and 1945. (pp. 61 - 63)Naval production comparisons between Great Britain and Japan
were also interesting: Between 1942 and 1945, the Japanese built one battleship, 13 aircraft
carriers, five cruisers, 55 destroyers, and 99 submarines. The British built 2 battleships, 6
aircraft carriers, 15 cruisers, 141 destroyers, and 111 submarines. The disparity was closer than
I thought in more categories than I believed possible. [Note: The USSR commissioned 2
cruisers, 25 destroyers, and 52 submarines during the entire war]. In addition, the British only
built fourteen percent more merchant shipping than the Japanese (who built 3,392,814 tons
worth of shipping) - which is closer than one might imagine because the latter's shipyards did
come under increasing air attack in 1945, whereas British merchant shipyards were rarely
attacked from the air.The Japanese also introduced more types of updated aircraft and higher
performing aircraft than their German or Soviet counterparts.So, what happened to the Axis
achieving victory? Despite tremendous investments in air and naval power at the onset of the
war, the Germans could not keep up with the Anglo-Americans - in part because of increasingly
effective bombing and in part because they didn't make efficient use of available assets. One
point that he uses to drive home that claim is that the Germans spent as much money
(percentage wise) on the V-2 program as the Americans spent on the Manhattan project. It’s not
hard to figure out who got the better return on investment.Even if you disagree with his
conclusions, Dr. O'Brien brings a number of unique or overlooked insights into the equation as
he examines non-operational losses for the German and Japanese Air Force(s) caused by
poorly trained ferry pilots and dispersed delivery bases, how many workers would have
ACTUALLY been needed to build more Me-262s earlier in the war, why the Japanese had to turn
to kamikazes (dropping pilot skill levels), and why Allied strategic bombing had a much greater
impact than imagined (physical damage, worker morale and diversion of fighter and AAA
resources to homeland defense) by ADDING into the equation the impact on German industry



created by the dispersal of factories coupled with their efforts to build underground factories for
their higher priority programs. All that stuff cost money, consumed resources, and drained off
manpower.He begins to delve into strategy in the latter half of the book, noting how air and naval
power drove how the Allies waged war in all theaters. He buttresses those assertions by looking
at Admiral Ernie King and General Douglas MacArthur's machinations to acquire a greater share
of air and naval assets during their campaigns - to the point where O'Brien states the former
basically lied about the percentage of US naval assets dedicated to the European and Pacific
theaters to the Combined Chiefs over a period of years. This is one of the few times where I
found an error in his analysis, as he confuses Canton Island with Canton, China when
discussing some of Admiral King's strategy oriented notes about the "Funafuti, Gilberts, and
Canton" [region] - which in fact comprises a triangular area in the south Central Pacific. I also
thought his use of a post-war German account to discuss the experience of the Panzer Lehr
Division in Normandy was a bit weak - he bought off on "air power destroyed everything"
statements which more recent scholarship - such as Niklas Zetterling's book on the German
Army in Normandy, has determined to be an exaggeration. Otherwise, based on my own
knowledge base of reading [and publishing] military history for the past several decades I don't
have much to criticize about the level of expertise he acquired on an amazingly wide spectrum of
topics.Sources: His work is grounded to a great degree on the results of the US Strategic
Bombing Survey. You can imagine how those documents would lend greater weight to an
argument that air and naval power won World War 2. Still, I cannot shake the thought that the
Germans did fairly well as long as they could overmatch their opponent or at least hold their own
at sea and in the air in a particular theater. That kind of makes sense of the fact that their ground
forces were defeated on all fronts, despite having far better weapons in many cases.As I stated
at the beginning of my review, not everyone is going to agree with him - I certainly did not agree
with all of his conclusions, but I did like his writing/presentation style and I think he covers much
discussed material in an interesting and novel manner. I am glad that I bought this book, which I
liked so much that I also bought a second one for a friend. Highly recommended, primarily
because of its thought provoking narrative.A quick note on how the book is organized: Eleven
chapters overall - each with 45 - 50 pages. He develops his arguments about air and naval
dominance and how they come into play in Chapters 1 - 2. Chapters 3 - 5 are fairly chronological
in nature and take the reader through March 1942, Chapter 6 examines how air and naval power
shaped strategy, Chapter 7 is simply entitled "The Shipping War," Chapter 8 details the bombing
war in Europe in 1943, Chapter 9 is devoted to Europe in 1944, with Chapter 10 switching to the
Pacific Theater during 1942 - - 1945. He provides us with his interpretation of the end of the war
in Chapter 11, followed by the conclusion which begins on page 430. Endnotes run a further
ninety pages.”

Dave Anderson, “A really important book. I have read a lot of military history, and this is the most
insightful book I have read. It's thesis is that World War II was won in the air and on the sea, and



that land battles were secondary, despite being the source of the most human suffering. He
powerfully supports this argument with references to the expense and results of air and sea
warfare, which consumed by far the most effort of the major combatants. His basic argument is
that wars are won decisively only by restricting movement on the opponent's side. Thus, he
argues that the Russian land war was actually secondary to victory, although it of course
involved the greatest human suffering. This has implications for post-World War II conflicts, like
Korea, Vietnam, and Afghanistan, where the United States won the set piece land battles, but
did not achieve a crushing victory, unlike World War II. This has implications for the current war in
the Ukraine. You really have to read this book if you have any interest in military theory.”

The book by Leila Hadley has a rating of  5 out of 4.7. 247 people have provided feedback.
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