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Foreword

Gen George S. Patton Jr. remains one of the most storied com-
manders of World War Il. Patton’s spectacularly successful drive
across France in August-September 1944 as commander of the
US Third Army was perhaps his greatest campaign.

Many biographers have attributed Patton’s achievements
almost exclusively to his masterful employment of armor and
to an innate sixth sense that enabled him to anticipate the
moves of his opponents. Drawing heavily on declassified
ULTRA intelligence reports, the records of XIX Tactical Air
Command, and postwar interrogations of German command-
ers, Maj Bradford J. Shwedo’s XIX Tactical Air Command and
ULTRA: Patton’s Force Enhancers in the 1944 Campaign in
France sheds new light on Patton’s generalship and suggests
that Patton’s penchant for risk and audacity may have been
less the product of a sixth sense than of his confidence in
ULTRA and tactical airpower. Timely and highly accurate
ULTRA intelligence afforded Patton knowledge of German
capabilities and enabled him to shape his operations to exploit
mounting German weakness. Airpower provided top cover,
punched through German concentrations, guarded Patton’s
right flank, and furnished crucial airlift support while dis-
rupting enemy lines of communication.

Whatever Patton’s personal intuitive gifts, he deserves full
marks for skillfully integrating the ground scheme of maneu-
ver, airpower, and intelligence into the overall strategy of the
Third Army. Major Shwedo shows in some detail how Patton
used both ULTRA and conventional operational intelligence to
identify German vulnerabilities and then coordinated ground
maneuver forces and airpower to exploit those vulnerabilities
and create new ones. The synergy between courageous leader-
ship and airpower, highly mobile ground forces, and superb
intelligence—each creating opportunities for the other—took
the Third Army and XIX TAC from Normandy to within 50
miles of the German border in less than 45 days.

General Patton’s masterful employment of armor, airpower,
and intelligence in a campaign fought more than 50 years ago
is a textbook example of the sophisticated fusion of airpower,

ix



ground power, and information in the planning and execution
of a fast-moving military operation. It is also a case study in
flexibility, innovation, and boldness at the operational level of
war. For all those reasons, Patton’'s campaign in France mer-
its the attention of latter-day air and ground warriors who
must meet the security challenges of the twenty-first century.

Originally written as a master’s thesis for Air University's
School of Advanced Airpower Studies (SAAS), XIX Tactical Air
Command and ULTRA was selected by the Air Force Historical
Foundation as the best SAAS thesis for academic year
1999-2000. The College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and
Education is pleased to make this excellent study available to
the US Air Force and beyond.

cgan of Research
Air University
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The superior efficiency and cooperation afforded to this
Army by the forces under your command is the best exam-
ple of the combined use of air and ground troops | have ever
witnessed.

—George S. Patton Jr.
(letter to the commander,
XIX TAC, August 1944)

General Patton’s use of ULTRA in his historic drive across
France is a fitting thesis for a tactical epic . . . One message,
as at Avranches, may turn the spear points of a German
Army and save an entire campaign from disaster. Each day
brings some item of value and interest and in many cases,
the item is the motive force behind whole divisions. The
service is so incredibly valuable that it requires time for an
intelligent person to believe that it is really reliable. The first
impression by other than the gullible is that it is too good to
be true.

—Maj Warrack Wallace, 18 September 1944
Bletchley Park Observer to US Third Army

In the course of military history, few generals have risen to
the achievements of Gen George S. Patton Jr. and his Third US
Army (USA). One of General Patton’s most significant accom-
plishments was his historic drive across France in 1944. At-
tacking in three different directions (westward—Brittany,
south—Loire River, east—Paris to the Moselle River), the Third
Army moved farther and faster than any other army in the his-
tory of warfare.! At one point during this campaign, Third
Army advanced along a 90-mile front that ran along the Loire
River, which gave Patton a combined flank and front of 450
miles.? During this month-and-a-half offensive, the Third
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Army liberated 41,000 square miles of enemy territory in its
drive from Normandy to within 50 miles of the German bor-
der.® Patton’s exploitation of the situation in the August and
September 1944 scenario became “the beginning of the end”
for Germany. Most importantly, his rapid drives permitted as-
tonishing gains at relatively low losses (approximate totals of
German losses were 32,000 killed; 96,500 wounded; and
94,199 taken as prisoners of war [POW]; United States [US]
losses were 4,575 killed; 23,794 wounded; and 6,156 miss-
ing).* The extraordinary results of this campaign have led
many historians to wonder what was the secret behind Patton’s
success.

Most of the studies associated with Patton focus on the glo-
rious deeds, bravery, and tenacity of the Third Army. This nar-
row perspective may not thoroughly explain the details behind
Patton’s success. His unorthodox schemes remain the focus of
debate concerning the genius of Patton. Unfortunately, due to
Patton’s premature death in 1945 and the limited information
available to researchers immediately after the war, many post—
World War Il histories fostered a myriad of myths that per-
sist to this day. These histories run the gamut. Some credit
Patton’s success to mythical qualities and claim he had “a
sixth sense—which enabled him to foresee situations that
were developing and make dispositions to meet them.”™ Others
attack his strategies in France for his perceived blatant disre-
gard for flank protection. One author said the way that Patton
fixed his logistic problems “does not bear examination, in
terms of how a responsible senior commander should be-
have.”® Another author characterized Patton’s drive across
France as a “reckless exploitation” of the situation.” Contrary
to these accounts, Patton was not guided by a sixth sense or
reckless action; and contemporary commanders, through
careful examination, can extract many lessons from the cam-
paign fought in France a half century ago.

During this drive Patton rapidly exploited a fluid front as his
area of responsibility (AOR) grew exponentially. The manner in
which Patton exploited the battlefields in France has often
provoked controversy. However, he provided some clues to his
success when in late August he stated, “to attack with the
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limited forces | have now available—since | occupy a 300 mile
front [and had lost the XV Corps to Hodges]—I am taking
chances, but | am convinced that the situation in the German
Army warrants the taking of such risks.”® In this case Patton
knew he had to capitalize on the window of opportunity that
was present in the summer of 1944. But as his AOR increased
and his manpower strengths remained constant, he also real-
ized he had to devise economy-of-force measures. He accom-
plished this task through various force-enhancing schemes
that entailed some unorthodox employment of his units. Al-
though these unorthodox schemes remain the focus of debate
concerning the genius of Patton, recently declassified sources
afford insight into some of Patton’s actions and the calcula-
tions and estimates upon which these actions were based.

Immediately after declassification of ULTRA intelligence
records,* Gen Ira C. Eaker, commander of the Eighth and Fif-
teenth Air Forces, stated that “virtually all of the historical ac-
counts of the great battles of World War Il must now be reex-
amined in the light of ULTRA’s extraordinary disclosures.”
Unfortunately, most of the senior leadership of World War Il
did not live long enough to cite the benefits of ULTRA, but one
who did provide an idea of the advantages it could afford a
commander. In 1975 when Gen Elwood R. Quesada, com-
mander of Xl Tactical Air Command (TAC), was asked the
value of ULTRA messages, he said,

They were particularly valuable. They would tell us where certain units

were. They would tell us where they might be going. They would tell us

in one way or the other what the state of their alert was. They would

often tell us what the effect of certain actions of ours was on them. It

would often do that. That was a common source of information, which

of course, would often make us grin. Sometimes be embarrassed too, |

might add. And so, this information was not only to inform us what

was happening at the time, but would confirm the effect of our action

on prior days and prior weeks. It wasn't uncommon for us to get a ver-
batim copy of a message through the ULTRA system that was sent to

*Coined by the British, ULTRA was the code name for high-grade signals intelligence derived from
German secret radio communications. Such enemy messages were known as Enigma communica-
tions, after the sophisticated German cipher machine used to encrypt them. By 1940 the British were
routinely intercepting, deciphering, translating, and analyzing a large portion of German Enigma traf-
fic. The resulting ULTRA intelligence gave the British, and later the Americans, extraordinarily accu-
rate information on the capabilities, vulnerabilities, and intentions of their German opponents.
ULTRA remained a secret for almost 30 years after the war. Its existence was first revealed in 1974
when retired RAF Group Capt Frederick W. Winterbotham published The Ultra Secret.
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the German field commanders, Army group commanders as an exam-
ple, and from Hitler and his entourage, and we would often get the
message before the field commander got it. And you could tell that by
the field commander’s response “lI got your message yesterday after-
noon,” but we would have had it yesterday morning. That happened
time and time again. It was a very helpful thing.1°

Because of the beneficial possibilities cited by Generals Que-
sada and Eaker’s assertion which insists that the great battles
must be reexamined in the light of ULTRA, it may now be pos-
sible to fathom the role of this special intelligence in General
Patton’s success.

Another area often neglected by historians during discus-
sions concerning Patton is his use of airpower. Patton made
every effort to emphasize the contributions of airpower during
this campaign; and he often started press conferences by stat-
ing, “Now | would appreciate it if you all could integrate in your
stories the Third Army and the XIX Tactical Air Command, be-
cause the XIX TAC has done a great job with us.”*! Gen Carl
A. Spaatz confirmed the great job done by the XIX TAC with
the Third Army. After the drive across France, General Spaatz
noted, “What you've seen is the greatest example of air-ground
cooperation that has ever been or will ever be.”*? Like accounts
of ULTRA, many of the airpower stories that motivated Patton
and Spaatz’'s praise are untold—still buried in the archives. Al-
though Patton’s ground scheme of maneuver has been well
documented, its relationship to the force enhancers repre-
sented by ULTRA and airpower has yet to be examined in detail.

This study examines the relationship among ULTRA, Pat-
ton’s ground scheme of maneuver, and the operations of XIX
TAC. Patton did not live long enough to reveal the impact of
ULTRA intelligence on his battle plans, but declassification ef-
forts have shed a new light on this topic. Archival material
provides a useful basis for assessment of airpower’s contribu-
tions and an expanded view of history.

To better understand the relationship among Patton’s force
enhancers, this study examines ULTRA reports and compares
them to the standard accounts of the various battles. After-
action reports by the ULTRA officers at Third Army and XIX
TAC headquarters serve as a foundation. Recollections are
evaluated against secondary historical accounts to better ensure
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accuracy and become the starting point for associating and
tracing individual messages to operational decisions. These
ULTRA reports are compared to memoirs and diaries to iden-
tify suggestive but understandably guarded references by sen-
ior decision makers. All of this information discloses how Pat-
ton took advantage of the fluid environment of 1944. Patton’s
effective and sometimes unorthodox employment of airpower
and ULTRA allowed him to take risks and dictate situations
that made him and his troops the most successful and feared
forces in the European theater.

This study traces Patton’s higher tactical and operational
decisions from the hedgerows of Normandy in early August
1944 to the banks of the Moselle River, just 50 miles from the
German border. During this campaign Patton devised unique
systems to exploit the reciprocal and force-enhancing capabil-
ities of ULTRA, airpower, and ground scheme of maneuver.
The examination of the relationships among these three tools
in the operational artist's kit bag serves several functions.
First, it allows us to understand more fully the reasons behind
Third US Army’s rapid and successful drive across France.
Second, it provides insight into the process by which a practi-
tioner of the operational art makes the fine judgments between
opportunity and risk and employs all the principal tools at his
disposal to exploit the former and mitigate the latter. Third, it
suggests how these same tools could be usefully combined in
the technologically enhanced era of the twenty-first century.

Notes

1. George Forty, Patton’s Third Army at War (London: Arms and Armour
Press, 1990), 10.

2. Oscar W. Koch and Robert G. Hays, G-2: Intelligence for Patton
(Philadelphia: Whitmore Publishing, 1971), 66.

3. Brenton G. Wallace, Patton and His Third Army (Washington, D.C.: Mil-
itary Service Publishing Co., 1946), 88.

4. Robert S. Allen, Lucky Forward (New York: Vanguard Press, 1947), 144.

5. Fred Ayer Jr., Before the Colors Fade (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1964),
iii.

6. Ronald Lewin, Montgomery as Military Commander (Conshohocken,
Pa.: Combined Publishing, 1998), 232.

7. Martin Blumenson, The Patton Papers, vol. 2, 1940-1945 (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1974), 528.

8. Ibid.
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“ULTRA Goes to War” (Air Force Historical Research Center: Eaker Collec-
tion, 29 December 1974), 1.

10. Ralph Stephenson, Report K239.0512-838—*“Interview with Lt Gen
Elwood R. Quesada—ULTRA Section” (Air Force Historical Research Center:
Quesada Collection, 13 May 1975), 7.

11. Blumenson, 539.

12. Frederick Vosburg, XIX TAC senior intelligence officer, telephone in-
terview with the author, 24 March 2000.



Chapter 2

Key Players

I would like to learn from you something. | don’t understand
how you could more or less be everywhere at once. It
seemed that if something was hit in the rear areas, inter-
dictions and so on, supply establishments, reserve German
troops moving somewhere, you would show up and clobber
them. But then when your army was going to attack or de-
fend—either one, but usually attacking—you had all kinds
of airplanes helping them. How could you be everywhere all
the time?

—Generalfeldmarschall Gerd von Rundstedt
(Question asked of the XIX TAC
commander during an interrogation)

During and after the war, Germans on the western front, at
all levels of command, consistently pointed to Allied airpower
as one of the main factors contributing to their defeat. Gener-
alfeldmarschall Gerd von Rundstedt provided numerous ex-
amples of how Allied air operations ruined many of his battle
plans throughout the European campaign. By mid-1944 the
balance for air superiority began to tip in the favor of the Al-
lies. When von Rundstedt was asked during interrogations
after World War Il what would have been different if the air
force elements had been at parity prior to D day, he flatly
stated “The invasion would have never succeeded.” Von
Rundstedt further highlighted the force-enhancing effects of
airpower when he said, “These attacks were painful for mov-
ing our troops, our supplies and our gas. The tactical attacks
in France on railroad communications were devastating, all
the more so as they were repeated like clockwork again and
again immediately after we repaired the damage. On the roads
our convoys or a single M/T [motor transport] could not move
during the day. We could never count on when a certain divi-
sion would arrive at its destination.” Von Rundstedt’s respect
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for Allied airpower was no different before he became a POW.
He stated in a message sent to higher headquarters during the
war that “Allied air attacks to block railway transports to bat-
tle areas were very large in scale and had corresponding effect
.. . Allies exactly informed on German bringing up of forces by
recce and considerable activity by agents.”® Von Rundstedt did
not live long enough to find out that agents and reconnais-
sance were not the only things that were informing the Allies.
More important was the Allies’ ability to rapidly apply airpower
against these targets. This, along with their new advantage in
air superiority, was the product of years of experience in North
Africa and Italy.

Evolution of Airpower

One of the lessons from North Africa and Italy was the need
for improved air-ground cooperation. Therefore, it was agreed
prior to the Normandy invasion that air and ground com-
manders would live in the same quarters, use the same oper-
ations center, and—most importantly—would “coordinate and
not subordinate” operations as “coequals.”® These decisions
eventually were spelled out in Field Manual (FM) 100-20, Com-
mand and Employment of Air Power. While some air com-
manders used FM 100-20 to convince their ground compatri-
ots that they were on coequal status, XIX TAC took it as a
starting point to evolve doctrine to fit the situation that existed
in 1944 France. General Patton described this evolution which
became the basis for the Third Army’s XIX TAC's air-ground
team:

We have seen the attempts of air and ground to work together for years

but it was only on the 1st of August [1944] that it really worked. First,

air was subservient to the ground forces. That was wrong. Then air and
ground were set as things apart and that was wrong for it was quite
evident that we were not getting along. When, in those days, we would
ask for support from air the request might be made at 8:30 in the
morning and planes in inadequate numbers would arrive at perhaps

1:30 in the afternoon. | do not say this in criticism but | wish to point
out the lack of understanding of the system of getting them there.>

Patton’s people knew the system was broken and made
changes that may have appeared to be unorthodox, but these
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schemes significantly exploited the opportunities that existed
in August 1944. FM 100-20 directed a list of prioritized tacti-
cal airpower missions and proposed the highest priority mis-
sions for tactical air forces were air superiority, interdiction,
and, last, close air support (CAS) because it was “the most dif-
ficult to control, most expensive, and are in general, least ef-
fective.”® XIX TAC took a different approach. They emphasized
CAS and interdiction (42 percent and 40 percent of sorties, re-
spectively) while their sister, IX TAC, had more conventional
employment methods (27 percent CAS and 46 percent inter-
diction).”

The situation in Europe dictated that CAS should become a
higher priority, but this concept strayed from the teachings of
that time. The Army Air Force School of Applied Tactics
claimed before the D-day invasion: “It is almost impossible to
employ third phase operations [CAS] where bomb lines cannot
be maintained. This phase depends for success upon team-
work and cooperation. It is best employed on a stable front,
where preplanned attacks can soften up the enemy for a
breakthrough by ground forces.”® Again, General Patton’s
forces took a different approach. To ensure the best possible
CAS and interdiction sorties for his rapidly moving forces, Pat-
ton recommended that bomb lines be abolished and that
fighter-bombers be allowed to attack freely against any clearly
recognizable targets of opportunity.® The Army Air Force
School of Applied Tactics was correct in determining that CAS
was dependent upon teamwork and cooperation, which be-
came another area where Patton employed unique solutions to
ensure success.

XIX TAC found the Army Air Corps manning for air liaison
officers (ALO) to be inadequate to support air-ground opera-
tions. They improvised manning and equipment that ex-
panded their ALO organization by a factor of three over the
amount allowed by Air Corps tables of organization.'® The co-
ordination among all elements was focused on shortening the
decision cycle for air attacks. XIX TAC found existing warning
and intelligence functions disjointed and unsatisfactory, and
they described their solution with the following comment: “To
overcome this, all aircraft warning units, fighter control
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squadrons, and radio intercept ‘Y’ service [intelligence] have
been organized into a provisional Tactical Control Group and
placed directly under the control of the Advanced Headquar-
ters, XIX Tactical Air Command.”* The evolution of this im-
provised system led Patton to say “formerly, . . . we could
never talk to each other but now we can curse the living day-
lights out of each other!”'? While Patton points out one of the
added benefits of this organization, the results on the battle-
field truly displayed the merits of his system.

General Patton and his forces believed the summer of 1944
offered a window of opportunity to end the war quickly, but
this plan rested on the assumption that Third Army could ex-
ploit the fluid situation by rapid drives through the Wehrmacht.
All actions sought to increase the pace of the advance. Gen O.
P. Weyland, the XIX TAC's commander, best described the
sometimes unconventional nature of the drives across France
with the following account:

Well, the Germans were fairly discombobulated. We, of course, en-

deavored to keep him in that shape and that was part of the interdic-

tion program. To see that they couldn’t move their reserves. Or if they

did, to get them mixed up and whatnot. So they'd run these armored

columns into the Germans, and I'd violate what used to be an old prin-

ciple of tactical air power “Don’t use air power against something that
the artillery can hit.” Well, time was of the essence. So | said to he--
with that. Here, they were moving, so by the time they’'d stop a column
and deploy their artillery and whatnot . . . He--, it might take them an
hour or two. I'd have fighter-bombers out in front and we’d try to take
care of anything out there. But sometimes there’d be concealed stuff.

So then they'd yell. I'd have an Air Force liaison officer in the lead tank

who communicated with the fighter group that was working up front

somewhere . . . Whistle them back, and they’d be there in three min-
utes. Wham! Wham! Wham! They'd keep rolling.13

Patton had created a truly integrated air-ground team, and
this feeling permeated the lowest echelons of command. Gen
Paul Harkins (Patton’s deputy chief of staff) fondly recalled
this unique teamwork when he said, “The 19th TAC would fly
in weather that was absolutely forbidden for anybody else to
fly in. If a tank cut-out or got damaged out in front of the lines
and the others couldn’'t move, the [19th] TAC would come in
under cloud cover and go in and strafe around until somebody
could go out and pull the tank out.”** This support worked
both ways. The 4th Armored Division diverted resources to
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secure a downed airman through a call from his squadron
mates, and the XIX TAC repeatedly used Third Army artillery
fire for flak suppression.'®> Patton fostered this relationship,
which was significantly better than the air-ground cooperation
in North Africa; and he took great pride in describing this new
kinship. “Now the situation has cleared up wonderfully be-
cause the soldiers got to know each other and about the other
fellow’s organization. There is a steady stream of pilots going
for visits to my units at the front to see how my ground sol-
diers live. And | also know that many of my own men are mak-
ing it a practice of calling on the pilots to help drain bottles of
captured enemy merchandise. And this spirit of comradeship
is helping out in many ways.”'® This comradeship may have
flourished at the bottom, but it clearly had its roots at the top.
General Patton’s planning for the European campaign
began in England, and he wasted no time finding a com-
mander for his air arm. General Weyland recalled harboring
some anxiety about his new command. But early in the job,
the spirit of 1943 Casablanca agreements overcame many of
his concerns as related in the following story.
Initially, this was not looked upon as a highly desirable assignment.
General Patton had a reputation as being hard to work with, and he
had a rather low regard for air power. However, this was to change rap-
idly . . . Whereas many ground commanders still believed that tactical
air power should be subordinated to the ground force commander,
General Patton agreed with me that he would command the ground
and that | would run the associated tactical air forces. At the same
time we both laid our cards on the table. We planned and executed our
respective responsibilities in the closest of coordination . . . From an

early attitude of skepticism, General Patton went to the other extreme.
He thought the XIX Tactical Air Command could do no wrong.1”

Considering General Weyland’s background, it is not surpris-
ing that the two generals got along so well. Weyland had spent
most of his Air Corps career in tactical aircraft and had served
several tours directly attached to ground units. This provided
him added credibility because as he pointed out, to the average
Air Corps officer, “ground organization tactics were pretty much
of a mystery to them—it was not to me.”'® Patton demanded
competence and results, and it did not take long for Weyland
to display both. Early in the campaign, Patton was impressed
with roadways filled with dead Germans and destroyed
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equipment all credited to the XIX TAC; and this time it was
Patton asking Weyland to drain a bottle of bourbon for his ef-
forts. Weyland later admitted, “Well, we killed that bottle of
bourbon, | think. And from a degree of mutual respect, this
brightened up into a very close and lasting friendship.”1°

Generals George S. Patton Jr. and O. P. Weyland

Understanding ULTRA

ULTRA was another area where Patton used his experience
in North Africa and Italy to improve both relationships and
performance. Although Patton disliked many of the British
representatives associated with the ULTRA system, he knew
this source of intelligence was far too important to waste due
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to his prejudices. Patton knew that with every dutiful message
the Germans sent, they were compromising another aspect of
their operations. This was true because early in the war, the
Allies had broken the Germans’ highest level of communica-
tions; and Patton, as Group Capt F. W. Winterbotham—senior
RAF representative at Bletchley Park—Ilater noted, “never
failed to use every opportunity that ULTRA gave him to bust
open the enemy.”20

These opportunities were afforded because much of the Ger-
man message traffic was transmitted via wireless sets employ-
ing a cryptological machine called Enigma. The breaking of
this machine’s codes began in the interwar years through a
multinational effort. The Poles initiated the process in 1929;
and the French aided in this effort in 1932 by presenting to
the British German army Enigma intercepts, a commercial
Enigma machine (originally designed in 1919 to protect busi-
ness secrets), and two Enigma manuals.?! The German mili-
tary made numerous improvements on the original, which
made the number of possible cipher combinations (or keys)
“500 million million million . . . million [the word million being
written a total of 15 times].”?? In 1939, with World War Il on
the horizon, the Poles shared all of their knowledge with the
French and the British; but within one year, the British were
fighting the Enigma battle alone.

Although the Germans on occasion gquestioned the security
of their wireless communications, they placed their confidence
in the above calculations; and that misplaced confidence be-
came a significant factor in their defeat in World War Il. The
British launched an all-out attack on the Enigma machine
and its codes. This effort had top priority for all resources, and
it rapidly expanded to an organization of 10,000 people who
had an almost limitless budget. It was a complex program. The
system required a large signals intelligence (SIGINT) intercept
infrastructure, which would relay raw intercepts to the code
breakers located 50 miles north of London at Bletchley Park.?3
At Bletchley Park, the code breakers used early computers
called Bombas to help break the codes; and then the messages
were translated, analyzed, and prioritized.?* The British
quickly discovered the tactical applicability of this information
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and built up an infrastructure to facilitate this process. They
established special liaison units (SLU) that were colocated
with operational forces to push this information down to army
command level. This secret information was held at the high-
est levels and was classified Top Secret ULTRA. The ULTRA re-
cipient list was kept to the bare minimum; but when the
United States entered the war, the circle expanded.

Patton’s first introduction to ULTRA was in 1942 during Op-
eration Torch in North Africa. During this period it was the
British SLU’s responsibility to provide ULTRA information to
the commands. However, in late 1943 it was agreed that each
country “would disseminate ULTRA to its own commands.”?®
This decision was one of the significant factors that made
ULTRA so effective in France. Prior to this agreement, the
British SLUs were Bletchley Park’s only representatives to the
field commands; and they were not good salesmen at Patton’s
headquarters. They had no intention of becoming team play-
ers and constantly reminded people through their actions that
they did not fall under Patton’s command.

The first step towards changing Patton’s mind about ULTRA
involved finding a new salesman. The success of the 1943
ULTRA agreement became apparent when Patton met his first
American ULTRA officer. He enthusiastically asked his G-2,
“Why haven’t | been informed about this Major at Third Army
Headquarters?”?® His G-2 replied, “Since we had such a bad
experience with British intelligence and signal troops (SLU) at-
tached in Africa and Sicily, | felt it best not to mention their
presence and mission to you.”?” The employment of a compe-
tent team player transformed ULTRA from a daily one-page
synopsis in North Africa and Sicily to an extravagant daily
briefing and a 24-hour access to the commanders of Third
Army and XIX TAC in France.

The above access was unique to the American commands,
and that may be due to the extraordinary ULTRA personnel
under General Patton’s command. Outside of Patton’s Third
Army, the US ULTRA program was largely an incestuous or-
ganization whose senior leader was a civilian lawyer named Al-
fred McCormack. McCormack largely focused on barristers to
fill the ULTRA ranks because he believed “that lawyers as a
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class are better fitted for intelligence work.”?® Author Thomas
Parrish noted that this practice left the program with numer-
ous inexperienced personnel, of which “a surprising propor-
tion [consisted] of Alfred McCormack's fellow Princeton
Tigers.”?® Parrish made an additional observation about this
ULTRA corps. “These ULTRA officers would be young men of
low rank, almost all of them civilians at heart, and relatively
new to the army. But generals must not, for such reasons,
brush them off. What these men would have that was pos-
sessed by no one else in any of the commands, was training
. . . in the handling of items of signal intelligence.”*® The Third
Army ULTRA officer called this training a British joke where
“the main item of equipment used was a mug for drinking tea,
the dirtier the better”; and he claimed, “I don't remember
learning anything important.”3! This may have been true be-
cause the Third Army ULTRA officer was not new to the Army,
which is probably why generals did not brush him off.

Civilians at heart—relatively new to the army—were recipes
for disaster at Third Army headquarters; and someone had the
foresight to send a unique ULTRA officer to Patton’s staff, Lt
Col Melvin C. Helfers. In direct contrast to lawyer McCor-
mack’s philosophy, a firm credo in Third Army’'s G-2 organi-
zation was that “intelligence officers are made, not born.”3?
While the other commands were struggling with their on-the-
job trainees, Colonel Helfers was ready to perform his duties.
Helfers was a 1937 Citadel graduate, and he was the only Reg-
ular Army officer selected for ULTRA duties.®® He knew what
was important; and, unlike his contemporaries, he had the im-
mediate confidence of his commanders, which helped him fuse
his information into Third Army operations. Helfers held little
regard for his higher headquarters counterparts, and he de-
scribed the Twelfth US Army Group G-2 section as “overrun
with a bunch of civilian lawyer flunkies.”3* Unlike his higher
headquarters, Helfers had an excellent working relationship
with his Army Air Forces ULTRA compatriot.

Maj Harry M. Grove was the ULTRA officer assigned to the
XIX TAC, and he too broke the stereotype of the typical Amer-
ican ULTRA officer. Major Grove also had an operational back-
ground and called himself an “Air Force retread.”®®> Grove had
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been a pilot in World War |; and when he was recalled to duty
during World War |1, he had instant credibility. He and Helfers
also carried on the air-ground cooperation within ULTRA
channels. Early in the campaign, Grove received “a request
from Gen Patton’s Chief of Staff through Lt Col Melvin Helfers
. . . that a verbal presentation of ULTRA information on the
GAF [German Air Force] be
given to Gen Patton and his
staff at the regular ULTRA
briefing.”?® This briefing was
the main conduit for incorpora-
tion of ULTRA into Third Army
operations. Patton had two
staff meetings each morning—a
large formalized Dbriefing that
. i was preceded by the much
Lt Col (then major) Melvin C. smaller ULTRA briefing. M_ajor
Helfers's ULTRA Briefing to Patton Grove recalled these meetings
as follows,
It was the custom of Gen Weyland and Col Browne to attend the regu-
lar morning ULTRA briefing of Gen Patton and his Staff . . . It should
be stated here both generals and staffs were extremely attentive lis-
teners, and gave the most serious consideration to ULTRA information.
This interest was indicated by the concentration of attention during
the briefing, as it was the rule to ask no questions during the verbal
presentation, but afterward, many intelligent questions were asked
and opinions requested based on the material at hand. It afforded the

writer the greatest satisfaction to observe the influence of source in-
formation on the conduct of operations.3”

Helfers reflected upon these little meetings by stating, “Gen-
eral Patton must have considered this small group his privy
counsel, and he did not hesitate to let his thoughts wander
with them and to discuss future operations with them.”38 Col
Oscar W. Koch, Patton’s G-2, had similar memories of these
sessions. In his guarded 1970 account, he observed that the
“presentation would be followed by a period of thinking out
loud by all present . . . If the enemy does so and so, General
Patton would ask, what do you think of our doing this?"3°
ULTRA started the day for the Third Army and XIX TAC, but
that was not this information’s only outlet. Both commanders
also gave their ULTRA officers clearance to provide updates
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any time during the day that they deemed appropriate. Gen-
eral Weyland made this clear to Grove by stating that “he
wanted to be awakened at once for any information that he
could do something about, and it was left to the writer’s
(Grove) judgment and experience.”*® Within Patton’s organiza-
tion the ULTRA staff's judgment and experience were never in
question.

The last aspects that helped to ensure success for Patton
were his appreciation for intelligence and for his G-2. As a sen-
ior officer, Patton’s understanding and enthusiasm for intelli-
gence was even more unique than his serious support for co-
equal status for airpower or for well-prepared ULTRA officers.
He appreciated the opportunities ULTRA provided because un-
like most field commanders, he had two tours as an intelli-
gence officer (1925-28 and 1935-37).41 Gen Omar Bradley
best encapsulated the American view of an intelligence as-
signment when he reflected, “Misfits frequently found them-
selves assigned to intelligence duties. And in some stations G-2
became a dumping ground for officers ill-suited for command.
I recall how scrupulously | avoided the branding that came
with an intelligence assignment in my own career.