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SEerion i

INTRODUCTION

A, GENERAL. Thig study is a preseatation of the United States Air
Forc@ atroraft Tosses in the Southeast Asia conflict fvom January
1662 through January 1973, Its cephasis is on the tactical air
forces. This report covers nearly 12 years of SEA conflict and
provides ir one volume necessary information on tactical atrcraft
combat and operational Tosses.

B. LIMITATIONS OF THE AVAILZASLE DATA, Combat and operationel losses,
combat surtie Toss rates, and the face of the crews involvod in the
airborne Josses ere given in the detafl permitied by the available
data. Despite the multitudinous reports on the gir war in SCA that
wore generated both there and in the CONUS, there are many gaps and
confiicting information. The numerous veporting systims that survivod
underwent many revistons. In eddition, their tavminclogy was not
stancardized and this cronted problems in gpalyzing ang verifying the
data from diffeorent sources.

C. FORMAT. This study presents the available infarmation in differ-
ent Tormacs to show combat lesses by covatry and by the different
weapon systems cmployed by the encmy 10 down cup alrcealt, In
adedition, comparisons are made cnd prosudlid 19 ohi how the Tate

aF Lhe ercws varisd by afreeait type, rounbry winve the Tons eeoureed,
type of mission, and the cnemy woapon systen {niiieting o grmhbat
losses.  In the opcrational losses the fate of the crevs is tabulnted
by aircraft type ohd cauat,
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SECTION 11

APRLICATION ()

A. (U) GEWLPAL. This analysis of actual aircraft lost, the fate of
dovmed aircreas, and the combat sortie loss rates peswnits a broad
view of significant trends in tactical air warfare in the SLA con-
flict and provides a basis for realism in future predictive stuates
on tactical air warfare.

B. ({S) COMDAT SORTIF L0SS RATLS. Although sortie loss rates have
been prepared and portraycd mest carefully, their intzrent limita-
tions must be clearly impresscd on the reader, The loss rates do
provide general information Tor an overall view of aircraft cembat
losses but cne must be cautiored sgainst making comparisons between
aircraft types based on this infoymition alone, Thore are many
factors involved in computing afrcraft losses that to mcke a com-
parativa survivability study of two tactical atreralt Lypos with
only limitcd validity would rcquire an effnrt beyond ¢(he scopé of
this report.

C. (S) AJRCRAFT_LOSSES. In this study aircraft losses have been
analyzed ta Show the relationship betieen the following Tacicrs.

1. (U) Type of afrcrafi, [rphasis has beea put on cowbat fooses
of USAF fixed wing taciical afreraft,

2. (S) Area where loss_occurred.  Advcraft losses i KV com-
prisad the larcosy poreion of our overzll conbat attritics pxporicnee
in SEA throegh March 1908, Since that time the Tosses i SVH and
Laos took on added significence. Taclical air eneraticns in Cawboudia
wore not significant in the overall SEA conflict gwing to tha conm-
paratively Yow level of USAF combat afr activity there.

3. (U) Type of mission.
4. (U) Time of year.

5. (S) Encmy weapons inflicting lethal hits on afrcraft. Losses

caused by alT typés of enemy antiaircraff defenses are presented.

6. (S) Fate of the aircraft crew, The fate of the crews on USAF
atrcraft los® in combat and the Tate of those creows involved in opera-
tional losses have received considerable attention in this study,
While it was impossible to accurately account for what happened 1o
all adrcraft and crew members shot down in combat, information on the
fate of the crew was avatliable in many aircraft losses. The fate of




the crows involved in airgcraft losses has been categourized into those
recovered, killed, captured, and missing, Priconers of war vho heve
been returned te this country lave not been included in this stuoy

D, {5) ouSIDERATIONS. Emphasis has been placed on the operational
environeent #f fecting the tactical air operations in the SEA conflict,
No attemnt has beon made Lo consider the political, sociological, or
strategical aspocts af this conflict which has 1nvoived United Stotes!
direct participation longer than any war in its history. This opora-
tional data could be uscful in constructing war gumes, warfare
sconarios, studies on prgusbilitios of aircrews compieting combat
tours, and in studies covering other phases of combat air oporations,
In additien, this study should be useful in planning for contingoncics
and it determining the velative importance of those paramelers affect-
ing tactical aircraft losses in combat,

€. (S) OPERATIONAL LOSSTS. The causes for operational lusses of USAF
atrcraft in SR arc ot interest Lo the m111tary plapners concerned
Wwith aircreft maintenance and repairs in the war zone, In goneral,
the croretivaal losses ifncreased o5 the combat losses incronscd,  The
nuinher of CL:'UL drmnged cireraft thet vore Tater fovelved dn apora-
tiotal Inscos was oot available Tor this stedy. DPetailed informaiion
on tires }P?Otigtfhtn should be spught bocawse it cowld be heipfel to
personnel reapensible for maintenance and repair of tactical aircereft
in ihe cowbal areas.
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SECTION 1V

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WAR IN SEA

A, GINERAL. The most outstanding characteristic of the conflict

in STA Tas been judged te be that it was basically an air war. Adr
power performed the dominant role in the United States’ military
actions in SLA. The availability of Amcrican air power with its
flexibility, responsiveness, and numerical strength, strongly in-
fluenced the strateqy that the iUnited States foliowed in SEA.  The
flexibility of air power permitied the United States to exploit

this tactical odvantage to the greatest degrec. Another important
characteristic of this conflict was its duration. It was the loncest
war that the United States has fought. A prolonged war makes a true
victory very costly, if not impossible.  The quicker the "knockout
punches" are delivercd, the better arc the chances for a “true”
victory at an acceptable cost in men and material. However, the
restraints imposed by high level decision makers precluded the usc
of sound combat tactics and sufficient aircraft to assure complete
destruction of the most desirvable targets,

B. LVOLUTION OF AIR POMER. 1t was the speed, range, and vastly
inereased destructive puwer that the fixed wing @ircrait brought to
the air war in SCA which most significantly altercd the character of
warfarve in that area. The air war, if noi alweys dominant, was cer-
tainly a major fector of the war in SEA.  This continuing evolulion
of air power may significantly affect the conduct of future wars.

C. NATURE OF THE FIGHTING. Any appraisal of US involvement in SEA
shouTd Consider the special mature of the fighting there. Both siges
in the confiict regarded the basic character of the military struggle
to be insurgency warfare. The communists waged a ruthless guerrilla
type war on the ground in SEA. However, both modern and guerrilla
forces, tactics and strategies have becn employed by the participants.
The nature of the conflict confronted the US with peculiar and unaccus-
tomed problems. In past wars it was often impossible to separate the
effects of air warfare from those of the rest of the fighting. In SEA
the air war was certainly the major clement in that conflict. The
basic impact of the air war was quite distinct and its dominant role
was proven many times. The air war in SLA was comparatively cheap in
terms of Anerican lives. The use of fire power as a substitute for
manpower was an outstanding cheracteristic of US military tactics in
the Vietnam war. More than half of the tonnage of aerial munitions
dropped on SYN was delivercd by &-52 aircraft. However, the purpose
of this bombing was not to achieve direct military effectiveness but
for its psychological and strategic impact. The purpose of these
attacks was to harass the enemy, disrupt his normal activities, and
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to grant him no respite from attack cven in his jungle nests, and
to wear him down psychologically. It was impossible to factually
evaluate the success of this program.

D. INTENSITY OF THME FFFORT. Although North Vietnam was the real
enemy in SLA, the naval and ground ettacks against that country wore
on a relatively minor scale. The only real impact of the war on HVH
was due to US air action. During the intense pihace of the aiT wWar
against HVN before the bombing halt in 1508, oniy 100,000 to 200,000
tons of munitjons per year wore dropped an that country. For sone
time the number of air strikes was greatest in SV which was Lhe
focus of the ground conflict and where there were large nunbers of
US troops. During 166u8-09, the years of the most intence ground
fighting, the U5 dropped alaost 1,600,000 tons of munilions per yoar
on SVN. This is five times the maximum amual tonnage aropped on LY
during the intense periods of air attacks there,

E. DIptof EFFOCTS OF AR FOMER.  The accemplishnents of air poden

in SEA muist be consiw. w2 in terns of our nationai objeciives. There
were straightforward limited: to stop aggressiun goainst the
Republic of Vietnam o« . io pemit self-determinaticn for the neopls

of SYN. Our chjectivus did not include either the destruction of

HVis or dictating its form of gevernment.  The nost obvious and direct
effect of air power in SEA has been the success of vepoiling enony
troops through our close air support operetions and in oihier sirihcy
against eneiy targets in SV, The high tevel of tactical eir activity
made it possible Lo cencentrate force against an onehy in terrain
whove previousty the sdvantage had almest always freon with the geer-
rilla. FAnother impertant accomplishment of tectical air power was

its success in making it very costly for HVN to suppori its coatbit
operations i the south with men and materiel.

F. INNOVATIONS AND DEVELOPVLHTS. The counterinsurgency and uncon-
ventional warrace cnviromment of SEA resulted in the cmploymont of
USAF air power to meet a multitude of requirements. The varied
applications of air power involved the full spectvum of USAF acro-
space vehicles, support equipment, and manpower. Innovations and
developments in air tactics end techniques were characteristic of
the tactical air warfare in SCA. HNothing was done in this war which
did not affect the air effort in one way or anothzr. Tactical air-
craft vere involved in all phases of the war. The strides made in
search and rescue (SAR) since the beginning of the Vietnam war were
outstanding. These included the tecchniques developed end used to
successfully improve the night SAR capability. The air war in SEA
has strengthened the existing AF doctrine. However, one must not
draw lessons from this war that arc out of context. The enciy had
no appreciable air capability outside of NVN. That gave the US
aircraft freedom to operate and it permitted the Alr Ferce to fly
tankers and the aircraft containing the airborne battlefield command
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and control center with relative ease. This may not be the caze in
another war., With air opposition, war would be far different in
many ways. Successful cnemy attacks on our air bases in Svi
emphasized the insufficient numbers of security volice, the lack

of heavy weapons such as recoilless rifles, mortars, and 50 calibre
machine guns, and the inadequate training of USAF personncl in
Tight infantry tactics throughout SVH, Yorldwide deployment of
mobile Soviet radar controlled veapons systems could seriously
thresten the survivability of USAF taciical aircraft in fulure
combat operations. Expericnce in SEA shows that an effective means
of neutralizing these surface-to-air weapons {SMMs and AAAY and 1/
GCT air defense radars s as necessary as an cffective aiv-to-air
capability in attaining air superiority. In SEA tactical air forces
have demonstrated their capabilily to perform all types of air
operations including close air support, long range interdiction,
and the attainment of air superiority. E£CH may be the key here

and poses an enduring challenge which invoives countering a stcady
crop of new technelogies by both sides.
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SECTION V

ENMEMY DEFENSES (U)

A.  (S) BACKGROUIRD. Allhough the sustained bombing of HYN began in
February 1965, the United States initiated its bombing against NN

in Agoust 19064. At that time the North Vietnamese air defense cysteom
was estiwated to be of very low effectiveness, NVN had no jet air-
craft, only lwo wodern aiviields, no surface-to-air missile (SAM)
defenscs, ppor carly warning (1) coverage and relatively few ARA
anits. The radar complex censisted of 22 L4 sets with very little
capability for definitive tracning. The aircraft invenuary censicted
of transports and light support aircraft and possessed no cffective
air doefense capabilities. The most effective capability existent wos
the AAA which had little vadar tracking capability (four Fire Cans ).

f. (S) EARLY DEVFLOPIENTS. By 1907 NVH had built on air defense
enyironment of Twposing stature. It consisted of good garly warning
(EW) and ground-controlled intercept (GCI) radars; five jet capable
airficolds with more undey cons truction; about 00 modern jet atrcraft;
a significant SAM connlex; and an inventory of ARA which had been
incroaced more than tenfeld with 115 sets of Fire Can AAA radars.

C. (S) INTCGRATIOW. It should be noted that in addition io the
rajor buildup of Wyit's air defense sysicm, and the extensive cowbat
experience requived by the systekt's personnel, BVN had interrated all
faccts of the system to insure wmaximum effoctiveness. HNVR continucd
to receive extensive eid in both sophisticated equipment and training
for the WYN personucl in its operation from their communist comrades,
namely Red China and the Soviet Union. HVH achieved a coordinated
arca Lype of defense system that cnabled it to rzise the sophistica-
tion of its antiaircraft defenses o the highest levels. The communist
antiaircraft (AA) defense system in HVN has been judged to be more
sophisticated than any antiaircraft defensc sysiem ever encountered
in previous wars.

D. (S) GCL SYSTEM. Horth Vietnan's AA defense system became a com-
pletely inlegrated complex of radars, guns, and missiles. There were
indications that their GCI system became integrated as well. HIGs
vere observed in close proximity to areas where AAA and SAMs had been
fired. The communists in HVN reduced the initiative and maneuver
flexibility of the attacking aircraft by employing coordinated defense
systems covering the entire altitude spectrum, They developed a
ndotensive area” which required at least some exposure to attrition
over the entire aircraft penctration flight.




£. (S) EARLY WARHIRG. Their LW radar equipment was wodurnized and,
With the increase in the number of thesn radars, extensive coverage
was provided. TVhis included overlapping coverage of all WVR and it
cxtended outside the border areas into Laos in the West and overwater
Lo the South and tast. Altrtude diverimination was enhanced by the
deployment of height finders. It was estimated that the radar net
was capable of detecting and tracking all aircraft ebove 1500 to 2000
foet. In addition, the system was judaed to be sufficiently sophis-
ticated to maintain continuity of trecking end to cocordinate the
dafense even under the pressure of multiple aircraft penctrations,

¢, (U) AIRFIELDS. GCT radars wore eaplaced in the areas proximate
o the key airfields and provided control for jet operations in the
Haiphong-Hanoi-That dauyen area. The improvement of existing air-
fields and construction of new airfields maintained pace with the
other improvements. Phuc Yen end Kep were two of the main military
airfields where the majority of the communist aircraft were deployed.

G. (S) AIRCRAFT. The communist jet a2ircraft inventory included
MIG-16's, -177¢, -19's, -21's and IL-28 bombers. The jet faghters
engaged US strike aircraft mainly in Route Packages V, VIA, and VIB,
In the carly part of the war it appearad that the i1Gs concentrated
their attacks against F-105 strike aircraft. Later in the war the
MIGs dropped this tactic and did attack F-4's that wore flwing combet
air patrol as well as those flyving strike missions. As the war
continucd, the MIG fighter force becane more proficient and the
communist air-ground coordination becsme more evfective.

i1, (S) SUKFACE-TG-AIR MISSILES. On 23 July 1965 the first SA-2
missile was fired ot a US aircraft over NVN.  From then until the
ond of March 1968 Mavy and Air Forre pilots reported the firing of
Lrtween 6306 and 6037 missiles. Of this total, Air Force pilots
reported from 2757 to 3153 missiles. Curing the first 11-month
period following the initial firing of an SA-2 missile, SAM firing
activity was at a fairly low level and averaged only 30 Taunches a
wonth. It is likely that the communists used this period to train
rissile system and associated radar operators, to develop proceaures,
and to become familiar with the operation of the overall systam. A
striking increase in the number of SAM firings occurred in July 1966
wher. about 175 missiles were fired at Us aircraft. This increased
activity continued during the following months and peaked in October
1967 whon betlween 590 and 760 SAMs were fired at US aircraft. From
suly 1966 through October 1967 the monthly SAM Tirings averaged 270.
After this period the monthly average through March 1962 was about
220 firings. The 31st of March 1968 marked a halt in US strike
activity in the heavily defended tlanoi-Haipheng area and, from that
time until shortly before the end of the war, relatively few SAM3
were fired at US aircraft operating over HYN., For the 17-month period
from November 1966 through Maveh 1968 there was no significant differ-
LT T T Tt e et fie adiyvewraft tunpe lhe
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1. (S) INDIRFLT EFFECTS QF THU SAM SYSTEM.  AMthough the communist
SAM systum was not significantly successtul in shooting dovn US
aircraft, the indirect effects of the SAM system were most important,
The presence of SAMs in significant numbers and the communists® proven
capability to trensport fiving clements about the arca adversely
affected the fiexibility of the US attacking aircraft. Their S5AM
system was one of the antiaircraft elements that enabled Rorth Vietnam
to achieve such a high degree of sophistication in its oir defonses.
The large increase in SAM launchings after June 1906 indicatad that
their logistic resupply was adequate and the crews were sufficientiy
proficient to permit fiving missiles at this greatly increased rate,
It indicated that the communist air defense planners recognized the
value ol the SAMs in forcing US aircraft to {1y al lTower altitudes
where they would be so vulnerable to the MHny antiaircratt guns that
were so extensively deployed.  The SAM threat restricied the envelope
of ajr oprrations and forcod our aircraft into arcater exposurc to
PAA. In addition, this commmist air defensive posture areatly
hindered our acrial photograuvhic intelligence collection. Hanned
high altitude platforms cauld not operate efficiently within the SAH
envelope and drones were often shot down by the SAKs,  Reconnaissance
over key aress could not be obtained on a regular basis

J. {S) ANTIAIRCRAFT ARTILLLRY (AAA). The growth and effectiveness
of the ARE Tovrdes dn WV wore the most imoosina factors in the
communist wir defense system. Leployments of ARA cncc#gassod near
the entire target system in MVN and approximatoely 26 po
IS aircraft sorting in NV wore fi.od upan by Lr‘ el w;;. This
included all sorties and was probebly hialier for atiach torcies.

The majority of US aircrafl shot dova in NVN wes atliributeod Lo AN
The most dameging fire cane from the 37mm/57mm {(1ight ARA) and tho
12.7um {automatic weepons) guns. [t was epparent {rop pilot iroports
that the AAA wos integrated into the overall defensive environmont.
Pilots reported many times that when they descended to lower alti-
tudes to avoid SAMs in flight they cncountered heavy, cccurate
antiaircraft gun fire. On some occasions they were forccd to abory
their missions.

K. (S) WEATHIR. The effects of weather on air operations were
sicnificart.  During poor o warginal weather the pilol was forced
into a low angle approach. e may have been forced to search for
the targets while orbiting and lhus he was more vulnerable to ground
fire. Seventy-three percent of the aircraft lost during cne period
{February-April 1966) were lost during periods of poor ur marginal
weather and while in a shallow attack profile.




TABLE 1.

WAR

WW LI

rorea

SEA (1962-1973)

*SOURCE:

COMRAT AIRCRAFT
SORTILS, AL
2,362,800 22,948

710,586 1,466
5,226,701 2,256

USAF MS(CL), & April 1974, OPR:

17

USAF AIRCRALT COMBAT SORTIES AND LOSS CONPARISON
IN WORLD WA 1T, KOREA, AND SOUTHLAST

ASTA® (U)

LOSS RATE
{PER 1000 SCRTIES)

e.7

2.0

0.4

AF/X00COAB,




AIRCRAFT

A-1
A-7
A-26
A-37
AC-47
AC-119
AC-130

G/RB-26
b-52
B-57

C-7

c-47
C/UE-123
¢-120
c-141
(H-3
Ci-5H3

£3-66
tC-47
£C-124
£C~130

[ B

F
b
£-100
F/TF-102
F-104
F-105
F-111%

{C-130
HH-3
H-43
HH-43
HH-53
HU-16

Th3LE

)

L.

USAF ATRCRAET

LOM2AT LOSSES IN SEA

{1 Jan 1962-21 Aug 19773} {U)

NUMIER OF
L0SSLS

150
4
10
16
17
2

6

9
17
353

21

7
o

[ R B

362
198

334

—
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TARLE 2. UsAF AIRCRAFT COMBAT LOGSLS IN STA
(1 Jan 1942-31 Auq 1973) (U) (CONT)

HUMBER OF PERCERT Z¢ TOIAL
RIRCRAET Losss USRE_COML AL LOY
FG-50 0 r
KC-135 0 0
0/T0-1 122 1.0
0.2 8e 4.7
GV-10 47 2.0
DU/YGU-27 0 0
Ri-57 2 N
Pi3-66 V4 .1
PF-4 70 4.4
RF-101 33 1.9
T7-28 17 1.0
-2 0 0
U-3 ) |
U-6 4 0
Uu-10 4 .2
UH-13 13 3
TOTAL CUONGAT LOSSES 1735

19



TAELE 4 UOAF RIRCRAET COMBAT AID OPERATIONAL LOSSES N LA
1y AN 1962-31 AUG 1973} (U)

PLRCENT OF

KURARER OF NUMBER OF COMBIHER TOTAL USAF
ATRCRAIT COMBAT LOSSES" OPL_LOSSES  _LOSSES _ LOSSES
A-T 150 41 191 8.5
A-7 4 2 6 0.
A-26 10 2 12 0.5
A-37 16 6 27 1.0
AC-17 17 2 15 0.8
AC-119 2 4 6 0.3
AC-130 6 0 6 0.3
B/RB-26 9 1 10 0.4
B-52 17 8 25 1.1
B-57 38 18 56 2.5
C-7 8 12 20 0.9
C-47 7 13 20 0.9
C/uCc-123 21 32 53 2.4
C-130 34 21 55 2.4
C-141 0 ? i 0.1
cH-3 14 3 17 0.8
{H-53 2 0 2 0.1
(H-66 4 9 13 0.6
LC-47 H 0 H 0N
£C-121 0 2 2 0.1
£C-130 0 0 0 0
F-4 382 62 444 19.7
F-5 7 2 9 0.4
F-.100 198 45 243 10.8
F/TF-102 7 8 15 0.7
F-104 8 6 14 0.6
F-105 334 63 397 17.7
F-111 8 3 11 0.5
H-43 10 J 10 0.4
HC-130 2 0 2 0.1
HH-3 10 4 14 0.6
HH-43 0 4 4 0.2
HIt-53 9 0 9 0.4
HU-16 2 2 4 0.2

22
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TADLE 15. FATE OF CREW 0% AIRCIAFT QST TH COMBAT
BY AIRCRAFT TYPE AL COUNTRY
1 Jdan 62-31 Dec 72 (U) (CORT)

_______ eATE of criwt ) TOTAL
AIRCRAFT No.  TTmTmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmT CREY
_TYPE_ ACFT  COURTRY RESCUED  MISSING  KILLED  CAPTURED T;?f;?_"t}_!}B_S_(Z)

HH-3 3 NV 10 3 0 0 13
5 LAOS 15 0 5 0 20
2 SYN 1 0 6 0 7
H-43 1 MV 0 0 1 3 4
9 SV 24 0 3 0 27
HH-53 1 NVN 6 0 0 0 6
A LLAOS 10 0 11 0 21
3 SVN 2 1 9 0 12
1 CAMBODIA 0 0 5 0 5
HU-16 1 NYN 4 0 2 0 6
] SYN 0 7 0 0 7
0/70-1 2 YN 0 2 0 0 2
9 LAOS ? 5 4 0 1

110 SV 48 8 40 0 96
1 CAMRODTA 1 0 0 0 1

0-2 3 NV 2 0 3 0 r
16 LAOS 10 8 7 0 5
57 SV 15 11 33 0 h4

4 CANBODTA 2 1 3 0 6
ovy-10 18 LADS 13 5 3 1 2?2
22 SYN 8 4 18 0 30
5 CAIBODTA A 1 2 0 7
RE-57 2 SYN 2 0 0 0 4
NG-66 ] HVN 3 0 1 0 6
1 SYN G 0 3 0 3
RF~4 38 NYN 22 30 5 19 76
22 LADS 26 13 3 2 4

14 SYH 6 8 6 0 20
2 CAMBODIA 4 0 0 0 4
RF-101 27 HVN 5 10 ] 10 26
3 LAODS vi 0 0 1 3

3 SYN 2 0 0 0 (1)
T-28 1 NN 0 2 0 Q 2
3 LAQS Q 3 1 0 4

13 SYN 6 0 8 0 14
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TABLE 16. FATE OF CRUN TN COMBAT LOSSES BY TYPL OF AIRCRAFT,
COUNTRY Al LELKY WUAPON SYSTEM
THFLICTING LUSS (V)

_TAIL OF CRIY

RO, Of MO, OF r K H C

ACFT CACFT - COUNTRY. LHWS PERSONKEL 7 n % i

A3 16 NYH GF 19 g 100 22 10

87 Laovs GF 93 53 31 16 0

38 SVYN GF 42 45 LYy ( 0

AC-330 4 Laos GF 53 51 4 45 0

1 Laos SANM 14 0 0100 C

} SVH SAH 15 20 0 0 0

-57 5 KV GF 10 40 20 20 10

iz Leos GF 23 0 17 52 0

ib SYN GF 32 47 47 3 3

£-130 2 HVH GF 19 0 0 100 Q

2 Laos GF i5 0 0 100 0

16 SV GF 100 35 (o 0 0

C/uC-123 3 oo GF 16 31 I G ]

14 SVH GF 55 18 75 7 0

F-4 125 PV GF 250 3B ¢ 41 19

104 Laos GF 212 Y4 & 39 ]

59 SVHM GF 118 GO 34 § 0

5 Caabodia  GF 10 0 +a 20 0

1 Thailand  GF 2 0 105 0 0

F.q 23 HVN SAM 46 20 0 26 54

1 l.aos SAN 2 100 0 0 0

yd SYH SAM 4 100 0 0 0

F-4 37 NN MIG 74 220 26 54

i Laos MG 2 0 0 0 109

F-100 16 HNVN GF 26 54 8 19 15

29 Laos GF 39 70 10 20 0

140 SV GF 147 65 33 2 0

6 . Camhodia GF b 66 17 17 0

F-105 227 NVH GF 239 35 5 28 32

51 Laos GF 55 H8 i 24 2

1 SyN GF 1 100 0 0 0

F-105 3 NVN SAM 41 20 10 &3 27
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