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SECTION I 

IN  

A. GENERAL. This study is a presentation of the United Status Air 

Force lir-craft losses in the Southeast Asia conflict from January 
1962 through January 1973. 	Its emphasis is on the tactical air 
forces. This report covers nearly 12 years of SEA conflict and 
provides in one volume necessary information on tactical aircraft 
combat and operational losses. 

B. LIMITATIONS OF TUE AVAILPOLe D1TA. Combat and operational losses, 
combat sortie loss rates, and tecTate of the crews involved in the 
airborne losses are given in the detail perm:tied by the available 
data. Despite the multitudinous reports on the air war in SLA that 
were generated both there arid in the CO.IUS, there are many gaps and 
conflicting infomeation. The numerous reporting systems that survived 
underwent many revisions. In addition, their terminology was not 
standardi zed and this created probl EMS in anal yzing end von i fyi ng the 
data from different sources. 

C. 1101111AT. This study presents the available information in differ-
ent formats to show combat losses by country and by the different 
weapon systems empl oyed by the cnorny to don (;)r ai rc raft. In 
addition, comp:xis:ins are 	dc c:nd prCrSt..1./ltitO bho:, hod 1J:a fete 
of the crews van i C'd by aircreft typo, reia.try t.i.eva el.: 1. -ee, pecurreJ, 
typo of mission, and the enemy weapon systce inflictiPg 	cenbat 
losses. In the operational losses the fate of the crces is tabulated 
by aircraf t type and cause, 
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SECTION II 

APPLICATION (Id) 

A. (Id) GENERAL. This analysis of actual aircraft lost, the fate of 

downed aircr-eqs, and the combat sortie loss rates permits a broad 
view of significant trends in tactical air warfare in the SEA con-
flict and provides a basis for realism in future predictive studies 
On tactical air warfare. 

B. (5) COMBAT SORTIE LOSS RATES. Although sortie loss rates have 

been prepared-and-i7ortraved most carefully, their inherent limita-
tions rust be clearly ingxessed on the reader. The loss rotes do 
provide general information for an overall view of aircraft combat 
losses but one must be cautiored against making comparisons between 
aircraft types based on this inform:flan alone. Titre are fmny 
factors involved in computing aircraft losses that to nthe a com-
parative survivability study of two tactical aircraft tvTns with 
only limited validity would require an effort beyond the scope of 

this report. 

C. (5) AIRCRAFT LOSSES. 	In this study aircraft losses have been 

enaly7ed fVF:116.11 the relationship between the following factors. 

I. (U) Type of ait'oraft. Emphasis has boon put on cotat losses 
of USAF fixed wing tactical-alrcraft. 

2. (S) Area .  w'rre loss occurred. Aircraft losses in Nal com-

prised the 1 aryt per 	oi our overall combat attritAcn expPricce 
in SEA through March l9u8. Since that time the losses in SVgl and 
Laos took on addqd significance. Tactical air operat Ions in Cavtodia 
were not significant in the overall SEA conflict owing to thP com-
paratively low level of USAF combat air activity there. 

3. (U) Type of mission. 

4. (0) Time of year. 

5. CS) Enemy weapons inflicting lethal hits on aircraft. 	Losses 
caused by alT-TYpes of enemy antiaircraft Efenses are presented. 

6. (S) Fate of the aircraft crew. The fate of the crews on USAF 
aircraft lost in combat and the fate of those crews involved in opera-
tional losses have received considerable attention in this study. 
While it was impossible to accurately account for what happened to 
all aircraft and crew members shot down In combat, information on the 
fate of the crew was available in many aircraft losses. The fate of 
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the crews involved in aircraft losses has been categorized into those 
recovered, k il led, emptused, and missing. Prisoners of war who Flom 
been returned to this country have rot been included in this study. 

D. (S) Cflft.tDEltATIUUS. 	Emphasis has been placed on the operational 
environment ea fectalo the tactical air operations in the SEP, conflict. 
No attempt has been rade to consider the political , sociological, or 
strategical aspects of this conflict which has involved United Sti tes' 
direct participation longer than any war in its history. This opera-
tional data cisid be useful in constructing tor gmc 	warfare 
scenarios, studies on probab i 1 it i es of a ircrews ccmpl clang combat 
tours, and in studies covering other phases of combat air operatirms. 
In addition, this study should be useful in planning for contingencies 
and ii deteneining the relative importance of those parameters affect-
ing tootdcal aircraft losses in combat. 

E. (S) OfFRATIOSAt LOS [S. The causes for operational losses of USAF 
aircraft-in SL A arse of in 	to the military planners concerned 
with aircraft maintenance and repairs in the war 7 one, In general , 
the coeratitoll losoos increased as the combat losses increcood. The 
nuoleer of comhet dieseged aircraft that iore later involved in oaral _ 

ticket losses hos not available rim this study. 	Detailed informaidon 
on this reloticliolip should be sought because it could be helpful to 
personnel responsible for maintenance and repair of tactical aircraft 
in the CO!,That areas. 

•etlefttolisisb 

F-4 ;Tr 
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SECTION IV 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WAR IN SEA 

A. CENFItAL. The most outstanding characteristic of the conflict 

in SfAllas been judged to be that it was basically an air war. Air 
power performed the dominant role in the United States military 
actions in SEA. The availability of hneri can air power with its 
flexibility, responsiveness, and numerical strength, strongly in-
fluenced the strategy that the United States folimbd in SEA. The 
flexibility of air power pennitftd the United States to exploit 
this tactical advantage to the greatest degree. Another important 
characteristic of this conflict was its duration. 	It was the longest 

war that the United States has fought. A prolonged war makes a true 
victory very costly, if not impassible. The quicker the "knockout 
punches" are delivered, the better are 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 use 
of sound combat tactics and sufficient aircraft to assure complete 
destruction of the most desirable targets. 

B. EVOLUTION OF AIR POWER. 	It was the speed, range, and vastly 
increased destructive power that the fixed wing aircraft brought to 
the air war in SEA which most significantly altered the character of 
warfare in that area. The air war, if not always dominant, was cer-
tainly a major factor of the war in SEA. This continuing evolution 
of air power may significantly affect the conduct of future wars. 

C. NATURE OF  THE FIGHTING. Any appraisal of US involvement in SEA 
shouirconsider CFO—special nature of the fighting there. Both sides 
in the conflict regarded the basic character of the military struggle 
to be insurgency warfare. The connwnists waged a ruthless guerrilla 
type war on the ground in SEA. However, both modern and guerrilla 
forces, tactics and strategies have been 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 SEA was comparatively cheap in 
terms of Anerican lives. The use of fire power as a substitute for 
manpower was an outstanding characteristic of US military tactics in 
the Vietnam war. More than half of the tonnage of aerial munitions 
dropped on SVN was delivered by b-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 even in his jungle nests, and 
to wear him down psychologically. It was impossible to factually 

evaluate the success of this program. 

D. INTENSITY OF THE  EFFORT. Although North Vietnam was the real 
enemy In—SEA, the naval and-  ground attacks against that country were 
on a relatively minor scale. The only real impact of the war on HVN 
was due to US air action. During the intense phase of the air war 
against NVN before the bcnbing hall. in 1968, only 100,000 to 200,000 
tons of munitions per year were dropped an that country. For soma 
time the number of air strikes was greatest in SU which was the 
focus of the ground conflict and where there were large ninnbers of 
US troops. During 1960-69, the years of the most intense (around 
fighting, the US dropped alanast 1,000,000 tons of nhmitions per year 
on SVN. This is five times the maximum annual tonnage dropped on IPPN 
during the intense periods of air attacks there. 

E. DEMCT F.FFECTS OF AIR FONER. The accomplishments of air newer 
in SEA must be censim - h in terms of our national objectives. Macy 

were straightforward 	limited: to stop aggression against the 

Republic of Vietnam a 	co permit sd f-determiiiatien for the ()conic 
of SVN. Our objectitan did not include eitlanr the destruction' of 
NVN or dictating its form of government. The hicr,t obvious drat direct 

effect of air power in SEA has been the success of repelling enemy 
troops through our close air support operations and in other strihos 
against enem targets in SVN. The high level of tactical air activity , 

 made it possihle to concentrate force against an enemy in torTain 
where previously the advantage had almost always bLiql with the gTin-
rilla. /mother important accomplishment of tactical air power was 
its success in mating it very costly for NVN to Support its coahat 
operations in the south with men and materiel. 

F. INNOVATIONS  AND  DEVELOITENTS. The counterinsurgency and uncon-
ventiqinii-Uariahe environment of - SEA resulted in the employment of 

USAF air power to meet a multitude of requirements. The varied 
applications of air power involved the full spectrum of USAF aero-
space vehicles, support equipment, and manpower. Innovations and 
developments in air tactics and techniques were characteristic of 
the tactical air warfare in SEA. Nothing was done in this war which 

did not affect the air effort in one way or anoth2r. Tactical air-

craft were involved in all phases of the war. The strides made in 
search and rescue (SAR) since the beginning of the Vietnam kar were 
outstanding. These included the techniques developed and used to 
successfully improve the night SAR capability. The air war in SEA 
has strengthened the existing AF doctrine. However, one most not 

draw lessons from this war that are out of context. The enemy had 
no appreciable air capability outside of NVN. That gave the US 
aircraft freedom to operate and it permitted the Air Force 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 case in 
another war. With air opposition, war would be far different in 
many ways. Successful enemy attacks on our air bases in S1.01 
emphasized the in 	numbers of security police, the lack 
of heavy weapons such as recoilless rifles, mortars, and 50 calibre 
machine guns, and the inadequate training of USAF personnel in 
light infantry tactics throughout SYN. WorldAde deployment of 
mobile Soviet radar controlled weapons systems could seriously 
threaten tho survivability of USAF tactical aircraft in future 
combat operations. Experience in SEA stows that an effective means 
of neutralizing these surface-to air weapons (5,5ils and AAA) and Ell/ 
GCI air defense radars is as necessary as an effective air-to-air 
capability in attaining air superiority. 	In SEA tactical air forces 
have demonstrated their capability to perform all types of air 
operations including close air support, long range interdiction, 
and the attainment of air superiority. ECM may be the key hero 
and poses on enduring challenge which involves countering a steady 
crop of new technclogies by both sides. 
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SECTION V 

ENEMY DEFENSES (U) 

A. (5) BACKGROUND. Although the sustained bombing of NVN began in 

February 1-9CTST Gie United States initiated its bombing against NVN 
in Pm gust 1964. At that time the North Vietnamese air defense system 
was estismted to be of very low effectiveness. NVN had no jet air-
craft, only two modern airfields, no surface-to-air missile (SAM 
defenses, poor early warning (EN) coverage and relatively few AAA 

units. 	The radar complex consisted of 22 LW sets with very little 
capability for definitive tracking. The aircraft inventory censisted 
of transports and light support aircraft and possessed no effective 
air defense capabilities. The most effective capability existent was 
the AAA which had little radar tracking capability (four Fire Cans). 

B. (S) EARLY  DEVFIAWBNTS. By 1967 NVN had built an air defense 
environment of imposing stature. It consisted of good early warning 
(EW) and ground-controlled intercept (GUI) radars; five jet capable 
airfields with more under construction; about GO modern jet aircraft; 
a significant SAM complex; and an inventory of IVA which had been 
increased more than tenfold with 115 sets of Fire Can AAA radars. 

C. (5) INTEGRATION,. It should be noted that in addition to the 

wajor buTldup of NVN's air defense system, and the extensive cophxat 

experience required by the system's personnel, OVN had intepmted all 

facets of the system to insure maximum effectiveness. NVN continued 

to receive extensive aid in both sophisticated equipment and training 

for the MIN personnel in its operation from their communist comrades, 
namely Red China and the Soviet Union. NVN achieved a coordinated 
area type of defense system that enabled it to raise the sophistica-
tion of its antiaircraft defenses to the highest levels. The communist 

antiaircraft (AA) defense system in NVN has been judged to be more 

sophisticated than any antiaircraft defense system ever encountered 

in previous wars. 

D. (S) GCI SYSTEM. North Vietnam's AA defense system became a com-

pletely integrated complex of radars, guns, and missiles. There were 
indications that their GO system became integrated as well. BIGs 
were observed in close proximity to areas where AAA and SAM; had been 
fired. The communists in NN reduced the initiative and maneuver 

flexibility of the attacking aircraft by employing coordinated defense 
systems covering the entire altitude spectrum. They developed a 
"defensive area" which required at least some exposure to attrition 

over the entire aircraft penetration flight. 
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E. (S) EARLY WARNING. 	lheir LW radar equipment was Illoc• - nized and, 

with the increase in the number of these radars, extensive coverage 

was provided. This included OVC H app lily coverage of all NVII and I 
extended outside the border areas into Laos in the West and over:later 

to the South and Last. 	Al ti tude discrimination was enhanced by the 

depioyment of height finders. 	It was estimated that the radar net 
was capable of detecting and tracking all aircraft above 1500 to 2000 

feet. 	In addition, the system was judged to be sufficiently sophis- 
ticated to maintain continuity of tracking and to coordinate the 
defense even under the pressure of mul ti pie aircraft penetrations 

F. (U) AIRFIELDS. 	GCI radars ihani emplaced in the areas proximate 

to the key ill rf ie-lds and provided control for jet operations in the 
Ilaiphong-Hanoi-Thai Nguyen area. The improvement of existing air-
fields and construction of new airfields maintained pace with the 
other improvements. Phuc Yen and Kep were two of the main mil i Lary 

a irfields where the majority of the ceraminist aircraft i:ere deployed. 

G. (5) AIRCRAFT. The communist jet aircraft inventory included 

MIG-15's, -11rs, -19's, -21's and IL-28 bombers. 	The jet fighters 

engaged US strike aircraft mainly in Route Packages V, VIA, and VIB. 
In the early part of the war it appeared that the Ml Gs concentrated 
their attacks against D-105 strike aircraft. Later in t he war the 
MIGs dropped this tactic and did attack F-4s that were flying combat 
air patrol as well as those flying strike missions. As the war 
continued, the 1I6 fighter force became more proficient and the 
communist air-ground coordination became more effective. 

II. 	(5) SURFACE-TO-AIR  MISSILES. On 23 July 1965 the first SA-2 

missile was fired at a US ail- craft over IIV14. 	From then until the 
end of larch 1968 Navy and Air Force pilots reported the firing of 
bmtween 5366 and 6037 missiles. Of this total, Air Force pilots 
reported from 27b7 to 3153 missiles. During the first 11 month
period following the initial firing of an SA-2 missile, SAN firing 
activity was at a fairly low level and averaged only 30 launches a 

konth. 	It is likely that the communists used this period to train 
Kiss i le system and associ ated radar operators, to develop procedures, 
and to become familiar with the operation of the overall system. A 
striking increase in the number of SAM firings occurred in July 1966 
idler about 175 missiles were fired at US aircraft. lhis increased 
activity continued during the following months and peaked in October 
1967 when between 590 and 740 SAlls were fired at US aircraft. From 
July 1966 through October 1967 the monthly SAM firings averaged 270. 
After this period the monthly average through March 1963 was about 
220 firings. The 31st of March 1968 marked a halt in US strike 
activity in the heavily defended Hanoi-Hai phony area and, from that 
time until shortly before the end of the war, relatively few SAM; 
were fired at US aircraft operating over IIVN. For the 17-month period 
from November 1 966 through March 1968 there was no significant differ- 

. 	, 	 ..-14 ■ nr 4nr cnorifir airrraft ivnns. 	lhe 
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I. (5) INDIIIHT EFFECTS OF Till AM SYSTEN. Although thecv ocus  u),:irti {smt t.  
SAM system was not significantly successful in shootingvi 
aircraft, the indirect effects of the SAM system were most if 
The presence of SAMs in signi f cant numbers and the communists' proven 
capability to transport firing elements about the area adversely 
affected the flexibility of the US attacking aircraft. Their SAM 
system was one of the antiaircraft elements that enabled North Vietnam 
to achieve such a high degree of sophistication in its air defenses. 
The large inci-ease in SAM launchings after June 1966 indicahhd that 
their logistic resupply wus adequate and the crews were sufficiently 
proficient to permit firing  missi les at this greatly increased rate. 
It indicated that the communist air defense planners. recouniped the 
value of the SAlls in forcing US aircr aft to fly at lower al t (Lidos 
where they woul U be so vulnerable to the many anti ai rc raft guns I hat 
were so extensively deployed. The SAN threat restricted the envelope 
of air operations and forced our aircraft  into greater exposure to 
MA. 	In addition, this cosi:enlist air defensive posture greatly 
hindered our aerial photographic intelligence collection. 	Handed 
high altitude platforms could not operate efficiently within the SAM 
envelope and drones were often shot down by the SAlks. Peconnaissance 
over key areas could not be obtained on a regular basi s. 

(S) ANTIAIRCRAFT ARTIL I FRY (AA/k). Tho growth and effectiveness 
of the i1720- 7 10-CC t:S in 	were the most impnsinq facto; s in the 

communist 	r defense system. 	Diployments of Iif en r_crip !:ri 	11C , ' Sr1y 
the entire to 	system in 	and approFirhately 25 percent or all 
US aircraft sorties in NM were fired upon by MA olcasenCs. iliis 
included all sortjes and was probably higher for attach :crirties. 
The majority of US aircraft shot down in WIN was attributed to MA. 
The most damaging fire came from the 37inni/57rim (1 inht MA) and the 
12.7mm (automatic theupons) guns. 	It was apparent from pilot reports 
that the MA was integrated into the overall defensive environment. 
Pilots reported many times that when they descended to lower alti-
tudes to avoid SAMs in flight they encountered heavy, accurate 
antiaircraft gun fire. On some occasions they were forced to abort 
their missions. 

K. (5) WEATHER. The effects of weather on air operations were 
sifinificapt 	Daring poor or marginal weather the pilot was forced 
into a low angle approach. lie may have been forced to search for 
the targets yThile orbiting and thus he was more vulnerable to ground 
fi,re. Seventy-three percent of the aircraft lost during one period 
(February-April 1966) were lost during periods of poor or marginal 
weather and while in a shallow attack profile. 



TABLE 	I. 	USAF AIRCRAFT COMBA1 	SORTIES AND LOSS COr,RARISON 
IN WORLD VAR II, 	KOREA, AND SOUTHEAST AS 	(U) 

COMBAT 	AIRCRAFT 	LOSS RATE 
WAR SORTIES LOSSES LIIER 1050 	SORTIES) 

WW 	II 2,362,800 22,940 9.7 

Korea 710,886 1,466 2.0 

SEA 	(1962-1973) 5,226,701 2,256 0.4 

*SOURCE: USAF MS(C5), 5 April 1974, OPR: AF/X0DCOAB. 
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A-I 
A-7 

AIRCRAFT 

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

R/R11-26 
R-52 
8-57 

C-7 
C-47 
C/11C-123 
C-130 
C-161 
CH-3 
CH-53 

TABLE 

3-66 
C-47 
C-I21 
C-130 

-4 
-5 
-100 
/TF-102 
-104 
..105 
:-111 

IC-130 

H-43 
H-53 
U-16 

2. 	USAF 	AIRCRAFT (2 9!.33AT 	TOSSES 

(1 	Jan 	1962-31 	Aug 	1973)(8) 

NOV2RR OF 
LOSSES 

IN SEA 

PERCENT OF 	VOTP1. 
USPR CFRF3AT  TOCH 

8.7 
.2 
.6 
.9 

1.0 
.1 
.3 

.5 
1.0 
2.2  

.5 

.4 
1.2 
2.0 
0 
.8 
.1 

.? .2 

 .1 
0 
0 

22.0 
.4 

11.5 
.4 
.5 

19.4 
.5 

.1 

.6 

.6 
0 
.5 
.1 

4 -1-3 
43 

150 
4 

10 
16 
17 
2 
6 

9 
17 
38 

8 
7 

21 
34 
0 
14 

4 
1 
0 
0 

382 
7 

193 
7 
8 

334 
8 

2 
10 
10 
0 
9 
2 
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TAIL[ 2. UsAF AIRCRAFT COMAT LOSSLS IN SEA 
(1 Jdn 1062-31 Aug 1073)(0) (CUNT) 

NUMnER OF 	 PERCLNT 
AIRCRAFT 	 LOS5d5 	 USE Cfn. AT I.0T: 

KB-50 	 0 
KC-135 	 0 	 0 

0/T0-1 	 122 	 7.0 
0-2 	 82 	 4.7 
OV-10 	 47 	 2.6 

09/YOU-22 

RR-57 	 2 	 .1 
RR-60 	 2 	 .1 
RF-4 	 76 	 4.4 
RF-101 	 33 	 1 . 9 

T-28 	 17 	 1.0 

U-2 	 0 	 0 
U-3 	 1 	 .1 
U-6 	 0 	 0 
U-10 	 4 	 .2 
UH-1 	 13 	 .8 

IUikL CUTTfiT LOSSES 	173G 

19 



TAgLi=•q 	USAF AIPARAFT COMBAT AD OPERATIONAL LOSELS 
(1 	JAN 	191)Z-31 	AUG 	1973) 	(LI) 

NUMPLR OF 	NUMBER OF 	COMBINED 

IN 	SEA 

PERCENT OF 
TOTAL USAF 

AIRCRAFT 	COMBAT 	105SLS'' OPL LOSSES LOSSES LOW 

A-1 	 150 41 191 8.5 

A-7 	 4 2 B 0.3 

A-26 	 10 2 12 0.5 

A-37 	 16 6 22 1.0 

AC-47 	 17 ‘ 19 0.8 

AC-119 	 2 4 6 0.3 

AC-130 	 6 0 6 0.3 

B/R8-26 	 9 1 10 0.4 

8-52 	 17 8 25 1.1 

8-57 	 38 18 53 2.5 

C-7 	 8 12 20 0.9 

C-47 	 7 13 20 0.9 

C/0C-123 	21 32 53 
rr 

2.4 

C-130 	 34 21 JJ 2.4 

C-141 	 0 2 2 0.1 

CH-3 	 14 3 17 0.8 

01-53 	 2 0 2 0.1 

E3-56 	 4 9 13 0.6 

E0-47 	 1 0 1 0.1 

LC-121 	 0 2 2 0.1 

L0-130 	 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 

1-104 8 6 14 0.6 

1-105 	 334 63 397 17.7 

I-111 	 8 3 11 0.5 

1-43 	 10 0 10 0.4 

IC-130 	 2 0 2 0.1 

111-3 	 10 4 14 0.6 

M-43 	 0 4 4 0.2 

M-53 	 9 0 9 0.4 

10-16 	 2 2 4 0.2 
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AIRCRAFT 
TYPE 

TABLE 	15. 

NO. 
ACFT 

FATE OF CREW 
BY AIRCRAFT 
I Jan 62-31 

COUNTRY 

4irEiefiviiimi 

IYRE 
Dec 

RESCUED 

ON AIRCRAFT !OST 
AND COUNTRY 

72 (U) (GOUT) 

 	FATE OF 

MISSING 
CREU  

IN COMBAT 

CREW (I) 

 KILLED CAYTURED 

TOTAL 

/ITTIIIRSk c)  

H11-3 3 NVN 10 3 0 0 13 

5 LAOS 15 0 5 0 20 

2 SVN 1 0 6 0 7 

11-43 1 NVN 0 0 1 3 4 

9 SVN 24 0 3 0 27 

Hl-53 1 NVN 6 0 0 0 6 

4 LAOS 10 0 11 0 21 

3 SVN 2 1 9 0 12 

1 CAMBODIA 0 0 5 0 5 

MU-16 1 NVN 4 0 2 0 6 

1 SVN 0 7 0 0 7 

0/1- 0-1 2 MVN 0 2 0 0 2 

9 LAOS 2 5 4 0 11 

110 SVN 40 8 40 0 96 

1 CAMODIA 1 0 0 0 1 

0-2 3 NVU 2 0 3 0 5 

18 LAOS 10 8 7 0 25 

57 SVN 15 11 33 0 o C 

4 crsaou, 2 1 3 0 6 

OV-10 18 LAOS 13 5 3 1 22 

22 SVN 8 4 18 0 30 

5 CAMOODIA 4 1 2 0 7 

NB-57 2 SVN 0 0 0 4 

15-66 1 
1 

NVN 
SVN 

(-, 
r a 

0 
0 

1 
3 

0 
0 

6 
3 

RF-4 38 NVN 22 30 5 19 76 

22 LAOS 26 13 3 2 44 

14 SVN 6 8 6 0 20 

2 CAMBODIA 4 0 0 0 4 

RF - 101 27 NVN 5 10 1 10 26 

3 LAOS 2 0 0 1 3 

3 SVN 2 0 0 0 2(1) 

T-28 1 NVN 0 2 0 0 2 

3 LAOS 0 3 1 0 4 

13 SVN 6 0 8 0 14 
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TABLE 16. FATE OF (TEN IN COMBAT LOSSES BY TYPE OF AIRCRAFT, 
COUNTRY ARO LIMY OLAYON SYSTEM 

INFLICTING LOSS (U) 

NO. 	OF NO. 	OF 

FAlL OF CRFU 

RKMC 
ACFT ACFT COUNTRY [WS PERSONNEL f - ',̀1 

A-1 16 NVN GE 19 48 10 22 10 
87 Laos CF 93 53 31 16 0 

38 SVN GE 42 45 55 0 0 

AC-130 4 Laos GE 53 51 4 45 0 
1 Laos SAM 14 0 0 100 
I SVN SAM 15 20 0 80 O 

8-57 5 NVN GE 10 40 20 30 10 

12 Laos CF 23 30 17 53 0 

16 SVN CF 32 47 47 3 3 

0-130 2 NVN GF 19 0  0  100 0 

2 Laos GE 15 0 0 100 0  
16 sv GE 100 35 65 0 0 

C/0C-123 3 Loos CF 16 31 51 0 

14 SVN GE JJ  18 75  7 0  

1-4 125 11V51 GE 250 36 ° 2 41 19 
104 Laos CF 212 52 8 39 1 
59 SVH GE 113 60 34 6 0 
5 CTAodia GF 10 40 40 20 0 

1 Thailand GE 2 0 100 0 0 

F-4 23 NVN SAM 46 20 0 26 54 
1 Laos SAM 2 100 0 0 0 
2 SVN SAM 4 100 0 0 0 

F-4 37 NVN MIG 74 22 0 24 54 
1 Laos MIG 2 0 0 0 100 

F-100 16 NVN GE 26 54 8 19 19 
29 Laos GE 39 70 10 20 0 
140 SVN GE 147 65 33 2 0 

6 Cambodia GF 6 66 17 17 0 

F-105 227 NVN GE 239 35 5 28 32 
51 Laos GE 55 58 16 24 2 

1 SVN GE 1 100 0 0 0 

F-105 31 NVN SAM 41 20 10 43 27 
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