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PROJECT CHECO REPORTS

The counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare environment of
Southeast Asia has resulted in the employment of USAF airpower to meet
a multitude of requirements. The varied applications of airpower have
involved the full spectrum of USAF aerospace vehicles, support equip-
ment, and manpower. As a result, there has been an accumulation of
operational data and experiences that, as a priority, must be collected,
documented, and analyzed as to current and future impact upon USAF poli-
cies, concepts, and doctrine.

Fortunately, the value of collecting and documenting our SEA expe-
riences was recognized at an early date. In 1962, Hq USAF directed
CINCPACAF to establish an activity that would be primarily responsive to
Air Staff requirements and direction, and would provide timely and analyti-
cal studies of USAF combat operations in SEA.

Project CHECO, an acronym for Contemporary Historical Examination of
Current Operations, was established to meet this Air Staff requirement.
Managed by Hgq PACAF, with elements at Hq 7AF and 7AF/13AF, Project CHECO
provides a scholarly, "on-going" historical examination, documentation,
and reporting on USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine in PACOM. This
CHECO report is part of the overall documentation and examination which
is being accomplished. It is an authentic source for an assessment of
the effectiveness of USAF airpower in PACOM when used in proper context.
The reader must view the study in relation to the events and circumstances
at the time of its preparation--recognizing that it was prepared on a
contemporary basis which restricted perspective and that the author's
research was limited to records available within his local headquarters
area.
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INTRODUCTION

This report examines the origin, growth, and activities of the Royal
Thai Air Force (RTAF) from 1911-1971. The 1950-1971 phase is emphasized
since the RTAF developed rapidly during that period. Although some facets
of command, strategy, and tactics emerge, the report is primarily a histor-

ical synopsis of significant events and activities of the Royal Thai Air

Force.

The material is presented chronologically by topic. Where appropriate,

a topic is described in its entirety before preceeding to the next one.

Chapter I is a brief history of Thailand and provides a framework for
the reader to sharpen his perspective before examining the material that
follows. Appendix I contains additional background information concerning
key leaders of the RTAF. Chapter II describes the first 50 years of the
origin, growth, and modernization of the Air Force. Chapter III further
examines the growth of the force. Chapter IV describes the major activities
of the RTAF while Chapter V deals with special combat operations. Chapter
VI, the final chapter, summarizes much of the material in the previous
chapters but some new information is added as well. The Epilogue contains

a final note on the RTAF and Thailand.

A large part of the study is based on factual data that is well-
documented. However, the flavor of the report in general and many state-

ments in particular are based on opinions of United States Advisory Group,

XV
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Thailand (TAFAG) personne]. In this regard, the researcher followed
procedures outlined in Air Force M&nua] 10-2. Those advisory personne]
interviewed were considered eXperts in their fields, unprejudiced, and
up-to-date. Many had served more than one tour in Southeast Asia, and the

experience of the Chief of TAFAG in this area dated back to 1959.

Xvi
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CHAPTER I
A HISTORICAL SYNOPSIS OF THAILAND

The Thai people take pride in their record of independence. They
attribute this independence to the Thai tradition of expediency. In
their view the wisdom of expediency enables them to ally with the
winning side in intefnational affairs. By bending like bamboo in the

wind they are able to preserve their country's independence and maintain1
: /

a cultural and political tradition which dates back some seven centuries.

The Thai people originated in the vast region of Southeast China,
South of the Yangtze Valley, where they founded the independent Kingdom
of Nancho in 650 A.D. In 1253 A.D. Nancho was conquered by the hordes of
Kublai Khan. A mass migration took place southward into the area called -
Siam (Thailand). These migrants settled in the fertile Chao Phya River
valley where they founded Sukhothai--capital city of the first integrated
Siam Kingdom--known as the "cradle of Thai civilization." The most
important Sukhothai ruler was King Rama Khamhon, who in 1275 developed
the Siamese a]phabet.g/

In 1350 King Rama Tibodi formed a new dynasty and established his
capital at Ayudhya. Thirty-three kings ruled during the next 417 years.
Ayudhya fell in 1767 and was almost totally destroyed by invaders from
Burma. General Phya Tak Sin managed to escape the city with 500 followers.

Within a year he was crowned king and raised a force sufficient to reclaim

Ayudhya. He established his capital at Dhonburi, across the river from

1
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the Bangkok of today. King Tak Sin was succeeded by one of his generals,
Chao Phya Chakri. He founded the present Chakri dynasty and, as King Rama I,
established his capital at Bangkok in 1782.§/

Thailand was ruled by an absolute monarch until 1932. At that time
the country was beset with economic problems and was ripe for change. A
revolution was instigated by a coalition of military and civilian leaders.
King Prajadhipok was a weak, shy man and agreed to a constitution for the
Thai Nation. The constitution provided for legislative, executive, and
judicia] branches of government and a National Assembly.. For a provisional
period, one-half of‘the Assembly was elected; the rest were appointed by
the King.&/

The locus of power thus shifted in 1932 from the King and the artis-
tocracy to a succession of groups of military officers and associated
civil officials. Their power resulted from positions of influence in
the armed forces, police, and bureaucracy. The people were accustomed to
autocratic rule and never asserted the power of enfranchisement. In
general they remained disinsterésted in the affairs of government. Nation-
al elections were instituted, but the coup d' etat remained the means of
replacing one regime with anbther. After 1932, 25 coups or attempted coups
occurred and thus set the pattern for changes in government. Political
parties were allowed to exist only periodically and became a means of

promoting the personal ambitions of their leaders rather than advancing

the interests of the people. The composition of the national legislature




was controlled by the ruling group. Even the legislature's limited powers
were never fully developed or employed. Each of the seven succeeding
constitutions served only to announce government policies and legitimize
government authority;§/

King Prajadhipok abdicated in 1935, having Tost the confidence of the
Thai elite. His ten-year old nephew, King Anakha Mahidol (or Rama VIII),
succeeded him in June 1946. Shortly after returning from school in
Switzerland, where he had resided throughout World War II, the young king
was found dead. He had been shot while asleep. He was succeeded by King

Bhumibol Adulyadej, who was born in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

King Bhumidol was a charismatic ruler. Supported by his beautiful
Queen, Sirikit, and their talented children, he achieved popu]arity\with
the people of Thailand. Potentially he represented the unifying force 5
which might enable the Thai people to control the communist insurgents._/

As mentioned earlier, Thailand traditionally accommodated the strongest
outside power encroaching the area. Prior to the 1850s the power was
China; from then until the 1930s, it was Britain and British India.” In
the late 1930s, Siam's orientation shifted toward an ascendent Japan but,

1/
since 1945, Bangkok has been closely associated with the United States.

*Qthers point out that France was an Indochina power during this period.
(See Donald E. Nuechterlein, Thailand and the Struggle for Southeast Asia
[Cornell University Press, 1965])




The skill of the Thai leaders in furthering national interests through
expediency was never more evident than in Worid War II. The day before
Pearl Harbor they denied the Japanese permission to pass through Thailand
to Burma and Malaya. The Japanese crossed anyway, after overcoming nominal
resistance. Premier Phibun Songgram quickly signed a treaty of alliance.
This hesitant collaboration with the Japanese succeeded in sparing Thailand
the devastation suffered by Burma. The Thais viewed this action as the
only means of preserving the remnants of Thai independence. Encouraged by
the early defeats of the Allies in December 1941, Phibun declared war on
the United States and Britain.§/

Very soon an extensive anti-Japanese underground was estabiished which
centered around Phibun's rival Pridi Phononyoung. Pridi resigned as
Finance Minister at the time of the alliance with Japan. He secretly
approved the éction of the Thai Ambassador, Prince Seni Promoj, who refused
to deliver the declaration of war against the U.S. It was denounced as
unrepresentative of the will of the Thai people. These actions were effec-
tive and important elements in the emergence of postwar Thailand as a
"liberated" country--instead of one that had been defeated. In 1944, as
Japanese military reverses indicated defeat, Phibun resigned and Pridi's
Free Thai group came to power. Phibun returned to power in a bloodless
coup in November 1947. After the postwar agreement had been finalized,
attempted coups by Pridi in 1949 and 1951 were defeated. Increasingly,
two participants in the 1947 coup~became the strong men of Thailand: Phao

Sriyanaond, Deputy Chief of Police; and Marshal Sarit Thanarat, Commander

4
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of the First Army.

In 1957 Sarit triumphed. He exiled Phao and Phibun and established
a strong, harsh, but stable regime. With Sarit as Prime Minister, the
National Assembly was dissolved. Political parties and labor unions were
outlawed. Newspaper censorship was instituted, and some members of the
opposition were executed. Meanwhile, Sarit maintained control over the
Army. Thus he avoided the mistakes of predecessors who allowed their
influence within the military to weaken after achieving high political
office. Thai political stability was further enhanced by restoration of
good relations between the government and the monarchy. The young king and
beautiful queen became a source of national pride. They traveled widely

at home and abroad and added to Thai prestige.

Marshal Sarit initiated an ambitious program of economic development
which made impressive gains. He also achieved personal financial successio
His fortune at the time of his death in 1963 was estimated at $100 m111ioﬁT/

Sarit's deputy, Field Marshal Thanom Kittikachorn, Commander of the
Army, continued to dominate the scene. The tremendous influx of Americaq]/
dollars undoubtedly added to the power and success of the military regimET

In 1971 one of the two most powerful men in the Thai Government was
Field Marshal Thgnom. In addition to occupying the principal political
position of Prime Minister, he also he]d‘the position of Supreme Commander

of the Armed Forces and Minister of Defense. He was a popular and charis-

matic leader. The second strong-man was General Prapas Charusathien. He
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was Deputy Prime Minister, Deputy Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces,
Commander in Chief of the Royal Thai Army, and Minister of the Interior.

As Minister of the Interior, he controlled the National Police Force and
12/

appointed and supervised local government officials.

Thailand was straightforward in its resistance to Communist aggression
in Southeast Asia, and it supported Western positions in international and
regional affairs. For example, Thailand joined with the U.S., Great
Britain, Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines, France, and Pakistan to

form the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) in 1954.

The SEATO alliance was tested during the 1962-1963 period. Communist
forces of the Pathet-Lao moved toward the Thai border, against the Royal
Lao government. Military forces from the United States, Great Britain,
Australia, and New Zealand were deployed to Thailand. However, Thailand
was dissatisfied with the SEATO response. To allay this concern, in March
1962, Secretary of State Rusk and Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman issued

a joint statement in which the U.S. declared its treaty obligation to
13/
Thailand to be individual as well as collective.”

In 1966, the U.S. Ambassador to Thailand reaffirmed the U.S. commit-
14/
ment:

And in pursuit of the goal of a just, and generous,
and comprehensive peace, my President has pledged
the fullest support of the United States so, all
should be aware that it is not the present, .common
danger alone that now unites us. What joins us
together, now and for the future is - - - our
common heritage of freedom, our common sense of
Justice, our common devotion to human betterment
and self-determination. Thailand and America
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share equally, both now and for the future, a deep
ungwerving commitment to the independence and
peaceful progress of all Southeast Asian nations.

And this commitment most certainly will be filled!

The U.S. commitment to Thailand was reaffirmed again in 1966 by

President Johnsonﬁ

President Lyndon B. Johnson's visit gave an undis-
putable indication of the U.S. support to Thailand's
struggle against Communist aggression. On 28 October
(1966), at a banquet given by the King of Thailand,
the President assured King Bhumibol that Thailand
"ean count on the U.S. to meet its obligation under
the SEATO treaty." He aleo added strongly, "America
keeps its commitments.' President Johnson demon-
strated to the Thai people and to the world through
hig vieit that the U.S. backed the Thai battle
against Communism "to the hilt" as the U.S. was
doing in Vietnam.

15/
And President Nixon pledged support in July 1969 and again in 1971.

Later Secretary of State William Rogers added that close U.S.-Thai

relations were a key factor in the security and development of Southeast
16/

Asia.

In spite of these pledges the Royal Thai Government (RTG) was aware

of growing disenchantment in the U.S. over involvement in Southeast Asia.

. The RTG was also aware of new developments in the diplomatic world.




—CONHDENTIADL

Superficially at least, Red China-U.S. relations began to thaw
in 1971 with “ping pong" dip]omacy.* Also, the U.S. removed some trade
restrictions against Red China. A natural parallel was the urging by
some that Thailand begin trade with China. Already there had been agree-
ments for international air travel between Thailand and other European
Communist block nations. After all, the Thais retained the wisdom of
their ancestors...bamboo bends with the wind.lzj

It is against this historical background that the following chapters
trace the origin, development, and modernization of the Royal Thai Air
Force (RTAF). The next chapter examines the first 50 years of RTAF
history.

*The Red Chinese made overtures to the U.S. by giving an American table
tennis team & warm and friendly reception.

8
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CHAPTER II
THE FIRST 50 YEARS

The Beginning

Military aviation in Thailand began in 1911 when three Thai Army
officers entered pilot training at the Nieuport Company in France. After
receiving their flying certificates in 1913, the new aviators returned
to Thailand;lg/ |

Thailand purchaéed four Nieuport monoplanes and three Breguet bi-
planes in November of 1913 and established the Army Aviation Section
under the supervision of the Army Engineering Inspector. A temporary
runway and hangars were constructed in a rice field south of Bangkok,
and training of field mechanics began.*lgf

The Aviation Section expanded to group status, was designated as the

Army Aviation Group, and relocated from Bangkok to Don Muang in March

1914, This date was observed officially as Royal Thai Air Force Day.

Flight training, under the direction of Wing I, began at Don Muang
in 1915 with eight student officers. Wing I remained responsible for
flying training until 1938 when the Flying Training School became a separate

organization. Late in 1941 the school was moved to Korat where

*This airfield later became the site of the Royal Bangkok Sports Club,
a center for horse racing and golf in the heart of urban Bangkok.
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it remained for 28 years. The low rate of pilot output continued until
Thailand's entry into World War II, except for an increase at the end

of World War I.

World War I

Thailand declared war on the Central Powers in July 1917, sending
an expeditionary force to Europe. This force included a contingent of
the Aviation Group. During the war a number of officers and men were
sent to France for instruction in flying, maintenance, administration,
and other ground activities in support of aviation. Almost 100 officers
qualified as military pilots at the French Army Flying Schools at Istres
and Avord. Many of these pilots also received training at the Bomber
School at Le Crotoy, the Reconnaissance School ét Chapelle-la-Reine,

the Gunnery School at Biscarosse, and the Fighter Conyersion Courses at

Piox.

Thai pilots flew their first combat missions over the Western Front
in support of Allied Expeditionary Forces. Since these missions occurred
during the closing weeks of the war, the Thais gained Tittle combat

experience.

Between the Wars

The Aviation Group grew to air division status by 1918. It consisted
of three wings under the supervision of the Army Chief of Staff. In 1926

the Air Division was removed from Army control and placed directly under
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the Minister of Defense.

In 1937 the RTAF emerged as a separate branch of the Royal Thai
Armed Forces. This marked the beginning of a rapid expansidn phase
which was to continue in succeeding years. The organization was

similar in many respects to that existing in 1971. (See Figure 1)

In 1915 Thailand began producing aircraft on a small scale in
maintenance workshops. The Breguet biplane, with an imported engine,
was the first to be constructed. Its maiden voyage occurred in May

of 1915.

The growth and progress of the workshops paralleled that of the
flying units. The practice of constructing aircraft from indigenous
maferia]s and using imported engines resulted in such Thai-built air-
craft as the Nieuport, the Spad, the Avro 504N, the Vought Corsair 100,

and the Curtiss Hawk 3.

The workshops also constructed aircraft designed and built
entirely by Thai personnel. These were the Boripatr bomber produced
initially in 1927 and the Prajatipok fighter produced initially in
1929.

1
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FIGURE 1

ORGANIZATION OF THE RTAF, 1937
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MODEL OF PRAJATIPOK FIGHTER, RTAF MUSEUM
FIGURE 2

A number of aircraft were purchased for examination and trial from
1930 through 1933. These included the Heinkel HD43 fighter, the Bristol
Bulldog IIA, the Boeing 100E, and the Vought V100 Corsair. The Corsair
was selected and a Ticense obtained to manufacture the aircraft in Thai

workshops. The Directorate of Aeronautical Engineering, RTAF, was created

as a result of this activity.

13
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In addition to Thai produced aircraft, others were obtained from
foreign countries and used during World War II. These were the Corsair
V83; Curtis Hawk 2, 3, and 75; the Martin 139W; Fairchild 24J and W40
the Mitsubishi M100 (Nagoya); Nakashima NA17 (Ota); Hayabuza 2-TAI; and
the Tachikawa 89,

BOEING P-12E, RTAF MUSEUM
FIGURE 3

World War II

The RTAF entered combat again in January 1941 when the Thai and
French governments disagreed over the border between Thailand and French

Indochina. Air battles were fought over the disputed areas until May

when a truce was arranged between the two combatants by the Japanese.

14
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With the outbreak of World War II in the Pacific, the Japanese
occupied French Indochina with virtually no opposition. Thailand was
invaded on 8 December 1941 and a number of pitched battles occurred.
Along the eastern border, Thai fighters from Wing I at Bangkok fought
heroically against larger formations of superior Japanese Zero-Sen
Aircraft. The Thais inflicted a number of casualties before being
decimated. With this loss, Thailand formed an alliance with Japan.

To the south, Wing V at Prachuab had not received word of the alliance.
As a result a battle was fought with Japanese air formations over the

Gulf of Thailand. Almost one-half of the Thai flyers were killed.

PRACHUAB RTAFB
FIGURE 4

15
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Prachuab also became the scene of the major ground engagement in the
invasion. In an "all-out" battle Tasting several days, over 400 Japanese

soldiers were killed by the RTAF Security Forces who defended from bunkers.

MEMORIAL TO RTAF PERSONNEL KILLED IN
JAPANESE INVASION. PRACHUAB RTAFB :

FIGURE 5

Air Chief Marshal Swasdi, a squadron commander at Koke Kathiem at

the time, provided a personal account of the invasion. He evacuated his
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squadron to Lom Sok and held out for several days. His squadron was
one of the two RTAF units which were the last to capitulate. Marshal
Swasdi was imprisoned in the Officer's Club at Koke Kathiem. He was
approached each day by the Japanese and given a choice between flying
with them Or imprisonment. He made the choice of many of his country-
men: fly with the Japanese and avoid internment. He became a Japanese
fighter squadron commander in the latter stages of World War II and on

20/
+ ————
several occasions engaged American aircraft.

RTAF MUSEUM, DON MUANG RTAFB
FIGURE 6
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After the invasion the RTAF operated under the control of Japanese
occupation forces. The Royal Thai Military Academy continued to train
and commission officers, and the Flight Training School continued to

produce pilots. Many of the prominent leaders in the RTAF of 1971
21/

graduated from these schools during the occupation period.

Modernization: The Late 1940s

Thailand began to modernize its air force with fighters abandoned
by the Japanese after their surrender in 1945. Mitsubishi A6M2 Zero-Sen
fighters were added to the old Curtis Hawk 3 and Corsair V100 aircraft

which were still the first line aircraft in the RTAF.

FAIREY FIREFLY, RTAF MUSEUM
FIGURE 7
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The RTAF continued to modernize, and in 1948 acquired surplus air-
craft from the U.S., Canada, and the United Kingdom. Aircraft obtained
were Miles Magister primary trainers, North American Texan (T-6) basic -
trainers, Douglas C-47 transports, Tiger Moths, Canadian-built Chipmunk
trainers, and reconditioned Spitfire FR MK 14s. These replaced the
. older Hawk 3, Corsair V100, and Japanese aircraft. Acquisition of
aircraft, expansion of facilities, and improvement of training programs
continued as Thailand entered the 1950s. This improvement was necessary,

in part, to meet the growing communist threat.

TACHIKAWA ADVANCED TRAINER, RTAF MUSEUM
FIGURE 8
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CURTIS HAWK 3, RTAF MUSEUM
. FIGURE 9
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- The Growing Communist Threat

~ The Communist Party of Thailand was established in 1942. At an
assembly in 1952,4it officially declared a policy of armed revolution.
During the fifties approximately 300 Thai party members attended lengthy
political courses in Red China. Though forewarned by a party assembly
in 1961, insurgent activity increased. In 1962, party members formed
local branches 1h Northeast, North, Central, and South Thailand. In

the School of the Communist Party of Thailand at Hoa Binh near Hanoi,
470 Thais~were trained from 1962 through 1965. Subjects taught in the
school included propaganda, recruiting, organizing; and military tactics.
Extensive guerilla training was conducted in Laos and Red China through-
out the sixties. Approximatg%y 650 Thais received this training in Red

China between 1962 and 1969,

Radio Peking in November 1964 announced the formation of the Thai
Independence Movement and, in January 1965, the formation of the Patriotic
Front of Thailand. The Chinese queign Minister predicted that a War
of National Liberation would break out in Thailand before the end of 1965.
In 1965, insurgent activity increased. On 1 January 1966 it was an-
nounced that the two front groups had united and were switching from an
armed struggle to a People's War. Incidents increased from 45 in 1965
to almost 1900 in 1969. During the last six months of 1970 the number of
countrywide incidents (1381) was greater than in the previous six months
(1188) or-the same period in 1969 (1017). The acceleration of insurgency

in Thailand in the late sixties was attributed by many Thai leaders to

21




the extensive cooperation of Thailand with the United States in allowing

U.S. flight operations out of RTAF bases. During 1970, 552 deaths were
23/

attributed to communist insurgents.”  Communist terrorist (CT) activity

as of December 1970 is shown in Figure 10.

The Thais viewed the problem with concern, as indicated by coverage

in Bangkok newspapers. Excerpts from the Bangkok Post over a five day
24

period were as follows:

6 April 1971, Krabi: '"Communist terrorists have
‘threatened to attack and burn down the police
station at Plaipraya soon, marking the first
sign of communist activities in this southern
province. "

7 April 1971, Udon Thani: "Govermment forces,
consisting of soldiers and policemen clashed
with a band of terroriste for 30 minutes."

8 April 1971, Chian Rai: "The joint operation
between the Third Army and the Royal Thai Air
Force so far has found the bodies of 13 commu-
nist terrorists and believe that at least 60
communists were killed when an RTAF plane
dropped a bomb on them."

9 April 1971, Phatthalung: '"Policemen fought
off a terrorist attack on the police station
after a fierce 90 minute gunbattle."”

10 April 1971, Nakhon Si Thammarat: "Joint
police and military forces were continuing a
sweep to flush out communist terrorists who

killed two soldiers, three defense volunteers
and injured six others.”

In early 1971, one of the most active insurgency areas was in
northern Thailand, east of Chiang Mai in the provinces of Chiang Rai

and Nan. A United States Air Force (USAF) advisor with the Direct Air

22




COMMUNIST TERRORIST STRENGTH, 3IDECEMBER 1970
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Support Center (DASC) for that area provided on-the-scene insight into

25/

the problem:

Northern Thailand is a series of lowland valleys
separated by mountain ranges of very difficult
terrain. There are very few roads through the
mountains that are now safe.

The terrain is so difficult that air power is
very limited in what it can do; you can't see
what you are doing for the most part...The in-
surgency is going to get worse; it has gotten
worse in the last month. The RTA has had reverse
after reverse. One problem is that they don't keep
the pressure on the CTs (Communist Terrorists).
They have a big operation imvolving all forms of
their ailr power; they perhaps destroy a CT camp,
capture documents and perhaps significant amounts
of rice; but, then they go back and lay off until
the insurgency builds up again to an intolerable
level...The communist terrorist groups are stead-
ily getting larger. The ambush that occurred
last week (late March, 1971) was conducted by a
group of approximately 100 CTs. You rarely saw a
group of Viet Cong in Vietnam operating in groups
this large...The Second Cavalry Regiment is as-
signed to Nan Province. The number of combat
soldiers is just about equal to the number of CTs
in the area. If you consider the number of Second
Cavalry troops who are tied down to static defen-
sive positions guarding roads, bridges and popula-
tion centers, then the RTA is badly outnumbered;
they do in fact have their backs against the wall.
But numbers aren't the whole story; we have to
fight on the guerilla's terms. I often think we
incumber these people with needless organizations
of conventional armies and air forces. We have a
comventional army fighting guerilla warfare. The
conventional RTAF might be fine if we wanted to
take off and inmvade Laos in a big conventional
operation; but, it doesn't work that way. That
ign't the enemy.

The most important thing now is a total sense of
urgency on the part of the RTAF, the RTA, and
particularly the RTG. They must resolve to do
something about the insurgency right now. Other-
wige, we can give them the finest, most modern air-
eraft; we can train the best pilots in the world;
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and we can set up the finest communication system
possible; and it still won't be worth a dime.
The Thais recognized the consequences of a growing communist in-
surgency. Better aircraft, equipment, facilities, and qualified person-
nel were required to meet the threat. It was with this foresight that

Thailand sought the assistance of the United States.

Meeting the Threat: 1950-1960

The United States assistance in the modernization and expansion of
the RTAF was motivated largely by the growing communist threat. U.S. aid
against the insurgency was provided through the Military Assistance and
Advisory Group (MAAG) and its administration of the Military Assistance
Program (MAP).gg/'The U.S. and Thailand signed a formal military assistance

agreement on 17 October 1950.*

In 1951 the initial shipment under the U.S. Military Assistance
Program arrived in Bangkok. Aircraft included in this shipment were F8F
Bearcats, T-6s, Stinson L-5 Sentinels, Piper L-18 Super Cubs, Cessna 0-1
Bird Dogs, Cessna 170s, and Beech C-45s. The first T-33A jet trainers
arrived in Bangkok in 1957, and in 1958 the first jet combat aircraft--
the Republic F-84G Thunderjets. Helicopters obtained durihg this period
included Westland Sikorsky S$-51 Dragonflys purchased from England, and

*In March 1950 the MAAG consisted of nine officers and 11 enlisted men.
Spurred by the Viet Minh invasion of Laos in the Spring of 1953, the
MAAG was expanded to a Joint United States Military Advisory Group
(JUSMAG). By 1957 JUSMAG personnel strength was 286.
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Sikorsky S-55 and Hiller 360X helicopters--obtained from the United States.

During the first decade of MAP support the RTAF received 368 aircraft.
Trainér, helicopter, transport, photo reconnaissance, and jet and conven-
tional fighter aircraft were provided. Auxiliary equipment included
aircraft spare parts, special and general purpose vehicles, C-11B Link
Trainers, an F-86 Cockpit trainer, crash-rescue and fire fighting equip-
ment, a mobile oxygen generator, a jet engine test cell, and petroleum,
0il, and lubricants (POL).gz

As the RTAF acquired more U.S. aircraft and equipment it patterned
more of its operations after the USAF. The increaéing similarity of the

RTAF and USAF was also evident in RTAF training programs.

The RTAF operated five major school programs consisting of the Air

Force Academy, Squadron Officers School, Air Command and Staff School,
Airmen Technical Training School, and Flying Training School. The English
Language Laboratory, which was provided by the MAP, became a major part
of this training system. Training for RTAF personnel was also conducted
in the United States. By 1960 approximately 600 RTAF officers and airmen
had completed courses of study in the United States, primarily in flying
and technical courses. An equal number participated in orientation and
on-the-job training visits to PACAF bases, units, and installations.
Technical representatives and Mobile Training Teams (MTT) supplemented
this effort by providing in-country training.gg/

RTAF flight training was similar to that conducted in the USAF.

Pilot transition programs included transport and fighter aircraft. The
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combat crew training program for jet fighter-bomber crews included
instruction in night, navigation and instrument procedures, and gunnery
and combat tactics. An instrument ground school and trainer program
were also in operation. After completing instrument ground training,
pilots were given instrument flight checks.gg/

In addition to new and improved training programs, aircraft facili-
ties were upgraded. Plans called for a modern communication and aircraft
control system for the air defense of Thailand. To be included were
radar, ground communications, ground-to-air communication, and navigétion-
al aids. An interim radar, communications, and navigational aids system

30/
was in operation.

RTAF HEADQUARTERS, DON MUANG RTAFB

FIGURE T1
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result of U.S. assistance, the expansion and modernization of the RTAF

eclipsed that achieved in previous periods.

30
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CHAPTER III
THE RTAF GROWS UP

Modernization and expansion of the RTAF continued during the decade
of 1961-1971. Some important elements in this process were airfields,
better aircraft, materiel support, base security, radar warning capability,
the USAF model of air operations and support, and a training and education-

al system.

Modern Airfields for Thailand

As outlined in Chapter II, airfields were constructed at Don Muang,
Takh1i, Udorn, Ubon, Korat, and Koke Kathiem. Building continued in the
mid-sixties and new air bases werevconstructed at U-Tapao, Nam Phong,
and Kamphaeng Saen.™ Facilities were expanded at ten other locations.

Major efforts were at Don Muang, Korat, Nakhon Phanom, Takhli, Ubon, and
*% 2/
Udorn.

The air base at Nam Phong was intended to accommodate three tactical
fighter squadrons. After construction had started in 1966, the U.S.
Secretary of Defense decided not to deploy the three squadrons. Never-

theless, construction continueJkénd base facilities were completed in
§_3_/ e —————
late 1971.

*The air base at U-Tapao was one of the largest and most modern airfields
in Southeast Asia. It was built at a cost of $93 million. 34/ (See Appen-
dix II for a more detailed description of the air base.)

**Approximately $251 million had been authorized for construction during
the period, fiscal year (FY) 64 through FY 69.
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THE BUSY FLIGHT LINE AT UDORN RTAFB -
FIGURE 13

The RTAF in 1971 listed 12 airfields as main operating bases. Seven
of these could support large jet transports and high performance jet
fighters. These were: Don Muang, Takhli, Korat, Ubon, Udorn, Nakhon
Phanom, and U-Tapao. The other five could support conventional and light
jet operations. These were: Koke Kathiem, Chiang Mai, Prachuab, Sattahip,
ahd Kamphaeng Saen. A1l were equippegsyith modern navigational aids,

control towers, and approach systems.  (Navigational aids and control

towers and their locations are Tisted in Appendix II.)

The RTAF designated 14 airfields as forward operating bases. These

were strategically located throughout Thailand and varied greatly in their
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36/
support capabi]ity.—_' (The forward operating bases and their locations

are listed in Appendix II.)

Aikcraft

The accelerated pace of modernizing aircraft in the RTAF inventory
which began in the Tlate 1950s continued in the following decadé. Some
of the older aircraft were retired and some were lost in combat, but
the number of operational aircraft in 1971 constituted more airpower
than at any previous time in RTAF history. (See Table 1) The F-86, T-33,
and T-6 are becohing difficult to support and, therefore, fairly costly
to operate in relations to their capability. Future plans call for the
replacement of these aircraft by the A-37 which will moderize the force

with a more capable air-to-ground weapon system and an excellent training

aircraft.

Organization
In 1971 the RTAF had 34,000 personnel to operate and maintain 325
aircraft and facilities at 26 Tocations. Flying units were organized in-
to seven wings under the Tactical Air Command. (The organizational struc-
ture of major operating units is depicted in Figg;e*14. The overall
organization of the RTAF is shown in Figure 15.)——/

Wing I at Don Muang had been assigned the 11th Tactical Reconnaissance

Squadron and the 13th Tactical Fighter Squadron. Squadron 11 was equipped

*The material in this section is based on the interview with Colonel
William S Miller.
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ORGANIZATION OF MAJOR UNITS, RTAF, 1971
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FIGURE 14
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SOURCE: USAF MILITARY ADVISORY GROUP FILES THAILAND, 197!
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ORGANIZATION OF THE ROYAL THAI
AIR FORCE

RTAF_HEADQUARTERS GROUP
COMMANDER~-IN-CHIEF DIR OF INSP

VICE COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF

OFF OF RTAF SECTY

DEPUTY COMMANDER -IN-CHIEF

- - o

CHIEF OF STAFF

VICE CHIEF OF STAFF
DEP _CHIEF TAEF_OPNS |

| DEP_CHIEF OF STAFF LOG

DEP CHIEF OF STAFF PLANS
AND RESEARCH

AIR SPECIALIST ‘I_,_I-
T -

[

i

DIR OF ADMIN -
- am g a— o - - e
- e - - L s ettt e w— ' )
P H H I’ ]
% . 1 1 H 1
DIR OF PERS DIR.  OF INTEL DIR OF OPNS DIR OF MAT DIR_OF FIN

COMBAT GROUP LOGISTICS SUPPORT GP EDUCATION GROUP Cl SERVICES GROUP

TACTICAL AIR COM DIR OF AIR_ENG DIR OF EDUC 8 TRNG DIR OF WELFARE
SECTY REGY _—__DIR OF COMM FLYING TRNG SCH L[ DIR OF CIviL_AVIA
DIR OF ARMAMENTS | |OFF OF DON MUANG
AB COMMANDER

DIR OF SUPPLY

DIR OF CIVIL ENG

DIR OF TRANS

FIGURE 15

DIR OF MED SERV

SOURCE: USAF MILITARY ADVISORY GROUP FILES THAILAND, 197]

UNCLASSIFIED







TABLE 1
NUMBER AND TYPE OF AIRCRAFT, RTAF, 1971

Combat Aircraft : Total
T-33, RT-33 t.iiiiieeniennnnnss Ceeresiaeatnes 15
F-4, RF5 tiiiituruvnenenenreansaoanns R L
To28 i ieeeneerneenneeenaeareeaeeaeeaaens a
He3d iiiiiiiiiiinriisteitnanesansaannnnne 41
UH=T iiiiiiiiieiinteinenrvioenrasnssssannns 23
F8OF +vvieiiiiiniinnrennnnns S 17
T-6 civiiinnnns teteenesaen beecsresasenseenne 14
C-123 ot iiiiiiiiiientianerutoneessasanennaes .13
CA7 iiiiiiiiiiiiiitetrteanaiiiananes cetavenn 24
T ceeavsrenee cenens 12
0-T tiveiiiinnnnnen feeeesesesiasesansansans 14
A Ceeiiaas A cesdes 13

T-6 covevnanans heseassenaresaasanes ceeses oo 25
T=37 i iiiiitneoinsnnesanssassscnssasssssnane 9
Tm33 iiiiiitiieinennanesenassnsnanns cesenen 10
H-37 «iiivennnnn. R R 7
DHC-T vevvrniiraninnennieinnnns B e 17

SOURCE: USAF Military Advisory Group Files, Thailand, 1971
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with T-33 and RT-33 aircraft. Its mission was jet proficiency training
and reconnaissance. Squadron 13, equipped with 14 F-4 and RF-5 aircraft,

had missions of close air support, reconnaissance, and air defense.

Wing II was situated at Koke Kathiem RTAFB. It had four squadrons,
three of which were deployed "up-country". The "up-country" squadrons
were 221 at Chiang Mai, 222 at Ubon, and 223 at Udorn, and Squadron 224
at Koke Kathiem. Unit missions were close air support, interdiction,
defensive and offensive counter-air, escort, and visual reconnaissance.
A11 had T-28 aircraft, but Squadron 224 expected to receive OV-10A air-
craft soon. Only 24 of the 41 T-28 aircraft were in use as 17 were on

loan to Laos and Cambodia.

Wing III was located at Korat RTAFB. It was composed of three
helicopter squadrons with 41 H-34 and 23 UH-1 helicopters. Squadron 32
had UH-1 aircraft while Squadrons 31 and 33 were equipped with H-34 air-
craft. The wing missions were combat airlift, special air warfare support,

search and rescue, helicopter training, and air evacuation.

Wing IV was at Takhli RTAFB and had one flying unit, Squadron 43.
It was equipped with 17 F-86F aircraft and flew interdiction, close air

support, and air defense missions.

Wing V was at Prachuab RTAFB and had one flying unit, Squadron 53.
It possessed 14 T-6 aircraft and flew air support missions. The squadron
was receiving T-28 aircraft from Squadron 224 since the combat role of

T-6 aircraft was ending.
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Wing VI, the transport wing, was at Don Muang RTAFB. Squadron 61
owned 13 C-123 aircraft and provided the major part of the airlift
for the RTAF. Squadron 62 had 24 C-47 aircraft and performed airlift,
VIP transport, gunship, and visual and infrared photo reconnaissance
missions. The 12 T-41 aircraft of Squadron 63 were used for administra-

tive and proficiency flying.

Wing VII had one flying unit, Squadron 71. It was located at
Sattahip RTAFB and was equipped with 14 0-1 and 13 U-10 aircraft. The
wing conducted Forward Air Controller (FAC) training and deployed air-

craft and crews to approximately six operating locations in Thailand.

It provided FAC and psychological operations support.

Unit Tocations are shown in Figure 16.

Materiel

With the accumulation of more sophisticated aircraft, improvement
of maintenance capability became essential. RTAF maintenance could over-
haul engines for T-6 and C-47 aircraft but engines for other aircraft
were shipped to the CONUS for this repair. By 1971 equipment and skilled
personnel had been acquired to overhaul the engine used in T-28 and H-34
aircraft. However, electroplating techniques and cylinder rework skills
were still considered deficient.§§/

Inspect and repair as necessary (IRAN) capability developed slowly.

But by 1971 the RTAF performed IRAN on most of its aircraft. One USAF
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RTAF COMPONENT LOCATIONS
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officer who worked in this area with the RTAF commented:

They turn out a good airplane. There has been
tremendous improvement in the past three years.
If pushed they can complete an IRAN cycle on a
C-123 in three or four monthe. The personnel

in general want to do a good job and to develop
their capability. However, the working hours

in the depot are usually only from 0830 to 1500,
and we are often lucky to get more than four or
five hours of productive work from an individual.

One of the most significant developments in the area of materiel

management was the creation of a Logistic Control Center (LCC). An

LCC was required to assist in coordinating and directing actions to

expedite relief of problem areas relative to supply, transportation,
and maintenance. AIt started as a simple aircraft status-gathering
activity and grew into an active problem-solving organization.ég/

The LCC operated 24 hours daily to expedite the operational readiness
of aircraft. Senior RTAF officers were assigned as "Senior LCC Controllers"
to make them aware of the benefits and operation of the LCC. Items con-
trolled by the LCC were RTAF assets such as aerospace ground equipment,
vehicles, construction equipment, POL, and munitions. The operation of
the LCC was hindered by a Tack of qualified personnel and the need for
clearly defined authority and responsibi]ity.él/ A typical appraisal of

42/
the LCC was:

The LCC gives us good information. We know the
status of aireraft and their location. This is
a great improvement over the situation that
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existed several years ago. Our main problem now
18 lack of authority. We need an officer of

. sufficient rank in the LCC to talk to the up-
country units. The Thai system doesn't allow
a delegation of authority, nor does it allow
a junior officer to contact a unit commander
in the field to tell him what should be done
with his aireraft.

Base Security

The requirement for better security increased with fhe buildup of
U.S. and RTAF resources and facilities at the major air bases in the
mid-sixties. The Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement of October 1950 did
not allow the arming of U.S. military personnel in Thai]and. Thailand
was responsible for the basic security of all installations within the
country., However, the U.S. considered security inaiequate in 1965 and
recommended additional security forces be employed.“g/

This recommendation was soon justified. An attack by six to eight
insurgents occurred at Udorn on 26 July 1968. They were armed with AK-47
rifles, Russian-made grenades, and plastic explosive charges. Two USAF
aircraft were significantly damaged--a C-141 and an F-4. A USAF heli-
copter sustained minor damage. One USAF airman, one Thai security guard,
and two of the insurgents were ki]]ed.ﬁﬂ/

Security policy was modified in 1968. Although the security of the
U.S.-used military installations in Thailand was the responsibility of
the RTG, the USAF assumed responsibility for protecting U.S. Tives and
equipment. Thus, security became a joint RTAF/USAF responsibility.
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USAF air police provided the primary security at bases involving extensive
USAF air operations, while the RTAF provided security in the surrounding
45/
areas.
The RTAF concept of base security was different from that of the
USAF. RTAF Security Forces were divided into two separate organizations.

One was the Air Police Force, which was responsible for law enforcement.

It was small in number but composed of career personnel.

The other organization was composed of security battalions. They
were responsible for base security. Although this force was relatively
large, most of the men were unskilled conscripts. Consequently, its

capability for protection remained 1limited.

Most of its personnel were assigned primary duties as clerks, truck
drivers, or orderlies. Sentry duty at most bases was similar to an addi-
tional duty. At some bases security battalions numbered almost 1000 men,
but only 20 to 25 security posts were manned. If a threat arose, the
cooks and orderlies would take up arms to defend the base.ﬂg/

In order to improve the protective capability of the RTAF a security
police school was instituted at Don Muang RTAFB. The first class of 69
trainees compléted the two month course in July 1969. Training was
comparable to that given at the USAF Security Police School at Lackland
AFB. Additional training in counterinsurgency (COIN) oriented toward

base defense, was being given at Lopburi by a U.S. Army Special Forces
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unit. The goal was to produce a training cadre for each up-country
base. By the end of December 1969, 317 students had completed the course
at Don Muang.ﬁZ/

A sapper attack in mid-1969 reaffirmed the need to improve the base
security system. On 28 July sappers struck at Ubon. Two USAF c-47
aircraft and a GCA power unit were damaged with plastic charges. A USAF
sentry and sentry dog were slightly wounded. Another attack at Ubon
occurred on 13 January 1970, bﬁt prior warning had been received. Five
CTs were killed, no base aircraft or facilities were damaged, and there
were no Thai or U.S. casua1ties.ﬂ§/

In January 1970 COIN base defense training was incorporated into the
course at Don Muang and the class size was increased to 200. During 1970,
1000 students were programmed for the course.ﬂg/

An RTAF security battalion had been established at Koke Kathiem to
provide, on a TDY basis, RTAF Security Force personnel for Udorn, Ubon,
Nakhon Phanom, and Chiang Mai. They received training similar to that
given at Don Muang. A class of 500 students completed training 120/
January 1971 and was assigned predominantly to the TDY locations.

Security battalions were composed of about ten percent officers and
career enlisted men. The remainder were conscripts who were serving two

year service obligations. This caused a personnel turnover of almost

half the force every year. Another problem was the AWOL and desertion
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rate of the conscripts. This was attributed to their poor pay and low

status and ran as high as 30 percent in some units.

In 1971 the RTAF considered a plan to combine the Air Police and
Security Battalions. A combined force could coordinate all base security
activities more effectively. Also, Air Police officers and noncommissioned
officers (NCOs) would add experience and capable leadership to the Security
Battalions. However, the development of a well-organized, well-equipped,
and well-trained base defense force in the RTAF was affected by political
considerations. Such concentration of power was carefully evaluated by
the RTG.él/

The development of a competent security force was essential to protect
the men, aircraft, and equipment which, in turn, were required to counter
the growing Communist insurgency. Associated with this buildup was the
development of a radar aircraft control and warning system (AC&W). An
AC&W system was needed for air defense, employment of tactical fighters

in ground operations, and airlift support.

A Radar Net
The initial construction of an AC&W system began in 1959 under the
auspices of the Military Assistance Program. Sites were constructed
at Don Muang, Korat, Udorn, and Phitsanulok. A communications network
linked the sites with major air bases.§g/

The deteriorating military situation in Laos in 1961 and early 1962

led to an increase in the U.S. military forces in Thailand. Concomitantly,
44

(This page is SoNSEERTN——




it was necessary to expand the Thai AC&W system to support air operations.

This AC&W system was considered a valuable extension of the Pacific Air
Forces (PACAF) AC&W Net.éé/

The Commander-in-Chief of Pacific Forces (CINCPAC) approved an ex-
pansion plan on 8 July 1962. (See Appendix III for location and estimated
operationai dates of the AC&W.) The idea was to install long rang§4;adars
at four sites and short range radars between the long range sites.

Reluctance of the Royal Thai Government (RTG) to support the plan®™,
funding péob1ems, contract ammendments, and late deiiveries of supplies
delayed completion of the sites. None of the short range sites were con-
structed. Only three of the four long range radars were installed by
1967. Unfavorable public opinion caused the RTG to request that construc-
tion of the fourth site cease and the area be restored to its original
condition. It was located near the Royal Summer Palace. By August 1971
the U.S. had not provided funds and equipment for construction of the site
at a new 1ocation.§§/

USAF mobile units were placed at strategic locations to supplement

the radar coverage of the long range sets. In.1965 CINCPAC directed that

*The RTG was reluctant to support the plan because the proposed AC&W
system was too elaborate for Thailand's singular needs. Also, upon U.S.
withdrawal, the RTG would be faced with maintaining the system at an an-
nual operating cost of $2 milljon. Virtually the same air'support of
counterinsurgency efforts could be provided with Forward Air Coqtro]]er
procedures. Complete coverage of Thailand could be provided using TACAN

and Tow frequency beacons and homers, at an annual operating cost of
$150 thousand.
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USAF personnel be assigned to radar installations since RTAF-USAF respon-/

sibility was not clear. Later, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff directed

that 1,356 USAF tactical control personnel be assigned to augment operat-
56/

ing personnel at long range, mobile, and MAP radar installations.™

USAF personnel assumed actual control at jointly-manned radar
facilities to ensure flying safety and effective support of USAF air opera-
tions. In 1970 RTAF personnel were being readied to resume control, and
they fully operated and maintained facilities in the Bangkok area.5 In
1971 they-were progressing toward self-sufficiency at other sites.—Z/

The construction of a radar net was just énother aspect of growing
American support which was helping the RTAF come of age. Modern aircraft,
facilities, equipment, training programs, and the AC&W radar net were
integral parts of the American presence and the growing air power of the

RTAF.

The American Presence

As mentioned earlier, U.S. military advisors were present in Thai-
land during the early fifties. In the early sixties the USAF began deploy-
ing units to the area. By 1969, nine tactical fighter squadrons (F-4 and
F-105), six reconnaissance squadrons, a strategic wing (B-52 and KC-135),

a special operations wing, and support units wegg/in Thailand. These

units were manned by 50,000 military personnel.”  (The locations of USAF

units are depicted in Figure 17.)

*MAP radar installations were jointly-manned.
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USAF UNITS IN THAILAND,1969
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The employment of USAF aircraft from bases in Thailand to counter

hostile action in Southeast Asia was a sensitive issue. The official

position was stated by Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman 1in 1965:59;Americans
were present by mutual agreement for the defense of Thailand."

This position was becoming untenable, partially because of a number
of articles published in the U.S. about U.S. military activities in Thai-
land.™ Under pressure by the U.S. ambassador to Thailand, Foreign
Minister Thanat issued a statement in September 1966. He stated that U.S.
bases had.been built in Thailand to meet the strategic needs of the war
in Vietnam, and that Thai and American aircraft were flying out of these
bases. He did not discuss their mission, but stated that Thailand was
pledged to military cooperation with thé U.S. and SEATO powers fFor the
defense of Southeast Asia.§g/

The overall impact of the USAF presence in Thailand was to provide a
mode1 of modern air operations and an air base support system. This tended
to overshadow certain potentially negative factors. For example, the USAF
operation of joint facilities retarded Thai self-sufficiency. Perhaps
more significantly, the national security of Thailand did not require the
elaborate system of air operations and air bases established by the USAF.

Furthermore, the RTG had neither personnel nor economic resources to main-

tain such a system. A major USAF withdrawal would require extensive

*Despite a ban on photographs of USAF personnel and operations and restric-
tions on press releases, at least 48 articles were published in 1965.
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training of indigenous personnel and a recurring subsidy to maintain the
. 61/
operations, personnel, and facilities if the system were to survive.

If justification of the scale of operations was becoming a problem,

it was not needed in the case of training programs and facilities. In-

deed, most ;uch programs were still undergoing plans for expansion.

Training and Education

Most people would agree that training and education were important
elements in the development and modernization of the RTAF. Most assuredly,
training by USAF advisors was crucial in this process, but the training

and educational system within the RTAF was just as important.

SQUADRON OFFICERS SCHOOL, DON MUANG RTAFB
FIGURE 18
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The RTAF system resembled the USAF model and consisted of officer
procurement programs--the Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA), Officer
Candidate School (0CS), and “"officer training school;" flying, technical,
English language, and on-the-job training (0JT); and professional military
education--the Air War College (AWC), Air Command and Staff College (ACSC),
and Squadron Officers School (SOS). Each of these programs played a
unique, important, and interrelated part in the growing knowledge and
skill of the RTAF. Some would say that the first step in this process be-
gan in those schools offering commissions in the RTAF. Perhaps the most

elite of these schools was the Air Force Academy.

The Royal Thai Air Force Academy

The Royal Thai Air Force Academy (RTAFA) was founded in 1953. C1as§es
of instruction éctua]]y started in 1955 in a temporary building at Don
Muang. After the headquarters, academic bui]dings, and dormitories were
completed in 1961, the RTAFA was moved to a permanent site near Don Muang.
Other new buiidings, laboratories, and facilities were added throughout
the 1960s. The academy, in 1971, possessed an outstanding educational
p]ant.ég/

Candidates for the RTAFA were 20 years of age or less and graduates
of the two-year Armed Forces Preparatory School.” Prerequisites for the
preparatory school were completion of a tenth grade education and a rigid

*The prerequisites were in effect in 1960; the preparatory school was
founded in 1958.
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entrance examination. While only eight percent of the applicants were
selected for the Preparatory School, 97 percent of its graduates were 63
accepted by the Air Force, Military, Naval, or National Police academies.“_/

The Air Force Academy curriculum consisted of a five-year program.
During the first two years cadets were instructed in humanities, social
sciences, mathematics, basic science, applied science, and military
science. The last three years were devoted primarily to engineering
courses. It was possible to méjor in genefa] engineering, aeronautical
engineering, méchanica] engineering, or electrical engineering; Upon
graduation the cadet received a Bachelor of Engineerihg degree and was64
awarded a commission in the RTAF in the grade of second Tieutenant.” el

The faculty and administration consisted of approximately 80 officers.
Also a number of officers from Don Muang taught there part-time. All
faculty members held degrees, primarily from RTAFA. The faculty included
eight members with graduate degrees from universities in the United States
or United Kingdom; two held doctoral degrees.gé/

In 1970 the Academy graduated 58 lieutenants. Of these, 47 entered
piTot training. Since approximately 75 percent of RTAFA graduates entered
pilot training, the planned fkeshman class enrollment for 1973 was increased

to 150.** 56/

*USAF grades are used for ease of reading. The RTAF grades and their USAF
equivalents are listed in Appendix VI. '

**An increase in Academy enrollment would lead ultimately to an increase in
pilots. In the long run this would reduce pilot shortages.
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WIND TUNNEL IN AERONAUTICS LABORATORY
ROYAL THAI AIR FORCE ACADEMY
FIGURE 19

Another resource for RTAF officers was the Officer Candidate School.

The Officer Candidate School

The Officer Candidate School offered a 10-month program leading to
a commission in the RTAF in the grade of second lieutenant. NCOs with 10
years service were eligible for 0CS. After successful completion of a final
examination candidates were commissioned. OCS graduates rarely advanced

67/
beyond the grade of major.

The school could train 360 students in three classes each year. How-:
68/
ever, the actual number varied with requirements. (See Table 2)
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The RTAF also conducted a short program of officer indoctrination to
comnission civilians or NCOs with college degrees. Virtually all of these
students had degrees in engineering, technical, or other scientific dis-
ciplines. The RTAF planned to consolidate this program with 0CS for a
more standardized officer training program.ég/ After commissioning, many

officers began training in the Flying Training School.

TABLE 2
OFFICER CANDIDATE SCHOOL GRADUATES, RTAF, 1965-1970*

Year Number of Graduates
1965 215
1966 , 192
1969 237
1970 240

SOURCE : RTAF‘Schools Branch files, January 1971, Don Muang RTAFB

The Flying Training School

The reader will recall from Chapter II that the flying school was
moved from Don Muang to Korat in 1941. 1In May 1969 the Flying Training

School began operations at new permanent facilities at Kamphaeng Saen.

This move became necessary because the buildup of USAF operations had

*None were trained in 1967 and 1968.
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overcrowded RTAF facilities at the old site.” %/

In the RTAF pilot training program of 1971, all trainees received
30 hours in Chipmunk aircraft as an initial six-week screening phase.
Previously, two classes were given initial training in the T-41. How-
ever, the Chipmunk was considered a better aircraft for screening purposes,
and the T-41s were sent to Don Muang for use by pilots who held adminis-

71/
trative positions.

The top students entered T-37 jet training while all others went

*

into the f-6.* After 90 hours of primary training in the T-6, pilots

designated for helicopter training went into H-34 training. 7;9e first
helicopter class at Kamphaeng Saen graduated in August 1970."  (The train-

ing flow is depicted in Figure 20.)

In 1971 T-33 training was phasing out. Primary and basic training
in the T-37 was replacing T-33 training.zg/

A11 student pilots were officers from the Royal Thai Air Force
Academy (RTAFA) or graduates of civilian universities who had been com-
missioned. The output of 70 pilots in FY 71 was short of the annual goal
of 90. To alleviate the shortage, recruiting programs at civilian univer-
sities were intensified and enrollment at the Air Force Academy was being

74/ o
doubled.” Another aspect of the training system was technical training.

*Aircraft assigned were 17 DHC-1 Chipmunks, 25 T-6s, 9 T-37s, 10 T-33s
and 7 H-34s.

**Jet-qualified pilots received higher pay even if they were assigned to
flying duties in reciprocating aircraft.
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F/RF-5
- | T/RT-33
/ T-37 TRAINING T-33 TRAINING F-86 -
" ' 0-1/U-10
CHIPMUNK ' 1| T-28/T-6
SCREENING v -
» [[T-6 TRAINING C-47/C-123
. ‘T-6 TRAINING \
4 o | UH=IH
H-34 TRAINING H-34
H-43
SCREENING PRIMARY BASIC OPERATIONAL
‘ UNITS

SOURCE:RTAF SCHOOL BRANCH FILES, JANUARY 1971, DON MUANG RTAFB

TRAINING FLOW OF RTAF PILOTS, 1971

FIGURE 20
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INTRODUCTION TO THE CHIPMUNK, RTAF FLYING TRAINING SCHOOL

' FIGURE 21
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-CONFIDENHAL-

Technical Training

Training for airmen and NCOs was provided through the Airmen Tech-
75/
nical Training School (ATTS), RTAF directorates and on-the-job training.
The ATTS offered training programs in 14 different courses, primarily
in maintenance and communications-electronics areas. The courses varied in
length from one to three years. The number of students ranged from 1,300

to 1,400,

The Directorates were authorized to recruit and train airmen. Most
of directorate training took place in the Directorates of Aerospace Engineer-
ing and Communications. Much of the training duplicated the ATTS instruc-

tion; however, the courses were shorter.

On-the-job training for RTAF personnel was provided by the USAF. The
training capability of the USAF exceeded the number of RTAF personnel
available for training. However, many OV-10 maintenance personnel received

this 0JT.

English language training was an integral part of the RTAF training
and educational system. The English Language Training Center (ELTC)
provided instruction for the following RTAF schools: Flying Training, RTAF
Academy, Technical Training, Nursing, Directorate of Engineering, the

76/
Squadron Officers School, and the Air Command and Staff College.
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UNCLASSIFIED

SCENE AT THE AIRMEN TECHNICAL
TRAINING SCHOOL, DON MUANG RTAFB

FIGURE 22

In addition to a comprehensive training system and the attainment
of an officer corps that was largely college educated, the RTAF recognized
the need for a professional education program. In the mid-sixties the
RTAF established a professional military education system which was fashioned
after the USAF model. The Air War College, Air Comg??d and Staff College,

and Squadron Officers School comprised this system.  Information con-

cerning prerequisites, courses, classes, and other data is summarized in

Appendix 1IV.
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AIR COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEGE

FIGURE 23

Summary
In 1971, 34,000 personnel were in the RTAF. This young air force

owned and operated 325 aircraft at various locations throughout Thailand.
These facilities were constructed or expanded to improve the operational
capability of the RTAF to counter the growing communist threat. Materiel,

base security, and an air defense system were other improvements.

A corollary to these developments was the growing American presence.
This presence was further evident in the training and educational system
which was a prototype of the USAF model. This system was but another
step in the process of insuring that the RTAF had the material resources,

knowledge, and skill to destroy the enemy--the communist terrorists.

59







The next chapter discusses the employment of the RTAF in COIN
operations between the early sixties and 1971. It examines RTAF aircraft;
the organization and function of operational units;‘command and control;
operational concepts; and various operational, funding, and support

problems.
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CHAPTER IV

RTAF OPERATIONS IN THAILAND

The Composite Squadrons and Lucky Tiger

The need for RTAF units capable of suppdrt in counterinsurgency (COIN)
operations was recognized in 1961. By early 1962 a plan was approved by
the RTAF Commander-in-Chief. It provided for a composite squadron at oy
Ubon, Udorn, and Chiang Mai.*_ Three more units were to be formed if needed.

(See Table 3 for number and type of aircraft assigned.)

The firsf units were activated at Ubon and Udorn in late 1962. The
third squadron was activated at Chiang Mai in August 1964. The Air Division
at Koke Kathiem,directed and supported the composite units. Maintenance
support was provided from Don Muang and Koke Kathiem. Facilities, personnel,
and equipment were progressively expanded at Koke Kathiem.zg/

Flying and support personnel were assigned to the units on a TDY basis.
At first they rotated every six months, then every twelve months. Support
personnel were rotated in like manner and this aggravated supply and mainten-
ance problems.**gg/ Maintenance at Koke Kathiem especially was considered poor.

In 1965 another composite squadron was activated to train aircrews of
the other units. More intensive training was needed because the communists

81/
had accelerated their program to take over Thailand.

*Operations of RTAF composite units were similar to those of the USAF Air
Commando Force.

**Aircrews and support personnel rotated at the same time causing a lack of
continuity.
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TABLE 3

COMPOSITE SQUADRONS, TOTAL NUMBER
AND TYPE AIRCRAFT ASSIGNED, BY YEAR

Total
Type Aircraft Aircraft 1962

Source: Quarterly V-12 Report, FY 3/63, USAF Advisory Group, Thailand

*Addifioﬁa] aircraft were available from Don Muang when needed.

In addition to regular aircrew training, the composite squadrons
needed special air warfare training. Otherwise they would be unable to
perform efficiently the task for which they were created--air support for the
Royal Thai Government (RTG) COIN effort. In general, RTAF pilots were
capable but inexperienced in supporting ground operations.gg/

To remedy this situation the USAF 606th Air Commando Squadron (ACS)
was assigned to Nakhon Phanom in March 1966 under the project name "Lucky
Tiger." Lucky Tiger mobile training units worked and lived at each composite
squadron. Training included civic aétion, maintenance, and joint exercises
with RTA and Civilian-Police-Military (CPM) units. FAC procedures and
tactics in night operations and night ordnance delivery were emphasized
Special air capabilities such as helicopter airlift, psycho]gg}ca] Jaé

tions, reconnaissance, and combat control were also covered.
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Training phased down in late 1967 after proficiency of the RTAF was
84/ .
sufficient and by 1969 only a squadron and maintenance advisor were required.
Composite squadrons never duplicated USAF Air Commando operations
and were disbanded in 1967. Problems in management of aircraft, mainten-

ance and logistic support, and personnel were too complex for the RTAF.

Also C-47s were withdrawn from the composite units and controlled by the

FIGURE 24

COMBAT AIR PATROL OVER THAILAND-LAQOS BORDER
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wing commander at Koke Kathiem. The H-34 helicopters never became part
of the composite units. The composite squadron organization ended in mid-

85/ -
1967.7  (See Appendix V for a detailed account of the reorganization.)

The T-28 Squadrons

The RTAF received their first complement of 38 T-28 aircraft in 1962.
These aircraft formed the major strike capability for the composite squad-
rons in COIN operations. The aircraft performed well in spite of a critical
shortage 6f maintenance personnel and faci]ities.gé/

The combat capability of the T-28s improved after they were modified
with a higher performance engine-propeller combination. However, configura-
tion problems continued to p1aguekthe RTAF. For example, nonstandard radio
equipment often made it difficult or impossible to rendezvous with FAC
aircraft. Frequenf1y the T-28s were not even equipped to use TACAN. A
program to standardize the airborne avionics system for the T-28 aircraft
was underway in 1971.§Z/

A shortage of T-28 aircraft still existed in 1971. Of the 60 authorized,
only 41 were available.* However, funds from the FY 71 and FY 72 budgets iy
for the A-37 program were diverted for the purchase of 15 additional T-28s.

The T-28 was the backbone of the RTAF from 1962-1971. Nevertheless,
there were criticisms. T-28 missions did not respond rapidly enqugh in
support of COIN bperations. This was caused by three factors: (1) the

*Qf the shortages, 10 were on loan to Laos, seven to Cambodia, and two had
recently crashed.

~
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time required to obtain approval for a strike through the air request system;
(2) flying time to the target area; and (3) the occasional slowness of
RTAF personnel 1n’respond1ng to the "scramble." Firefights between ground
forces and the insurgents usually did not last over 30 minutes so a rapid
air response was needed. By 1971 the RTAF had not set up an airborne alert
system as a possible solution to the problem, except for preplanned opera-
tions.§g/

In spite of some criticisms, T-28 operations were considered successful.
The aircraft was inexpensive and easy to maintain. RTAF pilots flew the

90/
aircraft well and put their bombs on target.

Generally, T-28 pilots commented favorably about the aircraft:

For the RTAF COIN effort, the T-28 is the best aircraft
they have. The experience level of the pilots is high
and they can put a bomb where you want it. 91/

. with the possible exception of the A-1, I don't
think there is an aireraft that can do the job better
than the T-28. 92/ '

Greater payload, range and loiter time would help, but
on the whole the T-28 is an excellent aircraft for the
COIN effort. 93/

A11 Weather Problems

In the early sixties the USAF began to develop an all weather air
94/
defense system in the RTAF. It was similar to that used in the U.S.

Some questioned the wisdom of providing such a system toka developing
country. It was complex and seemed beyond the technical, managerial,

95/
and economic capacity of the Thais.
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The F-86L was chosen as the all weather interceptor for the RTAF,
an aircraft that had enjoyed Timited success in the USAF in a similar
role. The first 17 aircraft were delivered in December 1962, and one

more was added in November 1963.

T-28 AIRCRAFT, UBON RTAFB

FIGURE 25
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The program was managed badly from the start. The RTAF had inadequate

Togistics support, and the USAF made 1ittle provision for such support.
The USAF did not provide aerospace ground eqUipment, spare parts, or E-4
Radar Fire Control System test equipment. The flight simulator arrived %)
after the aircraft and without essential spares and necessary schematics.

A mobile training team was assigned to help with maintenance but it
arrived and departed during the spring of 1963 with few apparent kesuIts.
Vital test equipment was still unavailable a year after the aircraft

97/ .
arrived.

By December 1963 RTAF personnel were ready to discontinue thegprogram.
Many of them were not enthusiastic about the F-86L from the start._§/

The USAF tried to preserve the program by providing maintenance and
needed supplies. This enabled the F-86 squadron to participate in the
SEATO Exercise "Air Boon Choo" in April 1964. The squadron placed eight
aircraft on daily alert status. Of 58 scrambles only one ground abort
occurred. (These flights were made without a requirement for an opera-

tional airborne radar and fire control system.)

After the SEATO Exercise, direct U.S. assistance was halted. As a

result the in-commission and operationally ready rates dropped sharply
99/

until the program almost came to a standstill.
| 100/

The USAF advisor reported the following situation:

The problems of Squadron 12 remain the same exéept in
depth of deterioration. The combat ready rate for
the F-86L aircraft averaged 18.4 percent for this
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quarter as opposed to the 26 percent reported for
last quarter. Management and supervision--coupled
with the lack of interest, direction, and firm
mission requirements from RTAF Headquarters--are

the key factors. Nothing else prevents the wing
from maintaining a 70 percent in-commission rate.
Sufficient numbers of U.S. trained and knowledge-
able personnel are located in positions of responsi-
bility in Wing I and throughout the RTAF organizational
structure. In spite of this, no attempts are made
to change the status quo.

In early 1965 the squadron began to fly small-scale air defense
exercises. Because the E-4 Automatic Fire Control System did not func-
tion, the pilots manually fired the 2.75 rockets and Sidewinder (AIM-9)
missi]es.lgl/ ‘

A rash of accidents also plagued the program. A midair collision
destroyed two aircraft. Another was lost when the pilot bailed out shortly

after take off due to an apparent fire. Another was destroyed in a gear-
up 1anding.lgg/

In an attempt to inspire some interest on the part of senior RTAF
officers, USAF advisory personnel conducted two live rocket firing demon-
strations utilizing the E-4 Automatic Fire Control System. Some of the
officials expressed enthusiasm and renewed efforts to get the E-4 system
to an acceptabTe jn-commission level. New supervisory personnel were
assigned to the wing and the squadron. Also, another USAF training team

103/
helped with the E-4 System.




In December 1966 five pilots were qualified in the F-86L. However,

operational readiness remained low and high inflight radar failures con-
104/
tinued.”

In early 1967, two F-86L aircraft were kept on air defense alert
at Don Muang. But with the diversion of 350 maintenance personnel into

the F-5 program, the ability of the RTAF to keep two F-86L aircraft on
105/
air defense alert became marginal.”

The program was abolished in 1967. This decision was summarized in
106/
the TAFAG V-12 Report:

The RTAF has had to allocate an undue amount of its
limited technical resources to attain a marginally
acceptable capability with the F-86L equipped squadron.
The cost in manpower, money and logistical support has
caused a drain of RTAF resources far out of proportion
to the effectiveness achieved. Extended discussions
between the RTAF and the Air Force Advisory Group
(AFAG) concerwning this situation had resulted in an
RTAF decision to phaseout the F-86L atreraft. On 1
July 1967 the Commander in Chief, RTAF, directed the
squadron to cease all flying. 3‘

Helicopters in the RTAF

The usefulness of helicbpter airlift in COIN operations was recognized
from the start. In the insurgency areas, roads were poor in the dry season
and impassable in the wet season. Also, slow overland movement of forces
would alert the enemy and allow escape. The Answer]g;; to deploy and

resupply the ground forces by air--via helicopters.

fo bl They v Tl ie ol 0f TAKAGY (N (A6 WieN
Twiy 14 SEn. M
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The RTAF acquired a few H-43 and S-55 helicopters in the late
1950s. By late 1962, they also had 11 H-34 helicopters (provided by MAP).
Initial RTAF experience in operating and maintaining the H-34 was unfavorable.
But they made consistent progress and improvement, and the helicopter
squadron became operationally ready in June 1965. It was used extensively
in COIN operations.lgg/

In 1966 insurgent activity increased. Consequently, the U.S. provided
additional helicopter support.* Direct U.S. action was necessary until
the USAF could train an RTAF helicopter wing. The RTG believed that U.S.
assistance was appropriate since increased communist activities were
attributed to Thailand's cooperation in U.S. military operations from
Thai]and.lgg/

The Commander of the U.S. Military Assistance Command, an Army Major
General, wanted to use a 700-man U.S. Army helicopter company until the
RTAF wing was ready. However, this might have aggravated the traditional
tension existing between the RTAF and the Royal Thai Army.llg/

Ambassador Martin preferred not to increase the American presence
in Thailand and he opposed bringing in 700 more U.S. troops. Instead,
more USAF helicopters were used to expedite RTAF helicopter training.

Alsc the USAF deployed six CH-3C helicopters plus crews to support Thai

1y
COIN operations.

*The RTG believed that their greatest handicap in COIN operations was an
insufficient number of helicopters.

70




Additional UH-TH helicopters were provided through the MAP in 1968

and 1969. Of these, 25 went to the RTAF and 25 to the RTA. This repre—n ;

sented a compromise as to which service should have rotary wing airlift..

In addition to helicopter airlift, the RTAF had roles in training,
support, and maintenance. The RTAF was responsible for traihing heli-
copter personnel although some were trained in the U.S. The RTAF provided
support and depot maintenance for all UH-1 helicopters, including those in
the army and national police force.llé/

The increased employment of helicopters in COIN activities caused
pilot shortages. These shortages were reduced by starting trainees in
the helicopter program after they completed 30 hours in the Chipmunk and
90 hours in the T—G.llﬂj

By the end of 1970 the RTAF had 40 H-34 helicopters (seven of these
were permanently located at the Flying Training School) and 23 UH-1H heli-

115 |
copters.

RTAF Counterinsurgency Operations

The RTG in 1965 developed a civilian-police-military concept to counter
the increasing communist insurgency. It combined civilian agencies such as
the Departments of Highways and Health with national and border police

116/

forces and military forces.
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FIGURE 26

THE FLIGHT LINE AT DON MUANG RTAFB
H-34 HELICOPTERS FOREGROUND, C-123s
IN BACKGROUMND

The army remained the central power under this concept. General

| Prapas, the RTA Commander was also Minister of the Interior and Deputy Prime
Minister. He directed suppression activities against the insurgents through
four regional headquarters located in North, South, Central, and Northeast
Thailand. These regional headquarters coordinated and controlled the acti-
vities of subordinate provincial organizations. By early 1971, approxi-
mately 7,800 RTA troops were committed to active counterinsurgency roles,

17/
with another 2,200 engaged in national development projects.
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The joint COIN effort was an unstable merger of RTAF and RTA acti-
vities. The two had traditionally operated as autonomous fbrces. The
RTA and the National Police, commanded by General Prapas, constituted
the real military and political force in the country. The RTAF was a poor
second.ll§/

To counteract this power struggle, the Advisory Group encouraged
closer working relationships betwéen the RTAF and the RTA. This resulted
in several joint training exercises during the late 1960s. As a conse-
quence of this experience, the commander of the RTA 3d Army stressed coopera-
tion with and use of RTAF assets when he faced insurgents in Northern
Thai]and.llg/

The RTAF and RTA joined in exercise Lub I Loet during the first three
weeks on 1966. A 1,350-man force, supported by RTAF helicopters and police,
swept an area and reportedly killed 14 and captured 17 communist insurgents.
Documents, supplies and a few old weapons were seized.lgg/

The RTAF participated in another4joint exercise in 1969. The air

strike missions during this operation represented the greatest concentra-

tions of RTAF assets ever employed at one time.

Most of the RTAF efforts were concentrated in the tri-province area
of Loei, Phitsanulok, and Phetchabun where there was intensive CT acti-
vity. Air strikes in southern Thailand occurred for the first time in 1970

121/
when the RTAF hit CT positions 12 miles north of the Malaysian border.
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The RTAF supported the COIN mission with airlift, strikes against
ground positions, aerial resupply, medical evacuation, and flare drops.
Direct Air Support Centers (DASCs) controlled tactical aircraft in each
army area. The Air Operations Center (AOC) exercised central control

, 122/
from Don Muang.

T-28s played a major role in COIN operations. As mentioned in the

section, "T-28 Squadrons," the distance between alert aircraft and tar-

get areas limited the effectiveness of air support. Because of intense
insurgent, activity in the Chiang Rai and Nan provinces, four T-28s were

deployed daily to the Chiang Rai airfield which reduced flying time to
123/
the target areas.

Various other aircraft were employed in COIN activities as well.
124/
The results of an AC-47 mission are described below.”

Generally, targets in the north are of two types:
suspected enemy locations, or abandoned structures
in villages evacuated by the mountain tribesmen.
The purpose of destroying these structures is to
deny the CT use of shelter and storage areas. BDA
(bomb damage assessment) is practically nonexistent,
with the exception of structures, because of a lack
of sweeping operations by ground forces. Unveri-
fied reports from the RTA indicate one AC-47 strike
on 12 February 1968 resulted in '"over 100 CT'" KBA
(killed by air). Ground fire in the area has been
reported as moderate to heavy with indications that
12.7mm crew served weapons are possibly being used.

About 22 RTAF helicopters were deployed daily throughout 1969 for

COIN operations. They provided most of the airlift for resupply and medical
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evacuation for the outposts and base camps. Since helicopters were sus-
taining battle damage from small arms, five T-6 aircraft were used to fly

cover. The T-6 aircraft were extremely effective in the escort role.

Limited use of jets continued throughout 1969, including F-86F air-
craft. In addition, two F-5 aircraft from Bangkok made the flng/F -5
ordnance delivery on CT positions in Thailand on 12 June 1969.

During the first three months of 1966 the RTAF flew 1,049 sorties
in COIN action. In the same period in 1967 the number of sorties was

2,695. More than 40 aircraft were deployed daily throughout 1970. During
the last six months of 1970, the RTAF flew 9,210 sorties in COIN opera-

126/
tions. (See Table 4, RTAF Sorties, COIN operations, 1970.)
TABLE 4
RTAF SORTIES, COIN OPERATIONS, 1970
Type Aircraft Number/Type Sorties
H-34, UH=1 .uvtrinrnnreneeecncsossacssnsons 7,293 (Helicopter Airlift)
T-28, F-86, F-5, AC- 87 e, 261 (Combat Air Patrol)
0-1, U=10, T-6, T=28 +oveevreeeenseneeeees 657 (Visual Recce)
ToB, Tm28 tiivrveeeconncosossnssasnanosses 341 (Helicopter Escort)
He34, UH=T titriiineneeeeennenoncnnaannnas 301 (Medical Evac)
H-34, UH=T tiiriinnennivnennnccanconsannans 78 (Civic Action)
T-6, T-28, F-86, F-5, AC L 106 (Air Strike)
Um0 titereeeresnesnnsocsacsasscanasanses 118 (Psy Ops)
RT=33, 0-1 vvevenvnnennn R P 23 (Photo Recce)
LT 32 (FAC)

Source: Developments in Thailand, USMAC THAI/JUSMAGTHAI quarterly report,
FY 71 and FY 72.
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A Tactical Air Control System and FACs

Prior to 1965 the Royal Thai Army had the responsibility to develop
and establish a workable tactical air support system. A Timited amount
of MAP support had been provided for this purpose. Army elements pro-
vided communication equipment for FACs and air liaison officers (ALOs)
and an army communication net for air strike requests.lgzj

In June 1965 Thailand's Minister of Defense directed the RTAF to
establish a tactical air control system (TACS) similar to that used by
the USAF and U.S. Army.* Under the TACs, the RTAF‘assumed possession

of RTA air ground communication equipment. The initial plan for the

system envisioned three Direct Air Support Centers (DASCs), 13 ALOs,]2
128/ , 129/
and 13 FACs.” By June 1966, the following progress was reported:

Although it is neither manned nor equipped adequately
to operate as a full scale TACS, the RTAF now has a
basic organization that is performing the normal TACS
functions in support of civil, military, and police
operations in communist suppression activities through-
out Thailand. An adequate miz of tactical aircraft
by type (helicopters, reconnaissance, fighter, air-
1ift) have been allocated for call by direct air
support teams (DAST) within this system. With the
establishment of the TACS, the RTAF made a major
improvement in their command/control procedures. The
CINCRTAF has delegated scramble authority to the
Director of the Air Operations Center (AOC) for a
specified number of sorties daily, for both tactical
fighter and tactical supply atircraft.

*Under the TACS system the USAF owned, maintained, and operated all
equipment.




In November the RTAF established a TACS in Northeast Thailand to
support COIN operations. A DASC was established at Sakhon Nakhon with
Tactical Air Control Parties (TACPs) and ALOs at Udorn, Ubon, and
Nakhon Phanom. A radio jeep (MRC-108) was provided for each site. Two
mobile training teams assisted the RTAF in establishing, operating, and
maintaining the DASCs and the TACP/ALOs. By the end of 1966 an opera-
tional TACS was in effect in Northeast Thailand.lég/

Training of RTAF forward air controllers began in early 1967 in a
USAF unit.* With the reorganization of composite ;quadrons into tactiéa]
squadrons in 1967, the RTAF FAC School was activated under the 71st Tacti-
cal Air Support Squadron (TASS) at Sattahip RTAF.** The first class
graduated in December 1967. Twelve of the 15 graduates visited Vietnam,
observed operations at all levels, and flew combat missions with USAF FACs.
Three of the pilots were then assigned to a newly established TASS operation
in northern Thai]and.lél/

FACs were trained in U-10 aircraft. In October 1967 eight 0-1As
replaced the U-10s. The U-10 had been used as a FAC aircraft on three
air strikes but was severely limited because of poor cockpit visibility
and lack of rocket launchers for target marking. The TASS commander
’ commented on the requirement for marking rockets:lég/

*Eight were trained initially.

**Details of the reorganization are summarized in Appendix V.
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We have to use rockets for marking in that area,
because the jungle is often 150 feet thick. We
would never see a smoke grenade. . . . It is a
difficult business. We never see the enemy. We
mark and put in ordnance where we think he might
be.

Armament rails were mounted on the eight 0-1s for 2.75 inch marking
rockets. Three of the 0-1s were equipped with portable FAC UHF radios
as a temporary expedient so they could communicate with RTAF fighter
aircraft. Two of these were deployed to Chiang Klang in early February
1968 along with four additional FACs. The FACs established a daily visual
reconnaissance program and controlled air strikes. In April 1968 two
0-1 aircraft and three FACs were deployed to Nakhon Phanom (northeast)

133/
to support the 2nd Army.
Paralleling these activities was a great deal of effort to improve

direct air request procedures. The primary emphasis was centered on esta-

blishing the RTAF AOC at Don Muang as the focal point for all air requests.

Twenty-five AN/MRC-108 radio jeeps were received in late 1968. Addi-
tionally, the number of 0-1s authorized for the 71st Tactical Air Support
Squadron was increased from 15 to 25. However, there was a critical
shortage of 0-1 aircraft. Three of the original eight had been lost due

to crash damage.

134/




0-1 AND 0-10 AIRCRAFT, SATTAHIP RTAFB

FIGURE 27

In April 1969 the RTAF borrowed four O-1s from the RTA, but this
brought the total available to only nine. The FACS had been expanded by
this time to include two other DASCs. One was at Lom Sak in Central
Thailand and the other was in South Thailand at Nakhon Si Thammarat.

In June 1969 there were a total of four DASCs and 16 TACPs in operation
to support varied RTG elements in the fie]d.lég/

The 0-1 aircraft shortage was so critical that action was initiated
to install target marking rocket launchers on five more U-10 aircraft,

even though the U-10 was not a satisfactory FAC aircraft. However, this
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action was not taken. Three 0-1s weré réceived from the USAF, two more

0-1As were borrowed from the RTA, and it appeared that five 0-1s would
136/
be available from Philippine MAP excesses.

The Philippine 0-1 aircraft did not materialize and the shortage of
FAC aircraft continued to be a critical problem. In an effort to provide
coverage where it was needed in northern Thailand, DASC 3, supporting the
Royal Thai 3rd Army, was moved sugcessively from Chiang Klang to Lampong

to Nan and was finalTy*coilocatéd with the 3rd Army Tactical Operations
137/ , :
Center at Phitsanulok.

' : 138/
A U.S. Advisor at DASC 3 commented on the problem:

 We have four O-1s to cover six provinces, an area
about as large as the III Corps area in South Vietnam.
When I flew O-1s there, we had 30 to 40 O-1s, 20 to
30 0V-10s and about 30 0-8s. I etill didn't feel I
could physically cover all the area I should have
covered, - ,

The Chief of the Thailand Air Force Advisory Group (T?ggﬁ) lauded
the success of the RTAF in estab]ishing an effective TACS:

Marshal Kamroon, Deputy Chief of Staff for TAC
(Tactical Air Command), an aggressive officer

with a fine background, has been able to put the
emphasis where it should be in the TACS. The
decision process is timely; the communication

system is effective. There are enough eapable
personnel to run the system, and the overall system
will be effective as long as it isn't made too
technically complicated. . . . The Thai TACS should
not be configured like that of the USAF. They don't
need the sophistications, the complex equipment,
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and all the "tie-ins" with radar. They should
operate very basically, using prineipally their 29
Mark 108 Forward Air Control Vehicles.

In 1970 the AOC was realigned in the RTAF organizational structure
and made directly responsible to the Tactical Air Command. (See Figure
28 for location of TACS/Direct Air Support Element as of 1970.) Many
facility improvements were made in the AOC, including construction of an

- underground command center with a giant vertical display board. All
140/
significant air traffic in Thailand was tracked on this board.

A USAF officer working with the AOC was impressed with the center
141/
and expressed admiration for the Thai Commander:

Group Captain Paitoon is an exceptionally dedicated
man., He is brilliant in tactical and military matters.
He has floum every type of RTAF aircraft except the
F-5. He has commanded the AOC for four years and has
built it from an AC8W air defense type operation to

a center that is very effective in the command and
control of tactical air operations, which is by far
the most important mission of the RTAF today.

Supersonic Fighters

In 1965 the long-range plans of the Military Assistance Program
were to provide F-5 aircraft to Southeast Asian countries.* The RTG
became interested in the program after learning other countries would
receive the F-5,
*The F-5, a Mach 1.4 aircraft, was equipped with rockets, bombs, guns, and
napalm. It was considered effective in air-ground operations. Its use in air

defense was limited to daylight, visual missions. However, an all weather capa-
bi]ity as well as a photo reconnaissance system was under development. 142/
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Thailand's position was conveyed by Air Chief Marshal Dawee while

discussing deployment of U.S. aircraft to Thai bases. The U.S. Ambassador
143/

reported:

Dawee responded . . . Both the King and Prime Minister
were deeply concermed at overcrowded conditions . . . and
the increasing tendency to crowd RTF forces off their own
facilities, with no concurrent or vieible benefits to
those forces. The King, he noted, had specifically
pointed out to the cabinet that Thailand had always

been quick to say "yes" to U.S. requests, whereas there
was little evidence of rapid U.S. action in response to
Thai requests . . . This condition was particularly true,
said Dawnee, with respect to the RTAF who are still
-trying to fly obsolete F-86s and would be even more
difficult to handle in light of the public announce-
ment that the first F-5 deliveries would be to the
Philippine Air Force. . . .

In 1966 the U.S. delivered two F-5 aircraft as the initial contingent
of a squadron of 18.* By 1970, 15 had been delivered, with the final three
due in 197].125/

In 1968 two F-5s were placed on five minute air defense alert at
Don Muang during daylight hours. In 1969 F-5s made their first air strike
on communist terrorist positions in Thailand. The F-5 was a prestige
addition to the RTAF and was used in fly-by ceremonies for President
and Mrs. Nixon and an air strike demonstration for the King.lﬂg/

By 1970 only 11 of the 15 F-5s remained. Four aircraft were lost in
a single year. One stalled at 200 feet after losing an engine on take-off.

*These were delivered to Thailand in 1966 as a "good faith" gesture; other
F-5s would be delivered as they became available.
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Another was destroyed when the pilot landed short of the runway. One was
destroyed when the pilot ejected because of a gear malfunction, and another
was lost on a combat mission.lﬂg/

MAP plans were to provide additional F-5 aircraft to SEA countries,
with the possibility that Thailand would get another squadron. However,
some estimated the operating cost of the F-5 at $500 an hour and questioned
whether the U.S. could afford to subsidize a large counterinsurgency role

1417/
for the aircraft.

“Phantom Tracks" and Gunships -

Throughout 1967 there were persistent reports of low, slow flying
aircraft crossing the borders of eastern Thailand at night. These reports
came from unidentified radar sightings known as "phantom tracks" and from
reports of unidentified aircraft by ground observers. The RTG theorized
that helicopters were being used to infiltrate troops and to resupply
the Tocal terrorists.l£§/ There was no official announcement clarifying
the mystery of the "phantom tracks." AC-47 aircraft attempted to intercept
the intruders but failed. 2/

Although the AC-47 was not successful as a night interceptor, it
was effective in other phases of the RTG COIN efforts. Throughout 1970
and early 1971 the AC-47 aircraft flew air strikes in Thailand and
Cambodia. Plans were to double the number of AC-47 aircraft in the RTAF
inventory to a total of eight.lég/ C-47s, widely used in airlift opera-

tions, were also in the RTAF inventory. The C-47 role is examined in the

next section.
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Transport Aircraft

The C-47 was the primary transport aircraft of the RTAF from the

time it was initially acquired in 1948 until C-123 aircraft arrived in
151/
the mid-sixties to take over much of the airlift role.

WING VI HEADQUARTERS, DON MUANG RTAFB

FIGURE 29

The first eight C-123 aircraft were delivered in 1964. Training of
. ’ Thai aircrews and maintenance personnel was accomplished by a USAF detach-
ment from Nakhon Phanom. USAF personnel worked with the RTAF on the C-123

project until 1968. In April 1971 the RTAF had 13 C-123 aircraft at Don
Muang with two permanently deployed to the United Nations Command in Japan.

152/
Additionally, Thai crews operated two USAF-provided C-123s in Vietnam.
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C-47s were used as gunships and infrared photo reconnaissance air-
craft. However, in April 1971 the RTAF still operated 15 C-47s as trans-
153/
port aircraft.
On every working day the RTAF flew a scheduled shuttle flight that
went to each main RTAF base. The C-47 and C-123 aircraft were used for
154/
this shuttle.”

In addition to airlift and other combat mission, the RTAF also flew

intelligence gathering missions.

Intelligence Operations

Squadron 11 began aerial reconnaissance missions in 1968 with newly
acquired RT-33 aircraft. EC-47 aircraft were used a]so.lég/

RT-33 and EC-47 aircraft were acquired in 1968 and used in aerial
reconnaissance and intelligence missions. Both were employed in counter-
insurgency operations. EC-47s were successful in detecting campfires and
concentrations of communist terrorists. EC-47 scanner and day photo missions

156/
were a standard part of the COIN effort.

In 1970 the RTAF photo reconnaissance capability increased as four

. RF-5A aircraft began operations. Also, plans in 1971 called for installa-
tion of cameras on T-28 aircraft for pre-strike and post-strike
157/
reconnaissance.
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Many of the senior RTAF officers had little knowledge, experience,
or interest in air intelligence operations. In an effort to overcome the
apathy of senior officers regarding the importance of intelligence, a
special course was presented in 1969 at the Intelligence School for a

158/
class of 20 selected senior officers.

Psychological Warfare

A Psychological Warfare School was established in 1969 and provided
a 58-hour course of instruction for RTAF officers. The first class of 25
students graduated from the school on 25 July 1969. The course included
civic action, leaflet procedures, loudspeaker operations, face-to-face
communications, and general psychological considerations of the RTAF COIN
effort.lég/

The RTAF installed psychological operations (PSYOPS) equipment on
two C-47s and six U-10s. Each‘aircraft had a 1000-watt speaker microphone
and a tape recorder. By September 1970 U-10s were used for most PSYOPS
missions, with a U-10 ser