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PREFACE 

This repmi is the latest in a series of efforts by the Subcommittee 
on U.S. Security Agl'ct'mcnts and Commitments Abroad to bring 
before the American people authoritative information regarding 
LTllited States activities in various areas of the ,,·orld. It ,,,"auld appear, 
on the basis of this report, that these efforts to protect the people's 
right to be infOl'lne<1 about the aetivities of their government are be­
ginning to bear fruit; compared to previous reports and hearings, a 
relatively small number of deletions are made in this 1'e,po1't on grounds 
of national security. 

The section of this repol't which dcseribcs United States activities in 
Laos is a case in point. This is the third field report by the present staff 
of the subcommittee on the subject of Laos. As a result of these con­
tinuing inquiries we now feel reasonably confident thiJ.,t for the first 
time the American public hus a comprehensive picture of the vast and 
intricate array of Unit eel St.ates military and paramilitary activities 
in Laos. The few deletions ill the Laos section of this repo-rt involyc 
only some relatively insignificant numbers and the' precise, name of one 
Royal Tbai Army headquarters. 

Thus, the people's right to know how their tax doUars are being 
spent-at least in the ease of Laos-is being served. As other sections 
of the report indicat.e, llOwcycr, there are still areas of ,great sensitiv­
itv to the exccutive branch about ,,,hiQh the subcommitt¢e has not been 
aJJle to inform the public as fully as it belie,-es desirable. These include 

; the details of the Inilital'.'" assistance program in Cambodia and cer­
taill questiolls regarding illtel'pretatiolls 'and understandings of the 
,Victnam cease-fire agreement. : 

The ovcrall substant.i-n~ message of this report seems to be that we. 
are still deepl,y involved in Southeast Asia. The facts regarding the 
nature of this invoh-enwnt and its continuing eost speak for them­
selves. and the reader is thus free to draw his or her own conclusions. 
That Indeed. is t.he purpo~e of the subcommittee,~s continning effort to 
document t.he details of the lTnlted States CrOvernment~s inyolyements 
abroad. l~nless the Congress and the people have all the relevant facts, 
they cannot be expected to form sound judgments on important issues 
which involve t.heir dolhrs~ their Jives, and the direction of their 
Nation's policies abroad. 

STU~\RT SYUTNGTON, 

Ohair/nan. Subcommittee on 
U.S. 8ecw'l:ty Agreement8 and 'OOlnmitment8 Abroad. 
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

flon. STUART SY:l[I~GTON, 
JUNE 6, 1973. 

Clwirrnan, Subcommittee on U.S. /'Jecurity Agreement8 and Oomm,it­ments Abroad, U.S. Senate, l~ Glihington, D.O. 
DFAR NIn. CIIAIRMA~: At the request of the Subcommittee, we spent the period ~Iarch 28 to April 19 in Thailand, Laos, Cambodia and Vietna.m, arriving in Asia after the sixty-day period following the signature of the Paris Agreement during which time all American prisoners were returned and all American forces were withdrawn. In accordance with our instructions, we examined the U.S. presence in all four countries, military and economic assistance programs and the poJitical and economic factors beal'inK 011 tllf'Be programs. In the course of our trip, ,",,-e lnet with the American Ambassadors in Bangkok, Vientiane, Phnom Penh and Saigon and members of their staffs; Geneml .Tohn A-. Vogt, Commander, USSAG/Seventh Air Force, at the Royal Thai Air Rase at N akhon Phanom, and lllembels of his staff; Brigadier Geneml Richard G. Trefry, Deputy Chief, .TUSMAG-Thailand, at the Royal Thai Air Base at Udorn, and mem­bers of his staff; mnnbers of the staff of the CIA unit in Udorn; the Consuls General in Bien Hoa and Can Tho in South Vietnam and members of their staffs; foreign government officials-both civilian and military; and other knowledgeable observers both American and foreign. In addition, en route hack to ",Vashington we met at the hcadrjuarters of U.S. Forces in the Pacific ,vith Admiral Noel Gayler and members of his staff concerning IT.A. military activities and mili­tary assistance programs in the countl'ies yisitpd. 

During the period of our trip, 11.S. air operations in Cambodia '"ere intensified and you asked us, immediately upon our return, to prepare a separate report on that subject. That report, classified "Secret," was completed on April 24 and released ou Apl'il 27 after a security review by Executive Branch agencies. 
'Ye subsequently began work on a report covering the other snb­jects we had been asked to examine. That report, classified "Secret," was completed on ~Iay 18. In accordance with your request to the Secretary of State, representatives of the Department of State, De­partment of Defense, Agency for International Development and Central Intelligence Agency began to review the report on May 20 to determine what deletions they wished to request for security reasonR. Theil' review was completed on.J une 6. 

Sincerely yours, 

(V) 

.T.nn:s G. LOWEXSTEJX. 
RH.·JL\RD M. MOOSE. 



THAILAND, LAOS, CAMBODIA AND VIETNAM: APRIL 1973 

I. I NTIU)IJPCTI( IX 

1\' e arrived in Southeast Asia sixty days after the Pilris Agreement had been signed. American forces were out of Vietnam and American prisoners were home. U.S. aircraft were no longer bombing in South 
01' X ol'th Vietnam or, with minor exceptions, in Laos. Fighting was only sporadic in Laos and had declined in Vietnam to about the level before the April 1972 offensive. ICCS teams were deployed, though with little effect, in South Vietnam. And there were various negotia­tions in progress: economic aid negotiations between the United States and X orth Vietnam in Paris. polItical talks between the South Viet­namese and the Provisional Revolutionarv Government (PRG) in Paris. militarv talks between the South Vietnamese and the PRG in .saig~n, and rie~otiations on the establishment of a Provisional Gov­CI'Jllnent of N alional Union between the Roval Lao Government and the Pathet Lao in Vientiane. . 

nut peace had not come to Indochina. All four negotiations were deadlocked. Laos was divided between government and Pathet Lao controlled areas along lines which generally followed those that had obtained at the time of the 1962 Accords, except that the third of the rount.ry remaining under gOyerllment control was now cut in two .by an enemy force which had reached the Mekong just north of a pomt opposite Nakhon Phanom in northeast Thailand where the principal U.S. headquarters for military operations in Indochina is now located. The situation in Vietnam was summed np by one experienced Ameri­can official a.s a "violent stalemate.~~ Fighting raged in Cambodia where g-overnment forces seemed unable to arrest a rapidly deteriorating military situation, and f'xpectations of a Cambodian ('ease-fire, to which Dr. Kissinger had alluded with "some confidence" on ~Tanu­ary 24, had all but vanished. And throughout Indochina the United States remainpd involved throu,Uh large economic and military assist­ance programs. programs that literally sustained all three Indochina countries; throngh the presence of 44.000 mil itary pel'sonnel in ThaI­land and 17.000 others on ships in adjacent waters: and through a largf' air force basf'd in Thailand. 

* * * 
Sixtv davs after the Paris Agreement, Cambodia had become the eentrai theater of the continuing Indochina war. Although the United States WHS not. involved with ground troops. the involvement in "oth~r ,va '"S was direct and intimate. The roles of the United States In aIr opPl'ations and in Cambodian political affairs have been described in a ."('panIJe I'f'port. The two are intimatel~" related because. by the ~ime ,v(' al'l'in'd in Cambodia. the prilleipal purpose of U.S. air operatIOns had become to enable tliP Lon Xol ~ro"('rnrnf'nt to survive in tllP faee of a military.' offensive by an l'llerny forc(' almost exclusively IChmer 

.1 ) 



2 

anu not North Vietnamese.. The Inilitary pressure on the government 

had re\'ealed the true weakness and ineptitude of the Lon Nol regime, 

flaws that had become increasingly apparent over the last year a.s the 

Army had become progressively more demoralized and the polrtIcal 

81 tllation had c.ontinued to deteriorate. 
The political and military situations had, of course, each affected 

the other. In Presidential elections in June, 1972, Lon ]liol had heen 

credited with 550/0 of the vote. But most observers with whom we talked 

a.greed that the election had been characterized by large-scale fraud, 

and that Lon N 01 probably had not obtained a majority of the votes. 

During the past year. Lon Nol had attempted at various times to 

£01'111 some sort of government of national union, but these attempts 

had seemed half-hearted and had been consistently undermined by- his 

],rother. Lon Non. Since Lon Nol had not faced up to the need to share 

political power with other popular or more capable figures, during our 

visit it was evident that. the United States Government had come to 

the point of insisting that he do so and that he also send Lon Non 

abroad if he wished to continue to receiyc Ameriean militarv and 

('('onomic assistance. ~ 

The increased involvement of the United Statps in Cambodian mil­

itary and political affairs seemed to ns to be the result of such inctorE 

as: hustration that attempts to obtain a ('case-fire had failed, a failure 

which U.S. officials attributed to North Vietnam's refusal to live up to 

what they believed was an understanding- reached in Paris; recogni­

tion of the fact that only in Cambodia could t.he United Stat.es bring 

direct military pressure to hear on the ~"'orth Vietnamese without im­

mediately endangering the cease-fires in Laos and Vietnam; concern 

that a communist takeo"'\cr in Cambodia at this point in time would 

undermine the entire fabric of the hoped-for overall Indochina settle­

ment; fear that the fall of Cambodia would be a severe psychological 

shock to Sonth Vietnuln and would also present the South Vietnamese 

\vith a serious militar)' problem, especially if the port of Sihanoukvil1p, 

now called Kampong Som. were to be reopened; and hOJ?e that if the 

mIlit.ary and political situations could somehow be stabilIzed it might 

be possible to negotiate a ccase-fire. Korth ·Vietnamese withdrawal and 

a political agreement providing for a neutralized Cambodia which 

would not upset the cease-fires in 'Tietnam and Laos and would not be 

interpreted as a failure of U.S. policy in Cambodia. By t.he time we left 

Cambodia, however, there was no prospect that stabilitv could be 

achieved and no indication of interest on the part of the I{11mer insur­

gents in negotiations with the Lon N 01 government. 

* • * 
In Vietnam, we found considerable concern regarding the situa­

tion in Cambodirt, conrern that as the. result either of military develop­

ments, or of a political solution negotiated by a goyernmcnt. in severe 

military straHs, Cambodia would become it permanent Communist 

sanctuary and supply baSI} immune from Anlerican bombing. For the 

South Vietnamese }'{~main apprehensive about their own lnilitarv sit­

uation, convinc.ed that the North '7ietnamese ha've not abandoned 

their objectives in the South but will return in fore-e within a matter 

of months, and for thjs reason, among others, the Thieu government 

seemed no more inclined than before to permit the pnG to participate 

in any meaningful \vay in the political process. On the contrary, Presi-
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dent Thien was moving rapidly to consolidate his political power, 
against his pntatiye politi('al opponents a.s ,yell as the Viet Cong 
through the vehicle of his Democracy Party which many susceptible 
to government pressure, inclllrling some military officers in a secret 
branch of the party, were being forc.ed to join. At the same time, 
through Decree Law 60, he had made certain that no other political 
parties could be organized that could effectively chaUenge his own. 

It was not only the military situation that was causing South Viet­
nam officials apprehension. They ,vere at least as concerned about 
critical economic problems. Indeed, with the need to keep military 
manpower levels up and thus defense expenditnres high, with a drop 
in foreign exchange earnings because of the Alnel'iean withdrawal and 
with militarv uncertainties still a barrier to the kind of massive for­
eign investment that might fill the gap, South Vietnam was more than 
ever dependent 011 American financing of its huge budgetary and 
trade deficits. 

* • • 
The situation in Laos differed from that in either Cambodia or Viet­

nam. The cease-lire there was being generally observed. But the with­
drawal of _furcig.n ~tOI:c~s-the Korth Vietnamese, the American fi­
nanced Thai irregulars, U.S. Forward Air Control pilots and the 
Chinese-and the related matter of dismantling the U.S. para-military 
apparatus WeI~~}!~~5ting _th~_ JormatiQ;Q of a Prov~si_onal GQverD-IDe~lt 
of NationaTnmon, for the cease-fire agreement provides that the 60-
day period for the withdrawal of foreign troops does not begin to rnn 
until the formation of that government. 

The cease-fire agreement also states that the Provisional Govern­
ment is to be formed within 30 days after the cease-fire. At the time 
of our visit, which began shortly after the thirty days had elapsed, 
negotiations on the formation of that government were stalled (and 
were still stalled at the time this report was written). There was no 
evidence that the North Vietnamese were inclined to reduce their po­
litical and military involvement. As a result, plans which the U.S. 
Mission had made to reduce its involvement had suddenly been 
shelved. In the Lao capital, the agree-ment was under severe criticism 
by Son vanna Phouma's political opponents, whom the United States 
continued to restrain, and Souvanna himself, motivated by a desire to 
unify the country and save it from further war, was shifting toa more 
neutralist position. 

* * * 
In Thailand, too, there was uneasiness not only because of the dis­

turbing signs of continuing North Vietnamese intransigence, the pre­
carious military positon of the Lao Government and the critical 
situation in Cambodia, but also because of some concern that the 
United States was on the verge of withdrawing completely leaving its 
former allies to fend for themselves. Uncertain about the Chinese as 
well as the North Vietnamese, the Thai were continuing to seek firmer 
indications of continued American support, using the base rights they 
had granted the United States, which should be the best assurance of 
all. as a bargaining If'ver for additional economic and military assist­
ance. And domestically, there were no indications that the military 
leadership would relax its firm hold on the political process. The coun­
try remained under martialla w, political parties were still proscribed 

96-064-73-2 
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find the legislative function was bring performed by an assembly 
,yhose members were appointed by the goYernment. 

In the months before our arrival. there had been a marked increose 
ill critical comment from Thai students ond intellectuals. The princi. 
pal issues on which they had spoken out, such as Japanese investment 
and the need for an independent judicial:;-, were not subjects which 
the government considered required a drastic crack down. The stu­
df>nts and intellectuals had. however, ~11so heen critical of the l-:-.S. use 
of Thai bases and of the Thai involvement in the Indochina "'tH. 

"\Yhi1e the government had seemed to be willing to use this criticism to 
a certain extent to bring pressure on the United States to obtain a 
greater return for the use of its bases, it had at the same time taken 
care to insure that the criticism would not get out of hand. One Amer­
ican official said to us: "It would be an error to exaggerate the impor­
tance of the student and intellectual groups but it would be a mistake 
to ignore their actiYity." In ~nm~ thongh. tll(~ U.S. military presence in 
Thailand is regarded by Thai leaders as il source or security at a tinlP 
of considerable appl'ehrnsion oyer the future of Southeast Asia as 
-\Yen as a hostage to the L.S. eommltment to defend Thailand. 

II. THAIL-\'~J) 

A. TIlE U.S. :lIILITARY I'RESEX CE 

At the. end of March. when we arriwd at Bangkok, there were 
-!4.406 U.S. military personnel in Thailand. At the time of our last 
,-isit in .Tanuary, 1972, there had been H1,68iJ. Most of the innea5" 
\'.'us due to the deployment to ThailalHl of l\Iarlne Corps air units and 
;l{lditional Ail' F01'ce units to counter the Xorth Viet.namese oifPll!3.1n· 
ill South Vietwllll in £\pril1972. )I,t that time. the Thai ag-l'eed to onr 
l'cqnest to open all air hase at ~rnn Phong and to rcopf'Tl that at Takhli~ 
hoth technically Royal Thai Air Bases. to accommodate the hllildnp. 
The additional planes and men added at that time have. remailled~ l111fl 
today their presence is justified in terms of puforcing tlw Vietnam ana 
Lao cease-fire agl'eements and proddinp: ail' support for Camhodiall 
GO\-ernment forces. 

As of April L there ,,-ere 419 1.'.8. strike aircraft, ;')6 B-52's ond 
43 non-combat support aircraft operating from Thai bases (not i11-
duding some pIanps at C dorn which come under the supervision OT the 
military headqual'h'-l's eOllcerned with {'.S. militat'y assistan('f' to 
Laos). 1Vhile F.S. Ail' I~"'orce, elements lo('utp(l at seVf'n bases ill Thai­
land account ror t.he major portion of the U.S. presence-there are 
;17,409 Air Force personnel out of the total of 44,406-Thaihnd is still 
the site of major U.S. logistics support activities for the military and 
para-military effort in Laos, and it is, to Un increasingly critieal ex­
tent, also the site of various activities relating to Cambodia. ~\n(l 
since the final withdrawal of U.S. ground forces from Vietnam amI 
the termination of MACV headquarters in Saigon, a major new U.S. 
command, the United States Support Activities Group, has heen 
created and located, together with the Seventh Air Force Command, 
at Xakon Phanom. 
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In addition to these non-Thai related acti"ities there is also the U.S_ 
Military Assistance Comman,l Thailand, a es. Army Special1<'orces 
battahon, and variolls other u1lits invol\Tccl ill a variety of activities 
including the intelligence area. In all, the col1ectin~ 1J.'s. presence in 
Thailand represents the second largest group of U.S. military persoll­
nel in anyone country outside the United States. 

Although there are over 44,000 military personnel in Thailand, the 
ceiling agreed upon in FY lV71 between the Thai and 1).S. Govern­
ments remains at 32,200. The "excess" is considered temp0l'ary. and 
no new ceiling has been negotiated. It was agreed at the time of the 
buildup last spring that the United Statps could bring in additional 
personnel up to the number at which the U.S. presence had peaked in 
1968-1969, a level of about 48,000. 

The 44,406 n.s. military personnel ill Thailand on :'lIarch ;\0 in­
cluded: 545 with the U.S. )filitary .1ssistance Command Thailand, 
and the Military Advisor,)' Group; 7G attached to "DepChief .• TUS­
MAG," the organization m Udorn that rnns the military assistance 
program in Laos; 60 attached to SEATO: 36,690 with 7/13th Air 
Foree; 2,249 with the U.S. Army Support Command, Thailand; and 
642 with the United States Support Activities Group Headquarters. 

The U.S. Army Special Forces battalion has 302 personnel divided 
among six detachments located at nine locations within Thailand. 
Company "A" trains Thai and Lao irl'Pgnlal's at training sites located 
at ~am Phong. Phitsanulokc and Ban Nong Saeng. The training is 
conducted jointly ,yith Thai instructors. COlllpany "B" trains Thai in 
connterinsurgency opprations at sites located at Nong Takoo . .Nam 
Pung Ditm and I.Jumpang. Again, training is conducted jointly with 
the Royal Thai A rmy. Company "c" addscs and assists the Royal 
Thai Army Special "'arfam Center at Lophuri. Their specific mis­
sions include the training of Cambodian Special Forces and Cam­
bodian infantrv units. A Headquarters Detachment and a Support 
Detachment arc also located at Lopblll'i, and a Liaison Detachment is 
located in Bang-kok. 

Incidentally; to insure protection for U.S. hases, a total of 2,321 
-U.S. military ppJ'sonnel ar£' employed in intprnaI security functions. 
There are also 4,941 Thai security gnurds paid by the U.S. Go,'ern­
ment, organized in military fOt'mations, and Pllcadl'ed by regular Thai 
armed forces personnel. vVe wpre told that. as a prfi,ctical matter, 
they are under the operational control of individual U.S. base com­
manders. In addition, there are 8,~24 Royal Thai Government per­
sonnel also engaged, not an full time, in security duties. Thus, a total 
of l;').5R6 Thai an:d .. \.mericans are 111"'\01 ved in proTiding base security 
for 44A06 American military personnel. 

CO:\IGS:\IACTHAI (Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Com­
mand Thailand) has responsibilities for U.S. military activities in 
Thailand. 'Vhi1e he does not haye operational control of U.S. Ail' 
Force units in Thailand (and thus is not directly involved in the con­
duct of the air war), he does provide administrative support to these 
forces. Aecording to II paper we were given describing the Command's 
mission, a significant portion of the Command's responsibilities "con­
cern the advisory role to the Supreme Command on counterinsurgency 
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matters and participatillO" and coordinating with the Embassy in 
developing U.S. ~Ession ;\ositions on this subject." In recent years, 
accordinO" to the sanle paper, "the missions (of the Command) have 
increasecl as the ·U.S. has become more concerned about the insurgency 
in Thailand. as !lIP HTARF (Hoyal Thai Armed Forces) have in­
creased their CI (counterinsurgency) efforts, as the RTARF has be­
c.ome more directlv and indirectly involved in the war in Laos and 
Cambodia. and as lJ.S. units have shifted to Thailand." 

The ~Elit.arv .J.~dvisory Group consists of three s(,I'vice advisory 
groups: an Army Advisory Group of 124, an Air Force Adv~sory 
Group of 104. and a Xavy Advisory Group of 29. The Army AdVIsory 
Group has advisorv elements from the regimental level up through the 
highest levels of the Hoyal Thai Army. The Chief of the Army Ad­
visory Group works primarily with the office of the Thai Army Chief 
of ~ta.ff. There arc two staff sections in the group: Plans and Opera­
tions, and Logistics. The Deputy for Plans and Operations is the 
principal advisor to the Thai Army Director of Operations on matters 
pertaining to operations. training. 'Volunteer Defense Corps traill~ 
ing. English h,ngllagr training~ aviation and offshore training and 
is the eoordinator of the group's planning effort. The Deputy for 
Lo/!istics is the principal advisor to the Thai Army Director of Logis­
tics in matters pert-aining- to supply and maintenance and directs five 
tpchnical servicE', dE't.achments. There are five onerational Army ad­
visory group field detachments, which advise nnits of the Thai Army 
and each of whieh has one or more suhdetachments, and four detach­
ments which support training and logistics activities. 

The Air Force advisory group has the majoritv of its personne.! 
located at Don Muan/! Royal Thai Air Force Base. the Thai Air Force 
Headauarters. One or two Air Force field advisors are located at 
Takhli. Kokethiem. Chieng Mai, Uhon, Udorn, Prachuab, Kampong 
San. Karat. and Sattahip. 

Tlw Navy Arlvisory Gronn is organi.zerl into four prima1'Y nivisions. 
Tlw. Onerations and Plans Divisi.on pprforms liaison with HlP Naval 
Headquarters and the Fleet Headquarters. The Technical Assistance 
Division provides advice and assistancE' to the Royal Thai Navy in 
matters rang-in.!! Trom helning various fleet. units with maintenanre. 
repair. or logist~i('}ll p.ro~ednres to advising the Royal Thai Dockyard 
and Roval ThaI LOgIStIcS Department on major mana/!ement proce­
dnl'E's. The 1\fAP 0oordination and Implementation Division monitors 
the Royal Thai Nayy portion of the U.S. Military Assistance Pro­
gram and coordinates with the MACTHA I MAP Directorate on these 
prOgrfuns. Th(', training officer assig-ned to the operations division co­
ordinates with the Royal Thai Navy training require.ments needed to 
an.<!l11e.nt training that is available i.n Thailand. 

Finally, tlH're is a 1\Iarine Corps Onf'I'a.t.ions and Trainina Division 
at Sattahip which ",lyises the Royal Thai ~farine Corps in"'all phases 
of. operations, training and 10gistieR. 

R. THE IXSURGE~ ('y 

Tl.1e insl~rgency is. sl~ch :In import;unt ~nd continuing theme in U.S.­
ThaI relatIOns that It IS dIfficult to Imagme how these relations would 
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he structured if the insurgency did not exist. .Since tl~e Tl!ai are c.on­stantly pressing the United States for more aId, but JIh L.S. o1lieI~ls insist that American aid should not be newed as a qu.al P1'() q'uo for U.S. use of Thai bases. and since there is no credihle exterllalmilitary threat to Thailand, there is inevitably a close relationship between U.S. aid levels and the insurgency threat. 
The latest estimate, dated September 1 BiZ, of the, strength of the "Communist Terrorist," or "CT's" as they arc referred to by the Embassy's counterinsurgency p,xpel'ts, is that there are between 7,840 and 7,i70 armed terrorists in Thailand-2,640 to 2.1160 in the North, 1,920 to 2,030 in the Northeast, 130 in the Central area, 600 in the mid-South and 2,050 in the far South (the activities of those in the far South are directed against the ~falaysian Government and not the Thai Government). This represents an increase of 11';'0 over the estimated adjusted total in September 19i1. The largest percent­age increase over this one-year pel'iod ,vas 26% in the Northeast. Dur­ing the same period, the number in the Central area declined by 15%. The Embassy continues to analyze the eounterinsurgency threat in much the same terms as it has before-as steadily improving in organi­zation, gradually increasing in size, not a serious threat in the short term to Thai society as a whole but a cause for concern in the long run if not brought under control. As in the past, the Embassy tends to emphasize the positive accomplishments of the Thai Government, pointing specifically to the growing commitment of Thai personnel, resources and command attention; the improving coordination of civil, police and military efforts in connterinsnrgeney activities; and the steady trend towards Thai competence, initiative and self· confidence. The United States still plays" motivating role, however. One Em­bassy report we saw concluded by saying, with reBpect to the counter­insurgency effort, that [deleted]. At the same time, U.S. ollicials admit, somewhat contradictorily in the face of constant claims of progress, that the principal counterinsurgency operation conducted by the Thai in 1972, Operation Phu K wang, was not a success and that a similar operation in progress at the time of our visit was no more promising. An Embassy repOIt said that the 1972 operation [deleted]. 

One tangible indication of weakness is the high rate of government casmtlties compared to insurgent casualties. In the last three months of 19i2, Thai Government forces suffered [deleted] casualties while the "CT's" suffered only [deleted]. In .January 1973, the last month for which figures had been compiled at the time of our visit, government forces had suffered [deleted] casualties and the "CT's" [deleted]. The view of some U.S. ollicials both in 1Vashington and in Bangkok, who believe that the Thai insurgency is a legitimate area of concern for the United States, is that the Thai do not need greater amounts of equipment and material for counterinsurgency operations. They be­lie.vo that the Thai Government's greatest. needs in this area are ones which only the Thai themselves can supply, primarily better organi­zation and leadership. Those who hold this view argue 'that although the insnrgency is growing slowly and the T]-Jai Government's perform­ance is improving, the government is nevertheless stea.dily losing ground. 
Inevitably, there are divergent views within the American }.fission as to how best the Thai Government should proceed. Military o1licials 
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tend to emphasize the need to P?I'Iect countCI'illsurg~ncy ,organization 
and techniques and suggest Val'lOUS models, many of whIch are based 
on the ___ -tnlerican experience in Vietnam. Others, anlOng them many 
State Department and AID ollicials, point out that the insurgent move­
IneHt exploits the rural population's growing awareness of its poverty 
and its gl'ienll1CeS ag~~ins~- a goyernment which is largely unresponsive 
to rural needs and aSplratlons. 

In any event, the Thai insurgency continues to provide the primary 
justification for continued u.S. military and economic assistance to 
Thailand. As ,vill be described in more detail in a subsequent section, 
more than onc half of this year's supporting assistance program is 
devoted to counterinsurgency related activities. So is most of the 
military assistance program, except for certain "self-sufficienc~{' in­
dustrial projects and ad hoc increments. Not surprisingly, coulltcri:t1-
Slll'geu{'y also occupies a significant portion of the time and attention 
of Jllany elements of the U.S. Mission, including the Embassy, AID. 
the Military Advisory Group and the consulates. One consular official 
told us that activities related to counterinsurgency accounted for 40% 
of the effort of officers at his post. 

All indications point to a continuing U.S. involvement in Thai 
counterinsurgency problems. At the time of our visit, officials in "\Vash­
ington and Thailand were engaged in a study which was descrihed to 
us as an effort to find new and better ways for the United States to 
assist Thailand to deal with the problem. 

The Thai Government continues to give support to Chinese irregu­
lar forces. Although these forces are referred to colloquially as the 
"I{]\fT," they are now said to have no connection with the Government 
of the Republic of China. These irregulars were originally formed 
around remnants of the X ationalist Army that sought refuge first 
in Burma, at the end of the Chinese Civil 'War, and then in Thailand. 
Those who were still responsive to Republic of China control went 
to Taiwan over a decade ago. The rest, aUjl;mented by local recruiting, 
are used by the Thai Government as a counterinsurgency pacifica­
tion force in Northern Thailand. They are moved into contested areas 
in which Thai Government forces have not had luuch success. Thai 
Governluent support includes peT dien1J pay, weapollS, ammunition, 
unifol111s, POL and resettlement costs for Chinese irregular families. 
Olle condition for that support was agreement by the leaders of these 
forccs to refrain from narcotics uoafficking, but many obsen·crs doubt 
that this condition is cither being honored or enforced. The Embassy 
estimates that, at a minimum, Thai support is running at the equiva­
lent of $300,000 a year. 

C. THE MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGR~ur 

In FY 1972 military assistance to Thailand, then funded by the 
Department of Defense, was programmed at $60 million. In FY 1973, 
mi1itary assistance to Thailand was returned to the Foreign Assistance 
Ad, and the amount programmed for Thailand uuder the Continuing 
Resolution Authority was $38 million. (Since there was no military 
authorization for FY 1973, all anlOunts programmed were under a 
·.continuing Resolution -,>-\.uthority.) 



9 

The total 1n milital'Y assistance, or its eql1iYalent, providcrl to the Thai in FY 1972 was, however, far higher than the $60 million pro­gram figure. The Thai also recpived $15 million under the Additional Assistance to Thailand program, a special add-on of $4.5 million for helicopters and armored personnel carriers (provided to fulfill a com­mitment made during \,ic(' Pl'esident Agnew's visit to Thailand in June 1972), $6.5 million for helicopters in lieu of Hawk missiles originally promised when Thai forces were sent to Vietnam, $26.86 million worth of equipment used by Thai forces in Vietnam, $1.79 million in equipment from the Overseas R.eplacement Training Center (where Thai forces going to Vietnam had been trained) and $13.6 million in excess transfers-a total of $128.3 million or more than twice the planned program. "Te were told that the total value of these items, calculated another way, came to an eVen higher figure-$146.25 million. 
The agreement governing the program of Additional Assistance to Thailand, known as "The Ramasoon Agreement," was in the form of an exchange of letters, classified Secret. The first letter, dated March 13, 1972, was from Major General Andrew Evans, Commander, Cnited States Military Assistance Command Thailand, to Air Chief Marshal Dawee Chullasapya, Chief of Staff, Supreme Command. It confirmed that the United States was "prepared to provide certain additional military assistance to accelerate improvements in the inter­nal security and defense capabilities and readiness of RTARF (Royal Thai Armed Forces) to meet likely contingencies while enabling the Royal Thai Government to continue strengthening its economic de­velopment efforts." It informed Marshal Dawee that an additional $15 million in military assistance would be provided in FY 1972. It stated the understandmg of MACTHAI that the Thai Government would add to its military budget for FY 1972 and 1973 an additional $20 million to finance "specific mutually agreed means to improve the military readiness and capability of the RTARF." 

Marshal Dawee replied, in a letter dated March 14, that the Thai Government had approwd the program and that his letter, and Gen­eral Evans' proposal in his letter of March 15, constituted agreement on behalf of the two governments. 
On arrival in Bangkok we were told that the Embassy was working on the assumption that the Military Assistance Program for Thailand in FY 1973, under the continuing Resolution Authority, would be $35.875 million. The original planning figure had been $60 million and the Thai, who were not happy with even the $60 million figure, had been seriously disappointed by the reduced amount available under the Continumg Resolution Authority. 
Having been told before leaving 'Vashington that at the time of his visit in February the Thai had presented Vice President Agnew with a request for additional equipment valued at over $200 million, we asked the Embassy in a general way whether any assistance beyond $iJiJ.8 million under the Continuing Resolution Authority was contemplated. Embassy officials acknowledged that an intensive effort was underway to locate suitable additional excess which could be used to bnild up the FY 1973 program figure. While in Washington we had been told that the request presented to the Vice President was a 
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"shopping list," it was apparent that Embassy officials were appre­
hensive about the possilJiJity of what they refelTed to as the chance of 
all "adverse reaction" by the Thai jf more U.S. aid were. not forth­
coming. In p~r!" .the ElIlbass~,:/s desire to ~eet. th~ ,Thai request re­
flected its sensItInty to the charges made by rhaI cntIcs (and reported 
by the Thai Government to the Embassy) that the United States has 
been "usiner" the Thai bases to extricate itself from Southeast Asia and 
(hat Thail~nd has not been deriving as much benefit as it should from 
the American USe of the bases. 

Thus far, as a result of this search, in addition to the $;)3.8 million 
in Military Assistance the Thai have already received $13.6 million 
worth of railroad rails (some of which were stored in Thailand in 196~ 
as part of the deployment of U.S. forces at that time and some of 
which were shipped from the linited States), and $2.13 million in 
excess transfers (as of March)-$1.7 million from the MAPEX Pro­
gram, $.2 million from the MI~IEX Program, $.150 million from 
the PURA Program, and $.075 million from other sonrces.1 The seareh 
for additional equipment is eontinuing and the final total of the FY 
1973 add-ons could well be substantrally higher than the approxi­
mately $16 million promised thus far. 

D. THE AID PRUGR.Dr 

AID assistance, in terms of gross obligations not including P.L. 480, 
totaled $16.7 million in FY 1972. That figure rcpreeented a continua­
tion of the steady decline from previous years. The total had been $22.8 
million in 1971, $28.1 million in 1970 and $37.9 million in 1969. Of the 
$16.7 million in FY 1972, $5.1 million was devoted to public safety and 
public administration projects, $3.8 million to community develop­
nlent, $2.~ million to such miscellaneous projects as a ~.fckong survey 
and trainIng and support costs, $2.2 Inillion to health and sanitation 
projects, $2.1million to agriculture and natural resources, $.49 million 
to education, $.29 million to industry and mining projects. and $.05 
million to labor projects. ' 

Of the $5.1 million devoted to public safetv and public administra­
tion projects, $4.76 million went to civil police administration, an as­
pect of the counterinsurgency program. In fact, this project took more 
AID-oblIgated money than any other in 1967, 1968, 1970 and 1971 
(iI~ 1969, the Accelerated Rural Development Program, another COUll­

terInsurgency program, received more). and in the period FY 1967 
through FY 1972 ciyil police administration received a total of $53.2 
million out of a total gross obligation of $213.25 million. The next 
highest recipient was the Accelerated Rural Development ProO"ranl 
which received a tntal of $45.37 million. By comparison, $16.9 million 
,~~as devoted.to a~rIC1l1t~1l'~ and I.latnI'al resource~ projects during this 
sIx-year penod, $3.3 mlllJOn to mdustry and mIlling, $24.2 to health 
and sHnitation~ ann $13.7 to education: ~ 

Total foreign assistance funding needs for the next Five Year Plan 
are $1.2 billion. Of this total, $879 million, or 78.50/0, is expected froll1 

l MAPEX is the acronym for MUitary Articles rll.cific ('ommann F::O:C(';;;l'es. MD[EX 
1'1 the ucronym for Major Items 1:1lUtary Excesses. P"CRA. 18 the a('ron"\""m for PacifiC" UTili­
zation and Redif;trlblltion Agency. In all three prog-rams, the exce"" is· pro\'ide!l at no co"t 
to the program ex('('pt for packing, crating, handling and transportation charges. 
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donors other than the t;nited States. The sources of these funds, pro· 
jected by Thai officials, are ~;145 million from the fBRD, $1(,5 million 
from the ADR, $310 million from the United States, $2:15 million 
from Japan, $60 million from 'Vest GermnllY, $24 mil1ion from the 
U.N., and $50 million from ntrious otlWI' soul-cps. 

The reduction in ""-tmcl'.i(~an economic and military assistullre came 
during a year of declining economic growth in Thailand. The econ­
omy grmv by ollly :1.5% in real terms in 1972, dmvn front a level of 
about 6% in the Pl'CYIOllS two years. This lower growth rate has been 
attributed essentiallv to two factors: a serioliS drought in the summer 
of 1972, and the fact that the government budget cfor FY 1972 pro· 
vided operating funds actllHII~" slight1,v below the pre\'i01l8 year. 

On the other hand~ exports ~ycrc np a1 % in value while in:r-;nts 
grew 13% so that the trade defiCIt was reduced by 20% to $366 mIllIOn, 
and the approved budget for FY 1~73 vms 8.9% higher than in FY 
1972. One of the reasons for a higher government budget was the 
steady increase in Thai Governmenf official foreign exchange l'e;;:erves 
since November 1971. These l'eSelTE'S wpre at an all-time hig-h of 
$1.046 billion as of Angust :\1, 1972. (They had declined to $960 million 
by the end of December.) Thus, Thailand has the foreign exchange to 
pay for increased imports caused by higher budget expenditures. 

The improved reserve position results in part from non-permanent 
factors, particularly low interest rates in the Euro·dollar market and 
an unexpected incrrase in -U.S. military base-related expenditures. 
According to the embassy. net 1'.S. militar~' spendin,!! declined from a 
high of about $215 million in 1968 to abont $140 million in 1971 but 
rose again in 1972 as a result of the reactivation of two bases and the 
increased air activity in Vietnam to an estimated $160 million. Revised 
Bank of Thailand balance of payments projections for 1972 and 1973 
now indicate an increase of $65 million in 1972 and a moderate loss of 
$45 million in 1973 in net foreign exchange reserveS. This compares 
with decreases of $72 million and $61 million, respectively, projected 
in February 1972. Foreign capital movements into Thailand' were 
123% higher in 1972 than in 1971. 

lIT. LAOS 

A. THE CEASE-FIRE AGREEMRNT 

There has been a cease·fire in Laos since February 22 when the 
"Agreement on the Restoration of Peace and Reconcillation in L.aos" 
was signed in Vientiane. In contrast to the cease-fire in Vietnam, how­
ever, the I>ao cease· fire had, by the time of ollr visit, virtually stopped 
the fighting. 

Immediately after the agreement was signed the North Vietnamese 
had driven government forces out of Pak Song in the Bolovens PIa· 
teau, but between then and the time of our visit there had been rela· 
tively little enemy offensive artlon. There w.as some concern in Yif'n­
tiane at the time of our visit that the North Vietnamese would move 
against Ta Viang, between the Plain of Jars and Paksane, (which sub· 
sequently occurred) and that the Pathet Lao might attack the Sala 
Pho Koun crossroads between Vientiane and Lnang Prabang, but 

96---(164-73--3 
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otherwise North Vietnamese and Pathet Lao troop movements were 
limited to minor redeployments apparently designed to consolidate 
defensive positions along easily defensible terrain features. In certain 
areas there were signs that North Vietnamese units were seeking to 
decrease their visibility by taking up positions to the rear of Pathet 
Lao units and by "Lao-izing" certain territorial units which had pre­
viously contained substantial numbers of North Vietnamese. 

The sharp drop off in fighting in Laos was illustrated by the 
casualty statistics. The weekly casualty average between January 1 
and February 22 (when the cease-fire was signed) was 76 friendly and 
92 enemy killed. In the week after the cease-fire, there were 98 
friendly and 76 enemy killed, bnt during March the weekly average 
dropped to 18 friendly and 34 enemy killed. 

Unlike the negotiations that had produced the Vietnam Agreement, 
the Lao parties themselves had been in charge of the negotiations that 
led to a cease-fire so that both the United States and North Vietnam 
were, in effect, negotiating by proxy. We were told in Vientiane that 
the degree to which the two signatories were influenced by their prin­
cipals was, at times, extremelv limited. We were also told that the 
Royal Lao Government had accepted numerons compromises because 
of Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma's strong desire to achieve a 
settlement in the face of Pathet Lao intransigence. 

The Lao Government's objective had been to see all foreign troops 
withdrawn pnrsuant to a general restoration of peace in Laos. Son­
vanna Phouma had wanted a global settlement, including an accom­
modation on broad political principles which would insure reconcilia­
tion among the various Lao factions; would bring about a gradual 
"l'e-nationalization" of the Pathet 1.0, weaning them away from the 
North Vietnamese; and wonld avoid a de facto partition with sepa­
rate administrations in the government controlled and Pathet Lao 
controlled zones. 

For their part, we were told, the Pathet Lao also had not wished to 
sign a cease-fire agreement that would have provided for foreign 
troop withdrawals but not a political settlement. They needed the 
bargaining advantage of the North Vietnamese presence in Laos not 
only until an agreement was signed but also until a new coalition 
I!'overnment was formed and the Pathet Lao were part of it. Hence, 
they insisted on a formula under which foreign troops would not be 
WIthdrawn until sixty days after the formation of a coalition 
government. 

It was apparent to us from what we were told before leaving on our 
trip that several aspects of the agreement had been received as un­
pleasant surprises iu 'Vashington. The overall view of the Embassy 
in Vientiane was that the terms of the agreement were the best that 
Sou vanna Phouma could have hoped to obtain while negotiating from 
the weak military position in which the government found itself in 
mId-February. 

Tl:te E~bassy in 'Vientiane, in commenting on the agreement in 
detaIl, saId: 

(1) The agreement contained features which the United States 
would have rejected if the negotiations had been between the 
"United States, on the one hand, and North Vietnam or the Pathet 
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Lao, on the athol'. In particular, the provisions regarding aerial surveillance, resupply, prisoner release and search for those miss­ing in action, all issues of key importance to the United States, had been made contingent on an internal political process over which the United States had little, if any, control. 
(2) At the outset of the negotiations on October 17, the Pathet Lao had presented a new and more detailed formulation of its five-part proposal of :March 6, 1970, putting the Lao Government neg.otiators in the position of having to demand changes in the baSIC Pathet Lao draft. :Much of the Pathet Lao ideological termi­nology in the original draft remained in the final agreement which, at least at first, led many Lao to believe that the agreement rep­resented a sharp defeat for the government. 
(3) One concession made by the Lao Government was to let stand in the agreement a statement calling on the United States and Thailand to respect the 1962 Geneva agreements (i.e., to with­draw their advisers and troops) but not mentioning North Viet­nambyname. 
(4) Another concession, the most troublesome from the point of view of the United States, concerned air and ground reconnais­sance. The United States had hoped that Souvanna Phouma would stand firm against any adverse reference to aerial recon­naissance because it provided the most reliable method of monitor­ing North Vietnam's adherence to the agreement. The Lao Gov­ernment had agreed, however, to let stand a phrase in the original draft prohibiting "espionage by air and ground means." The Lao Government takes the positioll, however, that since protocols de­fining the agreement have not yet been signed, U.S. unarmed re­connaissance flights should be continued and such flights are being flown. 
(5) Still another concession by Souyanna Phouma was to let stand a provision requiring that "special force8---{)rganized, trained, equipped and controlled by foreigners"-be disbanded. The Lao irregulars, certainly in the category of "special forces," were, organized, trained, eqnipped and controlled by CIA (although the Defense De}?artment assumed the funding respDDSlm hiles ijf:JJ.je begmning of this fiscal year). They are the backbone of the Lao de­fense establIshment and the only effective Lao armed force. To live within the provision of the agreement requiring the disbanding of "special forces" controlled by fore,iguers, without diminishing the com­bat capabilities of the irregulars while they were still needed, the irregulars were integrated into the Royal Lao Army by a directive issued on February 20 (the day before the cease-fire was signed) by the Commander-in-Chief of the Royal Lao Armed Forces. Specifically, the irregulars were "integrated" into the First and Second Lao Army Di,-isions. These two divisions, one in North Laos and the other in South Laos, were established on September 16, 1972 but never re"ched authorized strength. It remains to be seen [deleted]. 

Although theirregulars have been integrated into the regular Lao Army, at least on paper, and are now called BPs (or "Bataillons In­fanterie.") instead of BG's, or ("Bataillons Guerriers"), they have kept their integrity as units. The pay arrangements that applied before 
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still do--that is, the money j~ transferred from the Defense Depart­

ment to CL~ in 'Yashinb:rton, they in tUrn transfer the money to the 

CIA station in \i''"ientinne -which disburses it through the CIA "easl~ 

officers" who are advisers with the irregulars. 
There is SOUle apprehension about the future efi'ectiYeness of the 

former Lao irregulars if their CL~ advisors are vi/ithdra "n. ~ome 

doubt whether these forces will be able to function without tllP le",ler­

ship, incentives and support which CL~ has been providing. EVC'D if 

present subsidies were made available through other channels, [de­

leted.] 
Incidentally, the base pay scales for the regular Lao Army and the 

Lao irregulars are now almost identical and the difference now CQmps 

in the combat pay allowances (The Lao Government pays the regnlar 

Lao Army; the United States pays the Lao and Thai irregulars'L The 

avemITe monthlv pay for a colonelm the Royal Lao Army IS $10.1:1, 

while b a colone(in the Lao irregulars receives only $68.60 without a 

combat bonus but $97.69 with tbat bonus. By contrast, a colonel ill 

the Thai irregular force is paid $101.7". At the lower end of the pac' 

scale, the average monthly pay of a Royal Lao army private is $10.1:")): 

it is $20.33 for a Lao irregular private without combat bonus and 

$27.60 with a combat bonus; and it is $9",.66 for a Thai irregular 

private. 
B. GOVERXl\IENT FORCES 

Inrlndill¥ the 18.000 Lao il'rep'ular infantry t.roops int.egratl"d into 

the Roval Lao Armv on February ~O. the total Royal Lao Army 

strength on March 3i, 1973 was 60,000. Other government forces wel:e 

2,050 in the Royal Lao Air Force, 3W in the River Flotilla and o,81l0 

in the Neutralist Army. Government forces thus total 68,180 of whic·h 

38,500 are infantry. This force level is far lower than in .Tanuary 19,~ 

when we last visited Laos. At that time, there were 56,800 in the 

Royal Lao and Neutralist Armies and 27,000 irregulars-a total of 

83,800. Current strength figures are, furthermore, only general esti­

mates prepared by the Army Attache's office which considers that they 

may be inflated by as much as 10%. 
In addition to the Lao forces, there were at the time of our visit 

27 infantry battalions and three artillery battalions of Thai irre!-'tl­

lars in Laos-a total of 17,330. (At the time of our last visit in Janu­

ary 1972 there were 3,800 Thai in Laos, 5,300 in training in Thailand 

and 3,000 others on leave, A\VOL, wounded or missing in action.) 

The decision to bring these units up to their full authorized strength 

was made in the fall of 1972 when additional forces were necessary to 

counter increased enemy pressnre. The Thai Army, with CIA a&9ist­

ance, had always been responsible for recruiting ''volunteers'' for the 

Thai irregular battalions, but because of the high rate of desertion and 

recruiting prob.1em.s .these units had never been at full .strength. When 

we asked on thIS VlS1t what steps had been taken to brmg the Thai ir­

regular battalions up to strength, we were informed that the Thai 

Govern,!,er:t.had made a decision to allow the [deleted] Headquarters, 

the Tha~ t;'nhtary command located at Udorn which is responsible for 

the ThaI Irregular program, to accept as volunteers for duty in Laos 

those who had not had previous military service. Thus, we learned for 
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the first time that in addition to being recruited, encadred, and paid 
through the Thai chain of command, the volunteers themselves had 
all heretofore been Thai who had served in the Thai Armed Forces . 

. \8 a result of this change in recruiting procedures, between June 
and September 1972 the strength of the Thai irregulars incrcased 
from 14,028 to 21,413. Since then, there has been some natural attri­
tiOll, as the one-year contracts under which the Thai irregulars serve, 
haH' expired, and there has been no additional recruiting since the 
first of the year. At present all the Thai irregulars except for some 
50n in training are in Laos, kept there so as to [deleted]. 

In this connection we were told in 'Washington, Bangkok and Vien­
tiane that plans have been made for the phased withdrawal of the 
Thai irregulars concurrent with the de.parture of North Vietnamese 
troops once the sixty-day period withdrawal begins to run following 
the formation of a provisional government in Laos. This plan raises 
two questions. The first is that if the Thai irregulars are, in fact, 
"'local forces in Laos," as the IT.S. Government has always insisted, 
why is it necessary to withdraw them. 

The second question is what will happen to the Thai irregular units 
returned to Thailand. In connection with the latter question, we were 
told prior to our departure that State and Defense Department legal 
experts were seeking to find some rationale under which the U.S. Gov­
ernment could continue paying and supporting the irregulars not­
withstanding the absence of legal authority for supporting them on 
any basis other than the already transparent fiction that they were 
local forces in Laos in accordance "ith Section 601 (b) of P.L. 92--436, 
the Armed Forces Appl'Opriation Authorization for FY 1973. As of 
the time of our visit, the preference of the State Department was to 
return the units to Thailand in stages concurrent with the hoped for 
Korth Vietnamese withdrawal, thereafter [deleted] and, fually, to 
[deleted]. Another option being considered, one which was apparently 
favored by the Thai Government, was to [deleted]. The absence of 
any present legal authority for the United States Government to pay 
and support the irregulars represents a major stumbling block to the 
second option, and the fact that pay and other operational costs of the 
Thai irregulars are so much higher than those of the regular Thai 
Army apparently makes it impossible to incorporate the irregulars 
into the regular Thai Armed Forces. 

Like the Lao ine lars he 'h . . rr t 
of De ense e rtment rat er than CIA funds. But CIA is the dis­
burSIng agent as It as een since t 1e ao and Thai irregular pro­
grams were begun. As in the case of the Lao irregulars, the Defense 
Department funds are transferred to CIA in Washington which then 
passes the funds through CIA channels to [deleted] Headquarters, a 
Thai command which then disburses the money. 

The cease-fire has also raised an unusual problem in connection with 
the long-standing practice of the United States of making per sortie 
bonus payments to Royal Lao Air Force pilots. Combat sorties are 
now a violation of the cease-fire agreement, but if the pilots do not fly 
they suffer a serious loss in income. We were told that the Lao Air 
Force wants to comply with the cease-fire but that the Military Region 
Commanders, especially jn the South, continne to call for air strikes. 
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In order to encourage the Air Force not to fly, therefore, the United 
States is making monthly lump sum payments to pilots even if no 
combat missions are flown. Incidentally, although we were previously 
a ware of the practice of paying per sortie bonuses to pilots, we had 
never established the source of the U.S. funding. During this visit to 
Vientiane we learned that CIA used to pay these costs from its own 
budget. The funds now come from Defense Department Military As­
sistance Service funds and, like the funds for the Lao and Thai irregu­
lars, are made available to CIA in Washington which transfers the 
money to the CIA station in Vientiane where the Air Attache draws 
it from the CIA station Chief and disburses it to the Lao Air Force 
Command. In the first quarter of FY 1973 we paid $<~7,500 in Royal 
Lao Air Force combat pay; in the second quarter $13,500; and in 
January and February 1973, $7,500. 

The Lao Air Force had flown 2,343 T-28 and 343 AC-47 sorties be­
tween January 1 and February 21 when the cease-fire was signed. 
Between February 21 and March 30, 911 T-28 sorties and 91 AC-47 
sorties were flown. It would appear from these statistics that the sys­
tem of providing combat pay for not flying combat missions has been 
effective. 

C. ENEMY FORCES 

One U.S. Government estimate of enemy forces in Laos, given us in 
Vientiane in early April, was that there are 61,610 North Vietnamese 
in Laos (of which l1,720 are infantry, 9.32,1) are command and combat 
support, and 40,i:i60 are infiltration support) and 2H,665 Pathet Lao 
or Lao Communist (of which 16,240 are in infantry companies, 3.5~0 
are combat support, 8,000 are support and combat not organized into 
units, and 1,725 are neutralists). 

Another U.S. Government estimate of enemy strength, as of March 
31, also given us in Vientiane, was about 70,000 North Vietnamese 
(10,000 in North Laos and 60,000 in South Laos, including about 55,000 
supply, transport and defense forces along the Ho Chi Minh Trail) ; 
35,000 in the Pathet Lao (24,000 in North Laos and 11,000 in South 
Laos) ; and 2,000 neutralists (all in North Laos). 

By either estimate, enemy forces are thus down from the 121,000 to 
145,000 level of January 1972. At a minimum, intelligence estimates 
placed North Vietnamese strength at 90,000 in January of last year, 
compared to a maximum estimate of 71,500 in April of this year. 

There are also approximately 30.000 Chinese forces along the major 
Chinese road system in Northern Laos, about the same number as in 
January 1972. In the past year, the Chinese have begun construction 
on a new road from l\fuong Sing toward Burma (which is now eight 
miles from the Mekong), a second new road from Muong Sing to 
Nam Tha and a third from Nam Tha to the southwest which presently 
ends about 20 miles from the terminus of an American-built road 
which leads northeast from Ban Houei Sai. The new Chinese roads 
are motorable, single-lane roads with fords but are not all-weather. 
There has been a decrease in Chinese anti-aircraft instaBations along 
the southernmost roads. Many of the installations have been removed 
over the past year and the removal of the remaining instaUations 
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is apparently being accelerated. In part, this withdrawal has been compensated for by the installation of early warning radars, making fewer radar installations necessary. There are no anti-aircaft· instal­lations along the new roads being built to the north of the older roads. 

D. THE u.s. PRESENCE 

'Vhen we arrived in Vientiane in late March there was a feeling of cautious optimism in the Embassy that a provisional government might actually be agreed upon by the Lao parties within a few weeks following the March 21 target date set in the cease-fire agreement. On the basis of this expectation, all operational elements of the Embassy, except for AID, were at the time making plans for substantial reduc­tions in their activities. Included in these plans were schedules for pha~jIlg out .the CIA paramIlItary all~'-ap:d-_1l1Ippotrpersonnel, _l!!ijn. reductions in the number of U.S. Army and Air Force ad­visors and in the An:IJy .and. Air Force Attaches "l?roject 404" . (the activity thaJ'-_h.",~ dire~t-"A.~an'y' a§!iect~ii.CV.S,. op'OatI?ns }n J.ao~), a reductIOn in tfie personner onhe ReqUIrements lllce . (wIilCnnas been administering the delivery of military assistance program items in Laos), and the termination of the Air America contract which has for years provided air support services for the entire range of U.S. military, intelligence and civilian activities. 
The terms of the existing Air America contract provided for notifi­cation regarding renewal for the last quarter of the current fiscal year by April 1. The Embassy had planned to notify Air America on April 1 that the contract would be greatly reduced, and a meeting had been scheduled for that purpose. 'VIlile some elements in the Embassy were apprehensive about the proposed reduction of Air America serv­ices, the official view of the Mission was that the curtailing of Air America operations would be a clear signal that the United States intended to comply with the provisions of the cease-fire a$reement. On the evening of March 31, the Embassy learned that "vepChie£" in Thailand had been instructed not to reduce the Air America contract. A~. of Ji'ebru.ary 1, 1973 there wem 1,174 Amerkanpersonnel in the U.S. lfissio'! . .Ln). .. gQ§, Of these, 654 were direct-hire personnel-61 State Department, eight USIS, 332 AID/Laos, 13 AID/Regional, 122 in the Army Attache's office, 1.00 i!!..the .kctr Attache's.'?f!iQe,15 Marine guards and three from the Bureau oiN'arcotics and Dangerous Drugs. The remaining 520 were contract and sub-contract personnel-includ­ing 337 Air American personnel and 102 from Continental Air Sen'­ices. CIA personnel are not separately identified even on a list of per­sonnel classified "secret." 

When we_Yisited.L.QQ§iIl...TanllRry ~Q72~ t.!!~.r.Lll'e~J-,gll9J..T,s...l'.'2!"­sonnel-669 direct-hire and 590 contract and sub-contract employees. In his speech on March 6, 1970, the President said that there were 1,040 personnel in Laos. In .Tanuary of last year, there were .514 personnel working for Air America and Continental Air. At the time of this visjt, there were 439. 
Of the 216 in the Army and Ail' Attache offices !Is of Febnl~.)".l..2! this year, 122 were Army personnel (10 in the Army Attache's office, 76 In "Project 404," 13 on temporary duty, and 23 assigned to ('Offi-
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l11unlcations dutiesL and 94 were lJ.S., Air Force personnel (seve:q-.in 

the Air Attache's office, ,,9 in "Project 404," and 18 assigned to com­

lllUiilciilions duties). Bv the end of 1972. the number of Air Force 

personnel in the field TlaClbeen reduced f,:om 91 at the end of 1971 to 

lhi-_Jhreejn 'Vientiane, eight at Savannakhet, eleven at Pakse, three 

nt Ll~a~g Prabang, and ten at t...ong Ticng. 
In 1072. the first Lao Air Force Forward Air Control (FAC) pilots 

'.Yere graduated from a training program at Vientiane and by the end 

of HI7216 Lao FAC pilots had been trained. 'I:!.illll1lmber of U.S. FAC 

pilots was aecordingly reduced from 2·6 in 1971 to deyen by the end 

of 10'j2·. At the tim(' of our visit. these eleyen were still there, but no 

~\m(,Tican FAC pilot has flown ~a mission slIlce the cease-fire agree~ 

Hwnt was signed on Febl'un;ry 21. j 

Bdore we left 'Yashington, we were told by Executive Branch offi­

cials that the plan was to reduce Attache personnel to forty, five of 

-whom would be assigned to a greatly reduced "Requirements Offiee" 

which is the office that distributes military assistance supplies. The 

Requirements Offiee has been part of the AID Mission. The plan, we 

were told. is to take it out of AID and to operate it, with five officers 

instead of forty-three, as part of a planned Defense Attache's office. 

"!,roject:. 4c04" would, we were told, also .ge phased O\l~ All o~ the fore­

gOlng arrangement.s were, however, contingent upon North VlCtnamese 

performance with regard to the withdrawal provisions of the Lao 

cease~ fire agreement. 

F.. THE ::\IlLl'l'ARY ASS1RTA)1'"CE pnOGRA~I 

The· $375 mil1ion pxp{>nditure ce.iling for Laos in F'Y 197:1, set by 

h·gislation, is dividpd as follows: $:n0.:1 minion for F)epartment of 

Defense expenilitnres, $5.,) million for CIA, and $58 million for AID. 

Included in the Department of Defensp fig:ure~ however, is approxi­

mately $180 million for snpport of the Lao and Thai irregulars, of 

which at least $60 million is disbursed bv the CIA. 
As of ~1arch 9, military assistance exjwnditures in FY 1973 had 

totaled $282.1 million. Of this totaL $19.2 million was in investment 

costs (new equipment) and $262.9 lni]]ioll in operating ancl mainte..:/ 

nance costs (salaries, allowances~ subsistence and consnmables such 

as ammunition). By service, $43.2 million had i!0ne to the Royal Lao 

Army, $116.7 million to the Thai irregulars, $61 million to the Lao 

irrf':"'Tulars, and $61.2 million to the Royal Lao Air Force. 

The amount requested for FY 1974 is $?,11 million which includes 

$107 million lor Thai irregulars and $70.1 million for Lao irregulars. 

If the cease-fire c.ontinues fo hold, of COUTse, this amount could oe. sub­

stantially reduced, cspeciany if the Tha i irregulars are disbanded. 'Ye 

\vere told that for the time being, ho\yever, the United States plnns 

to eouti.nne to provide the same entire range of military support to the 

Lno Gove111ment that it has in the past. ~ . 

One. problem of great concern to those responsible for· the adminis­

tration of the Lao program is the possibility that it might be placed 

under the traditional lHilitary Assistance Program (MAP) in FY 

1974 rather than continuing to operate under the Department of De-
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fense ~1ilitary Assistance Service Funded (~IASF) progmm. r;nlikc the MASF authorization, existing MAP authority does not permit, without a Presidential determination and notification to Congress, the payment of any payor allowances or the provision of subsistence, all of which would be necessary if we were to continue the present kinds of payments for the Lao and Thai irregular programs and Lao Air Force combat pay. 
Although we were told that thcre was no massive shipment of addi­tional milrtary assistance to Laos as there was in Vietnam in antici­pation of the cease-fire, deljyeries of 1tems already on order were accelerated. In addition a decision was made to build up reserve stocks of ammunition from a [deleted] day supply to a [deleted] day supply. Delivm·ies for this purposp were yirtually completed by January 20, [deleted]. Subsequently, we were told, a decision was made by tbe Ambassador to bring stocks of 4-0 mm and 57 mm anti-tank ammuni­tion up to a [deleted] day supply. These shipments were completed in ~farch. Delivery of addltional aircraft is still expected and is justi­fied by the Mission on the grounds that until final cease-fire arrange­ments are agreed upon anything that is already in Thailand or authorized for delivery to Laos may still be delivered. The Royal Lao Air Force had on hand, at the time of our visit, a total of 171 aircraft, both fixed wing; and rotary. Under the militarv assi~tance pl'ogrum, thpy al'e "anthOl'l7,e<l"-meaning that the U.S. agrees the Lao should have and is ,,·illing to provide them with-a total of lR4 aircraft. But, in addition to the 171 Lao Air Force air­craft now on hand. there are 14· T-28's due to arrive, l\·hich were funded under the FY 1972 program; 20 additional H-34's, which be­long to the Royal Lao Air Force but are operated by Air America; four C--47's in "flyable storage"; 15 0-1~s and one T-41 in "storage"; and one C-123K due in. from Saigon in early ApriL (The C-123K's are operated by AIr Amenca, although they belong to the Royal Lao Air Force. Hmve\cer, Lao crews are in trainin 0" and are scheduled to begin assuming operational control on .J nne 1. /",Furthermore, Air AmerIca operates in Laos two C-46's in addition to 20 H-34's and nine C-123K's all of whieh belong to the Royal Lao Air Force; four C-7 A's, one C-130, and eight C-47's which are "furnished" by the U.S. Gov­ernment; and 32 other aircraft whieh arc company owned. 

F. 'rITE AID PROGRAM 

In tm·ms of obligations tlIP aid program in FY 1972 totalled $48.927 million-$30.7 million in project" programs, $.45 million for the import program and ~I7.7!i million for stabilization (the U.S. contribution to the Foreign Exchange Operations Fund). The esti­mated total for F1' 1973 was $47.R59 million-$3L759 in project pro­g'l'ams and $16.1 million for stabilization. 
Of the $31.750 million in project programs, $5.5 million is for g-en­pral technical support, another :t-;:'5.5 mjJlion is for refugees, $4.1 million is for development of the rural economy, $3.3 million is for roads, $3 million is for air technical support, $2.4 million is for public health, $2 million is for narcotics control, and amounts of less than $2 million 

96-064-73--4 
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are for agricultUl'e~ maternal child health, the civil police and police 
administration. 

A small proportion of AID program funds in Laos is directed to 
traditional AID health, education and welfare projects as contrasted, 
for example, with expell,ditures for Amerl~a:I.l sal~ries, foreign ex­
change operations~ ll<~r.('otl('s control ~~lld UdmlTIlstl'atlve oyerhea~. ~he 
first cate"orv of tradItIOnal AID proJects acconnts for only $5 mIllIon, 
or slightfy nlOre than ten percent of t?e $47.8~ milli,;,n total in FY 1973, 
while. the second category aecounts for $26.1 mIllIon, or oyer half of 
the pl'ogralll fu~ds. The pr~ncipal d~ffere.nces be~ween the . amou~ts 
abErrated for varIOUS categorIes of proJects In 1973, In comparIson WIth 
obligations in 1972. arc an increase from $3.3 million to $4.4 million 
for reIuO"ees and an increase from $1.1 million to $2 million for nar­
cotics c;ntrol. 'Vhile one paper which we were provided by AID 
stated that ail' technical support would also go down from $6.97 million 
to $0 million, anotlwI" paper given 118 by the ~ame office- on the same 
clav l'stlmated their eostE> at. $5.8 million ill FY 197:1. 

:\.s of March W, there were 264,500 refugees on full support and 
1H,726 on partial support-a total of 281.226. 'When we visited Laos 
last in .J annary 1972, there were 236.448 refugees receiving full or 
partial snpport. 

In Calendar Y car 1972. the U.S. cont.ribut.ion of $16.1 million to 
FEOF amounted to 70% of the tot.al foreign cont.ribution. In Calen­
dar Year 1971. the n.s. contribution of $20.1 million amounted to 
7:;% of t.he t.otal foreign contribution. 1'lw reduced U.S. eontribut.ion 
to the FEOF in 1972 ,,-as made possible in part by t.he fact that. the 
Lao Government for t.he first time contributed to the fund, although 
this took the form of Sp('cial Drawing Rights in the Il\fF rather 
than a direct CUTrency contribution. 

The total domestic and import revenues of the Lao Government are 
far below eyen the stabili,ation portion of the AID program. In FY 
1973, the government budget provides for total revenues of the equiva­
lent of ::a;j.7 millioll-B!)'l million in domestic revenues a.nd $4.6 mil­
lion in import 1'e"en11(,S. The Lao burlgpt for FY 1073 also provides for 
total expenditures of $:>7.7 million, leaving a deficit of $23.97 million. 
or more than 63 percent. 
_ Th~re ar? three Ul'f':tS within the, S(,(,lll'ity ~\"ssistanee Program III 

Laos In ,,-}nch
l 

over the past years~ there have been contributions Trom 
\-al'lous agencies throngh cost sharing arl'angpments. The first is for 
those rcfugees in :l1ilit>1I')' Regions T and II who are dependents of 
Lao il'r~gular sold~erR. In IBm). the pppaI'tmen~ of Defense agrepd 
~o pay for the SUbsl~t.en('e and tl,lI' dphypry ('osts Invol:'Nl in SUppOl't­
]Jlg: those refugeps, ::-;1l1l'e that tune, ~\'ID unrl DepChlef have aareed 
OIl cost sharing of food and rplated air dplivC'l'v costs based on the ~um­
bpI'S of depe.ndents on the refugee, I'011s in those areas. 'Vithin these 
('ost sharing ul'l'ungenwnts. as refined on'1' the past two years. Defensp 
I?epartment funds have also bepll nst'-a to pay for requirf'd handtools. 
rICe and vcgetablp sf'eds. as "~E'1l as household items sHeh as blankets 
and eooking- utensils. During FY In72. CIA allocated $4.7 million in 
PllPPOl't. of these irregular de,pcndents. li'ol' FY 1973. another $4.7 mil­
lion is being provided from D('fens~ Department military assistance 
funds foJ' tlw same purpose, .' 
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The second area is in medical serdces for Lao irregulars and their 
dependents. In FY 1971 cost sharing arrangements were worked out 
under which CIA agreed to pay for medical services (and an appropri­
ate share of the cost of delivery of these services) provided through 
the AID Village Health Program and "Operation Brotherhood" ac­
tivities to Lao Irregulars and their dependents throughout Laos. For 
FY 1972, $2.052 millioll waS aIIocatcu (exclusive of air support dealt 
with below) by CIA for medical services. For FY 1973, $2.020 million 
has been allocated by the Department of Deicnse for the same pur­
poses. 

The third area is air support. Air services costs have been shared 
over the past seyeral years b;v the yarious users of U.S. contract air­
eraft-Air America~ Continental .;\ir Services and some separate smaI1 
helicopter contractors. Cost sharing for these ser'dces is determined by 
actual recording b~~ the AID A 11' Support Branch of users when air 
services a.re jn direct support of each IT.S. agencies' programs. Per­
cent.age calculations for sharing that portion of air services which is 
servicing the refugee a11f1 paramilitary populations in JlfR I and II 
are based on the percentage of refugees who are dependents of irregu­
lar soldiers as compared with non-dependent refugees. Related main­
tenance, ground services, and otheT costs of the air companies are 
shared on the same pe.rcentage basis as the utilization of flying 
services. 

Agreement on actual cost sharing of air support costs is arrived at 
by a joint agency cost sharing temn with representation from each 
agency utilizing the air services. This team sends a. quarterly cost 
sharing messag-e to ",Vllshinp:ton which s('rv('s as a basis for allocation 
of costs alllOng the three ag-cueies. Tn FY 1972. of a total air support 
('xpenditure of $~9.9 million. tIw AID share 'ms $fl.1 million. For the 
first half of FY 19n. total funding: ntilizution nnder air services COll­
tracts amounted to $22.9 million. 'AID has projected its sham of air 
'11pport costs to be approximatelY >;",R million for all of FY 1!l73. The 
fact sheet describing- the cost-sharing is l'pproduced here 1J61'batim, to 
f.how how difficult it is to eomprf'lwnd these arrangements. 

The air ~ervice contrad cost aJlocation shown nhoye is a summary total, de.el­
nped hy t:lkin,~ the total of ~erviceR proyj(lprl rS.\lD find CIA by DOD. and off­
~etting Flame hy tlw totfll of sf'tvices prodded hy VSAID contracts to DOD tlnd 
CIA. For example, ser\'i('f'~ fnrnishf'fl to l)S.Un aml CIA through the DOD ('on­
traC't" totaled $1.612 million for rSAID and $2.779 million for CIA. Concurrently, 
USAID provided services totaled $],442 million, $.081 for OIA, $.573 for DOD. 
and $.788 for LGO/LIF. The USAID-for-DOD :\1141 LGC l/LIF services redUcf>o 
tht~ amount ower} DOD by comparuhlf' fll110nnt:-: and the USAID-for-CIA figure 
was paid to Don hy CIA. r('snltin,~ in an off-setting reduction in the payment to 
DOD by USAID. The resulting amounts are uSNl for cost sharing. 

IV_ CAMEODL-\. 

A. INTRODDCTIOX 

Upon our arrival in Cambodia we found it gcnf'rally agreed among' 
all observers that the political. milital':v Hnd economic performance of 
the Lon Nol government had renc1lPd an all time low. Furthermore. it 
was our impression that the, feeling of apnth~v and futility on the part 

1 LGC is the Recounting uesignation for the Thai irrt'gulars. LIF is the dpsignatiou fo!' 
Lao irregulars. 
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of government officials was so profound that it obscured any sense of 
(Tisis which, by any 'Western standards, they should have felt given 
t he facts of the situation. 

In the military sphere. the Cambodian armed forces: \\"hich hacl 
never recovered from the Chenla II debacle in the fall of 19i1. were 
facing a IChmer CommnniHt movement that had gained remarkably 
in strength since that time, a fad that many Cambodian officials, both 
('ivilian -and mi1itary~ refnse to admit. 1n the political sphere, as a 
result of manipulated presidential and parliamentary pl('dions, com­
pounded by the universally abhorred machilultions of Lon X oI's young­
er brother, Lon Nol had alipnated almost all of those who had sup· 
ported him in the past. In the economic sphere, prices were rising at an 
alarming rate, food and other eOllllllodities were brcoming increas­
ingly scarce and the Imdg-et was virtually ont of control. 

Most observers with ,vhom ,,-e talked felt that what Cambodia most 
needed to do was to get out of the 'war, but Lon ~ 01 appeared both 
incapable. and unwilling to do so except on his own terms. It was 
apparently understood as a result of Dr. Kissinger's last prc-cease-fire 
"\?isit to Phnom Penh that t.hp annOnnc.enlPnt of a Vietnam agreement, 
"would be quickly followed by an offer from Lon Nol for a unilateral 
('essation of offensivB military actions. It apparently was "hoped" that 
flanoi "\vould then prevail upon the Khmer communist insurgents to 
l'€dproc:ate so that ,n de facta teasE'-fire \'I-ould come into being. 

In his .January 29 statement, subsequently referred to by American 
officials as an "unconditional" cease-fire offer, Lon No} said: 

By virtue of the Geneva Agreements of 1934, we have the right to repossess 
the parts of our country which have been illegally occupied by the North Viet­
namese and Vietcong forces. To enable them to leave our territory in the short­
pst possible time, we will order our troops as of Monday, January 29. 1973 at 
7 a.ill. (Phnom Penh time) to suspend their offensive operations and to estah­
liRh contacts with the people to ascertain their welfare and to assure their pro­
t"ection. Incidents \\'hkh lllj~ht impeclc their pa;-;-silge or jeopardize their in.stalla­
tions will be regarded as actions by intnttlers who will bear full responsibility 
for any misfortunes which ensue. 1Ye will eontinue to exercise our right of legiti­
mate self-defeIL.<;e through defensive military operations throughout OUr territory. 

~fany obseryers regarded this stateJnent as being one ,,,.hich could 
not possibly ha\'e been ae('eptable to the I'\:hmel' insurgents as the basis 
for a de facto ceasP-fire. ",Ye were tola by Amerieun offieials. in fact. 
that it \\'as not the kind of airel' ,yhich the United States had wanted or 
expected Lon Nol to make. 

The subsequent seqncl1rc of eyents is mnrky bnt certain facts are 
relcyant: Lon N 01 dismissl?d a Sihanonk statement from Iranoi 
(apparently backed by the Xorth "ietmullese) regarding t.he possi­
bility of neg:otiat.ions as representing only Sihanouk~s de"\ys: I{hmer 
insurgents reiterated tlwir refu~al to df'a 1. with Lon Xol hnt there wa:;; 
nevcrtheleRs a lull in illsm'g:ent offensi "\'C operations; Sihanonk's efforts 
to see ICissinger were rebuffed; government forces "\yere confused bv 
Lon Nol's offe}' :md "Ollle stopprcl-fighting "\\'hilc others continued thf'i'r 
('fi'orts to reopen certain lines of communication; on February 10 the 
Khmer insurgent:;; rene,wed large sea 10 offensive operations; and Amer­
i('an air strikcs. whi(·h hall been halt(·cl follmdnf,! LOll Xol's statenwnt. 
were resumed. 




