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in the House, H.R. 867; Chairman ToM
Davis, who leads the House Committee
on Government Reform; Chairman
TopD PLATTS, who leads the House
Government Reform Subcommittee
that recently held a hearing to review
the Federal FOIA law; and Representa-
tives HENRY WAXMAN and EDOLPHUS
TowNs, the ranking members of the
committee and subcommittee.

S. 1181 is a commonsense,
uncontroversial provision that deserves
the support of every Member of Con-
gress. I hope that it can be enacted
into law quickly, and that Congress
will then move to consider the other
important provisions of the OPEN Gov-
ernment Act.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the news report I previously men-
tioned be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Cox News Service, Jun. 3, 2005]
CONGRESS CLOAKS MORE INFORMATION IN
SECRECY
(By Rebecca Carr)

WASHINGTON.—Few would argue with the
need for a national livestock identification
system to help the federal government han-
dle a disease outbreak such as mad cow.

But pending legislation calling for the na-
tion’s first electronic livestock tracking sys-
tem would prohibit the public from finding
out anything about animals in the system,
including the history of a cow sick with bo-
vine spongiform encephalopathy.

The only way the public can find out such
details is if the secretary of agriculture
makes the information public.

That’s because the legislation, sponsored
by Rep. Collin C. Peterson, D-Minn., includes
a provision that exempts information about
the system from being released under the
Freedom of Information Act.

Formally called the ‘‘third exemption,” it
is one of nine exemptions the government
can use to deny the release of information
requested under the FOI Act.

Open government advocates say it is the
most troubling of the nine exemptions be-
cause it allows Congress to cloak vital infor-
mation in secrecy through legislation, often
without a public hearing or debate. They say
Congress frequently invokes the exemption
to appease private sector businesses, which
argue it is necessary to protect proprietary
information.

“It is an easy way to slap a secrecy stamp
on the information,” said Rick Blum, direc-
tor of openthegovernment.org, a coalition of
more than 30 groups concerned about govern-
ment secrecy.

The legislative intent of Congress is far
more difficult to challenge than a federal
agency’s denial for the release of informa-
tion, said Kevin M. Goldberg, general counsel
to the American Society of Newspaper Edi-
tors.

“This secrecy is often perpetuated in se-
cret as most of the (third exemption) provi-
sions consist of one or two paragraphs
tucked into a much larger bill with no notice
that the Freedom of Information Act will be
affected at all,”” Goldberg said.

There are at least 140 cases where congres-
sional lawmakers have inserted such exemp-
tions, according to a 2003 Justice Depart-
ment report.

The report notes that Congress has been
“increasingly active in enacting such statu-
tory provisions.”’

The exemptions have become so popular
that finding them in proposed legislation is
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“‘like playing a game of Wackamole,”” one
staffer to Sen. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt., joked.
‘““As soon as you handle one, another one
pops up.”’

Congress used the exemption in its massive
Homeland Security Act three years ago,
granting businesses protection from informa-
tion disclosure if they agreed to share infor-
mation about the vulnerabilities of their fa-
cilities.

And in another twist on the exemption,
Congress inserted a provision into the Con-
solidated Appropriations Act of 2004 that
states that ‘‘no funds appropriated under
this or any other act may be used to dis-
close” records about firearms tracking to
the public.

Government agencies have also sought pro-
tection from information disclosure.

For example, Congress passed an amend-
ment to the National Security Act in 1984
that exempted the CIA from having to com-
ply with the search and review requirements
of the FOI Act for its ‘‘operational files.”’

Most of the information in those files,
which included records about foreign and
counterintelligence operations, was already
protected from disclosure under the other ex-
emptions in the FOI Act.

But before Congress granted the exemp-
tion, the agency had to search and review
each document to justify withholding the in-
formation, which cost time and money.

Open government advocates say many of
the exemptions inserted into legislation are
not justified.

““This is back door secrecy,” said Thomas
Blanton, executive director of the National
Security Archive at George Washington Uni-
versity, a nonprofit research institute based
in Washington.

When an industry wants to keep informa-
tion secret, it seeks the so-called third ex-
emption, he said.

“It all takes place behind the sausage
grinder,” Blanton said. ‘“You don’t know
what gristle is going through the spout, you
just have to eat it.”

But Daniel J. Metcalfe, co-director of the
Justice Department’s Office of Information
and Privacy, said the exemption is crucial to
the FOI Act’s structure.

In the case of the animal identification
bill, the exemption is critical to winning
support from the cattle industry and on Cap-
itol Hill.

“If we are going to develop an animal ID
system that’s effective and meaningful, we
have to respect participants’ private infor-
mation,” said Peterson, the Minnesota law-
maker who proposed the identification sys-
tem. ‘“The goal of a national animal I.D. sys-
tem is to protect livestock owners as well as
the public.”

As the livestock industry sees it, it is pro-
viding information that will help protect the
public health. In exchange for proprietary in-
formation about their herds, they believe
they should receive confidence that their
business records will not be shared with the
public.

““The producers would be reluctant to sup-
port the bill without the protection,” said
Bryan Dierlam, executive director of govern-
ment affairs at the National Cattleman’s
Beef Association.

The animal identification bill provides the
government with the information it needs to
protect the public in the event of a disease
outbreak, Dierlam said. ‘“But it would pro-
tect the producers from John Q. Public try-
ing to willy-nilly access their information.”’

Food safety experts agree there is a clear
need for an animal identification system to
protect the public, but they are not certain
that the exemption to the FOI Act is nec-
essary.

“It’s sad that Congress feels they have to
give away something to the cattle industry
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to achieve it,” said Caroline Smith DeWaal,
director of the food safety program at the
Center for Science in the Public Interest, a
nonprofit organization based in Washington.

Slipping the exemption into legislation
without notice is another problem cited by
open government advocates.

It has become such a problem that the Sen-
ate’s strongest FOI Act supporters, Sen.
John Cornyn, R-Texas, and Sen. Patrick
Leahy, D-Vt., proposed that lawmakers be
required to uniformly identify the exemption
in all future bills.

“If Congress wants to create new exemp-
tions, it must do so in the light of day,”
Cornyn said. ‘““‘And it must do so in a way
that provides an opportunity to argue for or
against the new exemption—rather than
have new exemptions creep into the law un-
noticed.”

Leahy agreed, saying that Congress must
be diligent in reviewing new exemptions to
prevent possible abuses.

“In Washington, loopholes tend to beget
more loopholes, and it’s the same with FOI
Act exemptions,” Leahy said. ‘‘Focusing
more sunshine on this process is an antidote
to exemption creep.”’

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the bill be read
the third time and passed, the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
and any statements relating to the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (S. 1181) was read the third
time and passed, as follows:

S. 1181

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SPECIFIC CITATIONS
TIONS.

Section 552(b) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking paragraph (3)
and inserting the following:

‘“(3) specifically exempted from disclosure
by statute (other than section 552b of this
title), provided that such statute—

““(A) if enacted after July 1, 2005, specifi-
cally cites to this section; and

“(B)(1) requires that the matters be with-
held from the public in such a manner as to
leave no discretion on the issue; or

¢“(ii) establishes particular criteria for
withholding or refers to particular types of
matters to be withheld;”’.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Are we in morning
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask unanimous
consent to speak for as much time as I
may require on energy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

———

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
late last night the Senate finished
work on what I call the Clean Energy
Act of 2005. For Americans who watch
the legislative process, this is not like-
ly to have been the front-page news,
but it is by far one of most important
things we have done in this Senate be-
cause it affects millions of Americans.
Our final vote is on Tuesday. I antici-
pate it will be a strong, bipartisan vote
in support, just as the work that was
done here was strong and bipartisan.

IN EXEMP-
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The first thing the bill will do, and
most important, in my opinion, is to
stabilize and lower natural gas prices.
We hear a lot of talk about $60 a barrel
oil. No one likes to pay high prices for
gasoline at the pump. The bigger prob-
lem is the price of natural gas. In
North Carolina and Tennessee, all
across this country, there are millions
of Dblue-collar workers who work in
plants where the cost of natural gas is
driving their jobs overseas. Natural gas
used to be in this country the lowest
price in the industrial world at a unit
price of $2 or $3. Our economy was
geared to it. Today it is at $7, and
headed up.

If you are working at the Eastman
plant in Tennessee, where 10,000 or
11,000 people work, and 40 percent of
the cost of your product is natural
gas—because they make chemicals
there; and you can buy natural gas at
$7 here, and you can buy it at $5, $4
overseas—those jobs are going to be
headed overseas if that keeps up for
very long.

If you are a farmer in North Carolina
or Tennessee, the cost of fertilizer has
gone up $200 to $500 per unit. That is a
big pay cut for you if you are a farmer.

If you are a homeowner across this
country and you rely on natural gas to
heat and cool your home—and natural
gas heats and cools more homes than
any other kind of fuel—you might find
your bill going up 50 percent recently.

So for blue-collar workers, for farm-
ers, and for homeowners, this legisla-
tion we will be voting on Tuesday sta-
bilizes and potentially lowers the price
of natural gas. That is one of the single
most important things we can do for
our country.

The second thing, in my view, the
bill does that is important is it recog-
nizes that global warming is a problem.
There is not a complete consensus
about that in the Senate, but the bill
has a different kind of consensus that
makes more difference, in my opinion,
than the mandates that we did not
adopt because the bill changes the way
we produce electricity toward ways
that are low carbon and no carbon. If
you produce less carbon, then you have
less global warming, if you believe car-
bon makes a difference in global warm-
ing.

So there is a big difference in the
conversation and debate in the Senate
this year over last year, in my judg-
ment. While the McCain-Lieberman
amendment was rejected—I voted
against it myself—there was adopted
the Hagel amendment, which has sig-
nificant new incentives for producers of
carbon across this country to reduce
the amount of carbon they emit.

We did pass the Bingaman sense-of-
the-Senate resolution, which I voted
for, which says we expect one day to
have mandatory controls that lead us
toward a lower carbon production econ-
omy. But I, for one, am not yet ready
to impose mandatory controls on this
big, complicated economy because I do
not think we know enough about what
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it would do to the economy, and I do
not think it is wise.

Senator DOMENICI and Senator BINGA-
MAN have said they will begin, in July,
to hold hearings about this com-
plicated process and to assess how the
incentives we may enact—or likely will
enact—in this bill operate. Over the
next year or two or three or four years,
we may learn more.

We may learn enough where a major-
ity of us are willing to have some sys-
tem of mandatory caps, just as we have
in other areas of clean air and acid
rain, for example. But in my opinion,
we are not there yet.

But the second most important thing
in this legislation, in my view, is a
shift in attitude toward global warm-
ing, a recognition by a majority of the
Senators that it is a real problem and
taking significant steps to change the
way we make electricity so that we
make it in a low-carbon or no-carbon
way.

The third big change, I believe, is the
technologies we use to meet those ob-
jectives of lowering natural gas prices
and of producing low-carbon or no-car-
bon electricity. I would call it a new
realism about energy in this country.
This is a big country. We produce 33
percent of all the money. We use 25 per-
cent of all the energy in the world. We
are not some desert island. We use a lot
of electricity for our computers and
our jobs and our homes. If we have any
disruption in that—whether it is a
blackout or it is a price that is too
high or a lack of supply—it has dev-
astating consequences for us.

So there is a new realism, I would
say, about exactly what is available to
help us get where we want to go. First
is aggressive conservation. That is new
about this bill. It is twice the amount
of conservation that was in the bill
that we passed a year ago which never
became law. By conservation, I mean
new efficiency standards for appli-
ances. The estimate of our committee
is that these new efficiency standards
for appliances will avoid the building
of as many as 45 large gas electricity
plants. That is significant conserva-
tion.

There is a provision in the bill that
would give 300,000 Americans a $2,000
deduction to buy a hybrid or an ad-
vanced-diesel car. That reduces the use
of oil. That is aggressive conservation.

There is an amendment in the bill
that would have the President mandate
a million-barrels-a-day reduction in
the use of oil. That is aggressive con-
servation because that amount of oil
equals about the entire production on-
shore of the State of Texas or the en-
tire projected production from ANWR
in Alaska. So we have aggressive con-
servation. We start there because that
is the first thing we can do to save oil,
increase supply, and reduce prices.

The second thing this bill does is rec-
ognize we need new supplies. We have
taken steps to make it easier to bring
liquefied natural gas into this country.
Some may say: Oh, we don’t want to go
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down that road. We are already bring-
ing in too much oil.

We all agree with that. But if we do
not bring the natural gas in, we are
going to be sending the jobs out. And
for the foreseeable future, for the short
term, if we want to reduce the cost of
natural gas, we need to bring a lot of it
in from overseas. And having a few
more terminals, as provided in the
streamlined provisions in this bill—
which still give States and commu-
nities input into where it goes—is a
very important provision.

This legislation basically relaunches
the American interest in nuclear
power. That is realistic, too. There is a
growing interest in global warming.
That is caused, many say, by carbon in
the air. So we need energy that has less
carbon. Seventy percent of the carbon-
free electricity we produce in the
United States today comes from nu-
clear power. So if we care about global
warming, we better care about nuclear
power. There is no other way around it.

There are incentives for advanced nu-
clear power, the kind of reactors that
do not cost as much to build. We know
how to operate them. Twenty percent
of our electricity is already from that.
We invented the technology. Dozens of
our Navy vessels operate with nuclear
reactors. They have, without incident,
since the 1950s. France is now 80 per-
cent nuclear power. They are the Euro-
pean country most likely to meet the
Kyoto standards because they have
adopted the technology that is likely
to produce the largest amount of car-
bon-free electricity—nuclear power.

We also have come to a consensus
within the last year—I think I am ac-
curate on this—that waiting in the
wings behind nuclear power is coal gas-
ification and carbon sequestration.
Long words, but it simply means we
take this several-hundred-year supply
of coal that we have and we find a
clean way to burn it. The way we are
encouraging that in this legislation is
to turn the coal into gas and then burn
the gas. That gets rid of the nitrogen
and the mercury and the sulfur, but it
leaves the carbon.

There are also provisions, incentives
in this bill, and loan guarantees and
authorization, then, to have large dem-
onstrations of carbon sequestration,
taking the remaining carbon dioxide—
the major residue or pollutant from
coal gasification—and putting it in the
ground.

Now, this is the strategy that is pre-
ferred by several important environ-
mental groups. That sounds like a sur-
prise. They would prefer coal? Here is
the reason. They have some concerns
about nuclear—the proliferation prob-
lems, the storage of waste—but if coal
can be burned in a clean way and the
carbon can be recaptured and put in
the ground, that is a solution to global
warming without mandates.

That is a solution, and not just in the
United States but around the world.
Because we might clean up our air, but
if China and India and the rest of the
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world build hundreds of coal plants
that are dirty, it will not matter what
we do because the air just goes around
the world, and we will be breathing it,
too. So a very important way for us to
help the world have clean air and an
adequate supply of electricity is coal
gasification.

So I call that the new realism: con-
servation; increased natural gas sup-
plies, including from overseas; re-
launching nuclear; and coal gasifi-
cation and carbon sequestration. If we
do that over the next 10 years, we will
have an adequate supply of American-
produced, reliable, low-carbon elec-
tricity. And the debate about global
warming will be off our desks because
we will not be producing enough carbon
to affect global warming, and we can
argue about something else.

Now, there is also generous support
in this legislation for renewable en-
ergy. I am especially pleased that for
the first time, we have support for
solar energy in a useful way. Up to this
time, we have had a renewable tax
credit that solar could not take advan-
tage of. But the Finance Committee
changed that. Solar shows some prom-
ise, as does biomass, as does some geo-
thermal, as does wind. I think my col-
leagues know I think wind is heavily
oversubsidized and overestimated, but
it is supported in here.

But there is a realism about that. We
are not going to run the American
economy on windmills and solar pan-
els. They will provide a few percent of
what we need by the year 2025. If we
want carbon-free adequate supplies of
American-produced energy, we are
going to have to conserve, launch nu-
clear again, do coal gasification, and
bring in supplies of natural gas. Renew-
ables are fine, but they are a very
small part of the answer. While we do
not all agree on that here in the Sen-
ate, there is still a consensus.

There is also generous support for
longer term technologies. I think we
are realistic about that as well. There
is a great deal of excitement about the
hydrogen-fuel-cell vehicle.

When I was in Yokohama a year ago,
I visited a hydrogen-fuel-cell vehicle
filling station. There were seven SUVs
parked, all of them from different man-
ufacturers in the world, many of them
American. I filled up the Nissan hydro-
gen-fuel-cell vehicle. Carlos Ghosn is
the chief executive of Nissan. He drives
that vehicle around Tokyo every week-
end. He is spending $700 million of Nis-
san money every year on hydrogen-
fuel-cell research. And Toyota is doing
the same. Others—Ford, General Mo-
tors—are all interested.

But the potential of hydrogen is
down the road. It’s several years away.
We are going to be talking about it,
working on it—and hopefully it will
come to fruition. But it is several years
down the road. When we produce
enough hydrogen to run our auto-
mobiles, we will have to use nuclear
power or natural gas or coal gasifi-
cation to produce that hydrogen.
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So I would say of special note—to re-
emphasize some of the points I made—
is the serious interest in conservation.
This is a bipartisan bill. You do not
hear the word ‘‘conservation’ come out
of the mouths of every Senator first.
You might not think Republican Sen-
ators would start out talking, first,
about conservation. But we know if we
want to reduce the cost of natural gas,
if we want to reduce our reliance on
oil, that the quickest and easiest way
to do that is aggressive conservation.

Nuclear power—Senator DOMENICI,
our chairman, mentioned to me we had
something like 167 amendments offered
to this bill at one time, and so far as
we could tell, not a single amendment
was antinuclear, not a single amend-
ment was antinuclear. There is a grow-
ing awareness that if we want carbon-
free electricity, we are going to have to
have some nuclear powerplants to do
that. That is a big change even just
from last year.

Another big change, as I mentioned,
is the emergence of coal gasification
and carbon sequestration and support
and research for that in a very serious
way, both in industrial sites and in
freestanding plants, and sequestration
demonstrations. None of that was
being discussed broadly by the Energy
Committee last year. A few Senators
understood that, but most of us, I
think it is fair to say, did not really
see the significance of this technology.
Now we do, and we have strong support
for it.

The importance of liquefied natural
gas and the streamlining of siting—
that may be the most important provi-
sion in the bill in terms of an imme-
diate impact because there are large
amounts of natural gas that can be
brought in.

Another important development is
the serious discussion of new supplies
of natural gas here at home. Now, this
is a very controversial subject. But last
year we could not even get an inven-
tory of what supplies of natural gas we
have offshore. We have plenty of nat-
ural gas; we just have rules that say
you cannot drill for it. There was no
serious discussion of giving States the
opportunity—other States, such as Vir-
ginia—the option of drilling in Federal
waters offshore for natural gas, as
Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, and Lou-
isiana now do.

We couldn’t get a vote on that be-
cause of the controversy, but I believe
there were 51 votes in the Senate for
giving States the option of deciding for
themselves whether they wanted to
allow natural gas drilling offshore,
take a share of the money for the
State, put a share of the money in a
national fund for wildlife preservation,
put the rest in the Federal Treasury,
and put the gas into our system so we
could lower the cost of natural gas.
There is a lot of progress there.

Finally, I pay tribute to two parts of
the Senate. One is to the Finance Com-
mittee for what it did with the tax
title. The total amount of money of in-
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centives is $14 to $16 billion. But rather
than the amount of money, it is what
it is for because it is completely con-
sistent with clean energy objectives for
low-carbon and no-carbon, new tech-
nologies. There is money for clean en-
ergy bonds for certified coal products,
consumer incentives for hybrid and die-
sel vehicles, incentives for energy-effi-
cient appliances and buildings, incen-
tives for coal gasification powerplants,
incentives for solar energy develop-
ment in an important way for the first
time in a long time, incentives for the
deployment of advanced nuclear power,
incentives for cogeneration projects.
All of these will change the way we
produce electricity.

I compliment Chairman GRASSLEY
and his staff for this. I hope very much
that the Senate version of how we
spend our tax dollars in support of re-
search and development for clean en-
ergy is dominant in the conference
rather than another version. That will
be something we will have to work out
with our friends in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

I think a great deal of credit needs to
go to Chairman DOMENICI and to Sen-
ator BINGAMAN, ranking Democrat on
the committee. This bill came out 21 to
1 in favor from our committee. For
those who are not in the Senate, this
may sound like inside housekeeping.
This body operates only by consensus.
Nothing happens here—because of the
unique nature of this body, where
every Senator is an equal, every single
one of us can stop anything at least for
a while, unless there is a consensus.
The consensus came because of the
kind of leadership, beginning with
Chairman DOMENICI, who personally
visited all the members of the com-
mittee, including the Democratic
members, in their offices, took their
advice, incorporated their ideas, and
we came to a consensus.

Senator BINGAMAN pointed out in our
hearing that we had many votes, but he
didn’t remember a single party-line
vote. We had close votes, but we voted
our convictions and our regions of the
country and our backgrounds and atti-
tudes. We didn’t line up and say: This
is a Republican view and a Democratic
view.

I am glad we have waited until next
Tuesday morning to vote on the Clean
Energy Act of 2005, until Chairman
DOMENICI and Senator BINGAMAN can be
here. They had to be in New Mexico
yesterday for a BRAC hearing. They
deserve to be here. I want the full Sen-
ate and our country to see the result
that they have led. I believe their being
here and the big vote we have will get
us off to a big start.

I feel very good about what the Sen-
ate has done. I hope there is a big vote
on Tuesday. For the American people,
the result will be stabilized and lower
natural gas prices for homeowners, for
blue-collar workers, and for farmers;
No. 2, a recognition that global warm-
ing is a problem, and the beginning of
aggressive conservation and a variety
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of technologies to deal with that by
producing low-carbon and no-carbon
electricity; and, finally, a realism
about the base load that we need to en-
courage in this country to produce that
kind of electricity, aggressive con-
servation, new supplies of natural gas,
relaunching nuclear power, coal gasifi-
cation, and carbon sequestration.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

GENERAL LOUIS H. WILSON, JR.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this
morning the Washington Post carries
an article about the death of GEN
Louis Wilson who was a former Com-
mandant of the U.S. Marine Corps. He
died on June 21 at his home in Bir-
mingham, AL. He was a native of my
State of Mississippi and was a personal
friend and a great soldier and a won-
derful Commandant of the U.S. Marine
Corps. He and his wife Jane lived here
in Washington in the Marine barracks,
the Commandant’s residence, and be-
friended my wife Rose and me when I
was a young Member of Congress before
I was elected to the Senate. He was
serving as Commandant of the Marine
Corps.

We enjoyed many opportunities to
visit with them when they were resi-
dent in Washington. He was a very dis-
tinguished officer in the Marine Corps
during World War II. He was given the
congressional Medal of Honor for gal-
lantry during his service in the battle
in Guam on Fonte Hill. The description
of his exploits and gallantry are con-
tained in the citation that was issued
when he was awarded the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor.

The article talks about his career in
glowing terms, a well-earned tribute
for a courageous and brave soldier, and
the first Marine Corps Commandant to
serve as a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. He established a tradition
when he was selected to serve on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff which is carried
on today. It was because of his strong
leadership and his example that there
is no question that a good decision was
made to include in the Joint Chiefs of
Staff the Commandant of the Marine
Corps.

We mourn his passing, but we rejoice
in the great life he lived and the inspi-
ration that his career provided to ma-
rines in all of the succeeding genera-
tions of service in the U.S. Marine
Corps.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle in today’s Washington Post and a
copy of the citation for Louis Hugh
Wilson, Jr., upon his being awarded the
Congressional Medal of Honor be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Washington Post, Jun. 24, 2005]
GEN. LoUIs WILSON DIES; AWARDED MEDAL OF
HONOR
(By Adam Bernstein)

Gen. Louis H. Wilson Jr., 85, who received
the Medal of Honor for taking and holding a
key position on Guam during World War II
and later served as commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, died June 21 at his home in Bir-
mingham. He had a degenerative nerve dis-
order.

On July 1, 1975, Gen. Wilson became the
26th commandant of the Marine Corps. He
was the first commandant to serve full time
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, providing the
corps with a greater say on defense matters.

During his four-year tenure, he was cred-
ited with shaping a post-Vietnam corps of
strong expeditionary units ready for ‘‘high
mobility and high-intensity combat.”” He
made personnel changes to raise morale and
address disciplinary problems.

He increased academic enlistment stand-
ards (he wanted 75 percent of recruits to
have high school diplomas); ordered the dis-
charge of thousands of Marines with dis-
cipline problems; and offered tougher direc-
tives on weight requirements. ‘‘Obesity must
vanish,” he said and set for himself a daily
jogging regimen.

As commandant, he had a reputation for
being blunt, thoughtful and refreshing. He
publicly acknowledged the brutal treatment
of recruits by some drill instructors and
tried to change the policies that granted
drill instructors ‘‘too much autonomy. ‘¢

In 1975, he told an interviewer that the
Vietnam War had been fought in vain from a
military view-point.

He also castigated draft laws that ‘“had
been gerrymandered so that only the poor,
the blacks and disadvantaged were really
drafted. A great many fine young men came
in. But many draftees, thrown in with them,
were the dregs of society [and] many with
continuing dissatisfaction with the war.”

“It’s not like the old days,” he added,
‘“‘when you could leave your wallet on your
sack.”

The Mississippi native was an effective
witness on Capitol Hill, prepared and author-
itative in his bearing. Earlier, he had been a
corps liaison to Congress. He was a favorite
of Sen. John C. Stennis (D-Miss.), head of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, who be-
came his advocate for full membership on
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in October 1978.

Previously, Marine Corp commandants at-
tended meetings of the Joint Chiefs only
when there was business of pressing concern
to the corps.

Louis Hugh Wilson Jr. was born Feb. 11,
1920, in Brandon, Miss. His father was a farm-
er who died when Louis was 5. He was raised
by his mother, and her large, extended fam-
ily helped them through the Depression.

As a young man, he sold vegetables from a
goat cart. He later studied economics at
Millsaps College in Jackson, Miss., where he
played football and was on the track team. A
Marine Corps recruiter who came to campus
persuaded him to enter the service after his
graduation in 1941.

He landed at Guadalcanal, Efate and Bou-
gainville and received the Medal of Honor,
the military’s highest award for valor, while
fighting Japanese forces at Fonte Hill,
Guam, on July 25 and 26, 1944. At the time,
he was a captain and the commanding offi-
cer; of a rifle company.

Launching a daylight attack against mas-
sive machine gun resistance, he pushed his
men 300 yards across open terrain and cap-
tured a portion of a hill that contained the
enemy command post. That night, he took
command of other disorganized units and
motorized equipment and fortified defenses
while risking exposure to enemy fire.
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Wounded three times within five hours, he
briefly sought treatment before volunteering
to return to duty to defend against counter-
attacks that lasted through the night.

At one point, he dashed 50 yards through
flying shrapnel and bullets to rescue a
wounded Marine beyond the front lines. That
was followed by hand-to-hand fighting over a
10-hour span, repelling Japanese troops that
sought to overrun the Allied lines through 11
full-fledged attacks.

His Medal of Honor citation continued:
“Then organizing a 17-man patrol, he imme-
diately advanced upon a strategic slope es-
sential to the security of his position and,
boldly defying intense mortar, machinegun,
and rifle fire which struck down 13 of his
men, drove relentlessly forward with the
remnants of his patrol to seize the vital
ground.”’

He was credited with a pivotal role in the
victory, which included the deaths of 350
Japanese troops. President Harry S. Truman
presented him with the Medal of Honor on
Oct. 5, 1945.

After the war, he held recruiting and com-
mand assignments, graduated from the Na-
tional War College and served as assistant
chief of staff to the 1st Marine Division in
Vietnam during the war there.

He was promoted to brigadier general in
1966 and, after being appointed lieutenant
general in 1972, assumed command of the Ma-
rine force in the Pacific. His decorations in-
cluded three awards of the Legion of Merit.

After retiring from the military in 1979, he
served on the corporate boards of such busi-
nesses as Merrill Lynch, the financial serv-
ices company, and Fluor Corp., an engineer-
ing and construction company.

Survivors include his wife of 61 years, Jane
Clark Wilson, and a daughter, Janet Taylor,
both of Birmingham; and two grandsons.

WILSON, Louls HUGH, JR.

Rank and organization: Captain, U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, Commanding Rifle Company, 2d
Battalion, 9th Marines, 3d Marine Division.
Place and date: Fonte Hill, Guam, 25-26 July
1944. Entered service at: Mississippi. Born: 11
February 1920, Brandon, Miss. Citation: For
conspicuous gallantry and intrepidity at the
risk of his life above and beyond the call of
duty as commanding officer of a rifle com-
pany attached to the 2d Battalion, 9th Ma-
rines, 3d Marine Division, in action against
enemy Japanese forces at Fonte Hill, Guam,
25-26 July 1944. Ordered to take that portion
of the hill within his zone of action, Capt.
Wilson initiated his attack in mid-afternoon,
pushed up the rugged, open terrain against
terrific machinegun and rifle fire for 300
yards and successfully captured the objec-
tive. Promptly assuming command of other
disorganized units and motorized equipment
in addition to his own company and rein-
forcing platoon, he organized his night de-
fenses in the face of continuous hostile fire
and, although wounded 3 times during this 5-
hour period, completed his disposition of
men and guns before retiring to the company
command post for medical attention. Short-
ly thereafter, when the enemy launched the
first of a series of savage counterattacks
lasting all night, he voluntarily rejoined his
besieged units and repeatedly exposed him-
self to the merciless hail of shrapnel and bul-
lets, dashing 50 yards into the open on 1 oc-
casion to rescue a wounded marine lying
helpless beyond the frontlines. Fighting
fiercely in hand-to-hand encounters, he led
his men in furiously waged battle for ap-
proximately 10 hours, tenaciously holding
his line and repelling the fanatically re-
newed counterthrusts until he succeeded in
crushing the last efforts of the hard-pressed
Japanese early the following morning. Then
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