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VICE ADMIRAL
JOEL ROBERTS POINSETT PRINGLE
U.S. NAVY

Joel Roberts Poinsett Pringle was
horn on 4 I"ebruary 1873 at his father’s
plantation in Georgetown County, 5.C.
The Tfamily plantation was named
“Greenflicld,” and it symbolized
Pringle’s southern heritage. Pringle’s
father, Dominick bLyneh Pringle, was
educated at Heidelberg and served for a
time as the U.5. Minister to Turkey. le
marnied Caroline Lowndes, the daughter
of a naval officer, who gave birth to Joel
Roberts Poinsett Pringle shortly alter
tbe great dislocation of the Civil War.
The new child was nained after Joel
Roberts Poinsett, a horticulturist, for-
mer Seerelary of War, and relative by
marriage.

Jocl Pringle apparently decided upon
a military carcer at an ecarly age, for he
was appointed from linois to attend
the Naval Academy at Annapolis in
1888, when he was only 10. Prior to
that lime he had attended the Porter
Military Academy in Charlestown, S.C.
After his graduation from Annapolis in
1892, Pringle served for 2 years aboard
the U.S.8. Mohiean., In 1894 he was
assigned to the eruiser Minneapolis,
which participated in the seouting
operations in  the Spanish-Ameriean
War, an operation that finally located
Admiral Cervara’s flect in Santiago har-
hor.

In late 1898 Pringle was assigned to
the school ship Enterprise, and in 1899
he obtained a tour of shore duty at
Annapolis, the lirst since his eommis-
sioning. His interest in shore duly is
perhaps explained by his marriage on 25
January 1899 to Cordelia Pythian, the
daughter of Commodore R.[.. Pythian
ol Lexinglon, Ky. This marriage pro-
dueed one daughter, who also married a
naval offieer. Two months after his
marriage, Pringle was promoted to licu-
tenant (junior grade), and the following
year he was promoted to licutenant.

Between 1900 and 1917 Pringle
obtained some additional opcrational
experience. llis first command was the
destroyer Perkins in the Atlantie I'lo-
tilla. tle also served as the Fxeeutive
Otficer of the battleship Nebraska from
1911 to 1913, where in 1912 he re-
ceived his promotion to the rank of
eommander. In June of 1916 he was
given the command of Destroyer Divi-
sions 3 and 4 of the Second Atlantic
Flotilla, In November of 1916 he was
given the command of the entire flotilla,
with the tender Melville as his flagship,

When the United States cntered the
I'irst World War in 1917, she was
unaware of the full extent of the emer-
geney caused by unrestricted submarine
warfarc. The British, who had insuf-
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ficient destroyers to both operate with
the Grand I'leet and escort merchant
vessels in the Western approaches, called
for American assistance. Responding to
this request, the Uniled Stales ordered
the Second F¥lotilla to Qucenstown,
Ireland. By August of 1917, 37 de-
stroyers and two tenders were stationed
there, and T'ringle, now with the tem-
porary rank of captain, was the senior
U.5. naval offieer.

As Dritish destroyers under Adm. Sir
Lewis Bayley were alrcady operating
from (Qucenstown, some sort of joint
eommand was desirable whieh would
offend neither Rritish nor American
sensihilities. Admiral Sims had been
designated Commander in Chicl of all
Ameriecan naval forees operating in
European waters. As Sims was required
to spend most of his Lime in London,
his Chief of Staff would have practical
eontrol over the Ameriean destroyers at
Queenstown. On 9 Oetober, Pringle was
appointed as Sims’ Chiel ol Stafl at
Queenstown, and his rank of eaptaiu
was f{inally made permanent on 1 July
1918. Pringle was also designated as the
Chief of Stalf to Admiral Bayley and
managed the logisties ol the British
forees as well as the American. Thus, in
practice, Admiral Bayley ordered both
British and American destroyers into
action while Pringle served as Chicl of
Stafl for hoth forees. This arrangement
was eriticized in America and was, in
fact, extremely delicate. In addition to
Pringle’s responsibilities as an adminis-
trator of a multinational foree, he also
was required to maintain a certain
degree of mutual acecptanec among
Admiral Bayley, Admiral Sims, and the
American public. His suecessful welding
ol this hecterogeneous force into an
elicctive combal unit while retaining
the favor of all partics concerned was
his beat performance as a naval officer,

and it was accomplished only by draw-
ing upon a very great understanding of
men and a keen appreciation of their
feelings.

In March of 1919 Pringle left
Qucenstown for the Naval War College,
where he studied lor a year as a student
and remained for an additional year on
Admiral Sims® staff, After a tour as
Commanding Officer ol the hattleship
Idaho, Pringle returned to the War
College in 1923-1925 as Chief of Stafi.
In July of 1925 he was assigned as Chief
of Staff to the Commanding Officer of
the battleships of the Battle Ilect, and
while in that assignment he received his
promotion to [lag rank on 6 Deeemher
1926. Yrom 1927 to 1930 Pringle
served as President ol the Naval War
College. In 1930 he was senl to repre-
sent the United States at the London
Conferenee on Naval Disarmament. In
May of 1932 he was given the command
ol Division 3 of the hattleships ol the
Battle I'leet, and [rom there he rose in a
few months to command all the battle-
ships in the U.S. Navy. As a viee-
admiral, Pringle was in line for Chief of
Naval Operations when he died un-
expectedly in San Diego on 25 Septem-
her 1932, Upon Pringle’s death, Admiral
Bayley had this to say ol him:

He was a man of perfect tact
and exeeptional ability . ... He
was as universally liked as he was
implicitly ohcyed. He never once
[ailed me during the war and was
just as ready to help the British
ships as Ameriean, his one idea
leing to do his duty; and no man
cver did it better.

Recognition of Vice Admiral
Pringle’s outstanding serviee was
acknowledged at the Naval War College
by eommemorating Pringle Hall in his
honor.

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss1/2



Dutton: Vice Admiral Joel Robe

CHALLENGE!

The recent decision to retire numer-
ous obsolete U.S. Navy ships has been
identified by many analysts as a poten-
tial turning point in the historical
development of our Navy. This event
might indeed signal the opportunity to
exchange quantity of units for quality
and efficiency; or it could result in the
diminution of U.S. seapower.

While the Soviet Union moves to
expand its naval capabilities in as many
areas as possible and with a broad
spectrum of modern and innovative
weapons gystems, the direction which
our Navy will take becomes ever more
crucial. I[f we are to continue to perform
our mission, it is imperative that we be
sensitive to the processes by which we
have obtained and will obtain the ships
and hardware we deem essential. In this
context, it is enlightening to consider
the Navy’s program for continued
modernization of the attack carrier
striking force.

Recently this program was sharply
challenged in the Senate. It was pro-
posed that additional funds for the
nuclear attack carrier CVANGY not be
appropriated until a comprehensive
study and investigation of past and
projected costs and effectiveness of
attack carrier task forces be completed.
This proposal was made in spite of the
fact that $132 million had already been
appropriated for CVANGY as the result
of a complete study made only a year
ago and that a considerable portion of
the $132 million has already been ob-
ligated or expended.

The proposal was defeated. It is
expected that construction of CVANG69

will proceed as scheduled. However, the
Senate did vote that the results of a
comprehensive study and investigation
be considered prior to any authorization
or appropriation for the production or
procurement of the third Nimitz class
carrier, CVANT70. This study is to be
completed before the end of April
1970.

It is clear from the Senate’s discus-
sion of this issue that military requests
for forces will receive increasingly de-
tailed scrutiny, particularly from the
viewpoint of cost effectiveness. Tt is
equally clear that the procedures used in
gystems analysis in the Department of
Defense have been accepted, adapted,
and put to use by the Bureau of the
Judget and the Congress. Therefore,
although considerable strides have been
made by the mililary in justifying forces
on the basis ol cost effectiveness, the
challenge remains to produce yet more
cogent reasoning in the interests of still
better justification.

This applies particularly to the attack
carrier, and with good reason. First,
some proponents of land-based airpower
consider the increased capabilities of
land-based air as a raison d’etre for
fewer carriers. In failing to recognize the
complementary nature of sea-based air
in assuring overall airpower, they view
the attack carrier only as a competitor
for the scarce defense dollar. Second, as
the most costly of our warships, the
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