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Ruth Critvz'__cbizes Timing and Terms of Nixon Pardon

By JOHN M. CWDSON
Specialto The New York Times

WASHINGTON; Oct. 19—
Henry S. Ruth, the former spe-
cial ~Watergate prosecutor,
strongly criticized ‘today the
timing and the unconditional
terms of the pardon for any
criminal activities granted for-
mer President Richard M. Nix-
on last year by President Ford.

Mr. Ruth, who resigned from
the special prosecutor’s post
last week, said he. considered
“atrocious” Mr. Ford’s decision
to pardon the former President
less than a month before some
of Mr. Nixon’s top White house
and campaign aides were
scheduled to go on trial in
the Watergate cover-up case.

But he conceded that the
controversial action by Mr.
Ford had not affected the out-
come of the cover-up trial, in
which the four principal defen-

: dants, H. R. Haldeman, John

D. Ehrlichman, John N. Mitchell
and Robert C. Mardian, were
found guilty.
Testimony by Nixon

Mr. Ruth added that he had
hoped that such a pardon,
which he had concluded from
Mr. Fond’s public statements
was ‘“inevitable,” would have
been “conditioned on an admis-
sion of some kind of guilt”
by Mr. Nixon over his alleged
role in the Watergate cover-up.

In an interview on the CBS
television program. Face the
Nation,” Mr. Ruth, ‘the third
lawyer to hold the special
prosecutor’s position since the
office was created in May,
1973, declined to characterize

directly the grand jury testimo-

Henry S. Ruth Jr. dis-

cussing Watergate and its

aftermath on “Face the
Nation” yesterday.

ny that Mr. Nixon gave under
oath last.June ‘concerning vari-

Jous aspects of the Watergate
-|Scandal.- o

But he did point out what
that in the period since the
testimony was taken, on a visit
by Watergate prosecutors and
grand jurors to Mr. Nixon’s
San Clemente, Calif.,, estate,
“there have not been major
indictments” handed up in con-
nection with the Watérgate
case. *

previous . Watergate. convic-
tions.

A report issued last week
on the first 28 months of the
office’s investigation noted that
“a few cases’ in ‘the area of
campaign financing remained
to be compared, but that sever-
al others fofmajor interest had
been abandoned after decisions
were made to bring no charges.

Erasure and Hughes Money

They included inquiries into
an apparently deliberate era-
sure of part of a keeyyq
corded conversation between
Mr. Nixon and Mr. B3lztman,
and the circumstances sur-
rounding a $100,000 cash pay-
ment from Howard R. Hughes
to Charles G. Rebozo, Mr. Nix-
on’s close friend.

Mr. Ruth dismissed the sug-
gestion that he might personal-

- ly be at fault for the failure

to unravel those and other
Watergate - related . mysteries,
but he said he had realized
when he took the special prose-
cutor’s job last year that “any-
body around when investiga-
tions had to be closed was
going to be blamad for not
solving them.”

“My goodness,” he continued,
“our staff labored long and
hard at these investigations.
As you know, in a lot of situa-
tions, people just don’t talk.
It wasn’t as though we had
a lot of cooperating witnesses
in any of these matters walking
into our office asking to be
questioned.”

The special prosecutor’s of-

Mr. Ruth also djsclosed that
the ~ Watergate proseucutors

fice, now under the directionlhad been unable to establish
of Charles F. Ruff, will remain({® single motive for the June
in operation as an independent|17, 1972, break-in at the Demo-

arm of the Justice Department €ratic

for the time being, but chiefly,
to handle appeals arising from

National Committee’s
headquarters in the Watergate
complex here. The early-morn-

ing capture there by the police
of five burglars who carried
bugging equipment and funds
supplied by Mr. Nixon’s re-elec-
tion organization touched off
the Watergate scandals. i

Among the burglars and oth-|~
ers who conceded foreknow-
ledge of the break-in, Mr. Ruth
said, the prosecutors had found
that “people have dlfferent rea-| §
sons for what they thought| §
they were looking for fin the|§
Democrats’ offices). ‘I -don’t|}
think there was one reason.| |
I think there were a number|
of reasons.”

Prior knowledge that higher-
ups in the Nixon Administra-
tion and re-election campagn
had about the break-in was
not chosen as a target for
prosecution, he said, after “it
became clear that a cover-up”|.
of the responsibility for thel:
break-in “was going on that
involved a great number of
people.” The prosecutors decid-
ed the cover-up represented the
“best base” for obtaining con-
victions, he said.

Part of the cover-up investi-
gation, he disclosed, involved
the withholding by officials of
the Central Intelligence Agency
of relevant information about
some of those involved in plan-
ning and executing the Water-
gate break-in who had served
as C.I.A. operators or employes.

There have been some calls
in Congress for the creation
of a permanent special prosecu-|=
tion to investigate wrongdoing|*
by high Government officials,
but Mr. Ruth and President
Ford have expressed firm oppo-
sition to that idea and it is
not likely that such legislation
could be enacted without the
support of the Administration.
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