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The book, ‘Dirty Little Secrets’, a collaboration between social scientist Sabato and journalist, Simpson, is a detailed examination of corruption in American Politics in the post-Watergate era. 
The authors and their research team conducted more than three hundred interviews, some of these were off the record, those that were on record, are listed in the appendices. In the list of interviewees there is a broad range of people ranging from Representatives, past and present, past Senators yet mainly consisting of a ‘General List’. This list consists of mainly Political Consultants and Chairpersons from a broad range of companies. 

The book is split into three clearly defined sections; Revolution, Bipartisan Corruption and Remedies. The first section of the book, ‘Revolution’, is essentially an exposé of the life, works and most importantly, the corruption of Newt Gringrich. The book dedicates more than a third of its content to exposing the Republican leader’s alleged corrupt rise to power beneath the veil of a leader who gave the impression of shunning corruption. The authors suggest that whilst Gringrich started off with good intentions, he began to adopt corrupt tactics to facilitate his route to power, and the top of the political game. After what could be considered a very one sided perspective on the party of corruption, the authors concede on the last page that the Republicans were essentially engaged in the same kind of corruption as the Democrats had used to secure power. 
The second section of the book, ‘Bipartisan Corruption’ explores specific examples of corrupt tactics used by both Democrats and Republicans. The book first examines ‘dirty little tricks’ - essentially ways in which one party will find information on the opposition candidate to ‘knock down the other guy’ these will include moles, spies and other ways to extract dirty information. The section then explores ‘Street Money’ and alleges that in many areas minority votes can be bought and sold. Perks, telephone sleaze (weighted interviews), and vote fraud are also discussed in great length with references to specific examples to qualify their claims. 
Perhaps the most interesting and certainly the most concise part of this book is the book’s third section, entitled ‘Remedies’. Without this final section the book would simply be a dismal tale of corruption in American politics. This section once again examines the different issues raised in the previous section, from issues of tax exemption through to street money and vote fraud and with specific attention to the issues at hand, suggests reform to be the only pragmatic solution to America’s corrupt political system. It suggests the media and the public have a huge part to play in the war against corruption, in exposing it and refusing to tolerate corrupt activities. It accuses the complicity of the American citizenry in accepting corruptness and being party to it as the principal hand that feeds corruption.
The authors conclude that ‘corruption exists because we the people permit it, either by silence, inattention or misunderstanding. If the persistence of corruption in American politics is going to be reversed, the public – and their tribunes in the press – will have to demand it.’
 They suggest their efforts in writing this book were to ‘stoke the fires of reform’
 – that it is public anger that will result in starting the motors of reform. I’m not sure that’s the case. Whilst Watergate did much for raising awareness and propelling reform, this book is written in a very matter-of-fact style. It often gives the impression that corrupt practises occur because it facilitates the working of the system. In many cases this is probably true. Representatives and those in politics have to have an opinion and whilst people are prepared to pay to help influence this, corruption is bound to continue. Politicians are aware that they cannot please everyone, so why not at least please those from whom they receive funding to enable the business of their constituents and so that someone benefits?

Clearly this carries the distinct odour of corporatism but I think this book implicitly concedes that there has to be some element of the power of business in politics. Corruption also clearly works where ‘street money’ is involved; paying people to support certain candidates means that people vote who might not otherwise do so. Money shouldn’t be the incentive but the reason we elect representatives is because we believe they best serve our interests.  
Whilst extensive notes attribute different ‘discoveries’ and tales of corruption to those that were interviewed, the validity of these supposed ‘facts’ is not discussed in the text itself. This could be attributed to the journalistic nature of the book. On reading the appendices we discover things like; “Carter is clearly a Gingrich antagonist, and thus his assertions about the speaker should be regarded with some caution….”
 This is not an isolated case, for example; “The precise provenance of these charges is unclear…”
 I would suggest that these footnotes speak for themselves; measuring corruption, by the very nature of being corrupt, means that establishing truth is near impossible. Therefore, pretending that someone’s accounts are true simply because they fit in with the story you are trying to tell, is, I believe, naïve. 
As alluded to previously, I believe the fundamental flaw of this book is in its apparent uniqueness. You have to wonder, if the collaboration between social scientist and journalist is so great, why hasn’t it been done before? I think this book is evidence in itself. It simply doesn’t work. Journalists like to tell a story and have a reputation of exaggerating simply to make their story more readable. Meanwhile, by sharing responsibility with a political scientist, the journalist hopes to give his claims more credibility. Whilst I am not necessarily accusing them of complete fabrication, I think the book loses its credibility because of this.  The authors of the book go to great lengths to demonstrate their unique pairing and are keen to let the reader know about the alleged new phenomenon that they have created in writing the book. Nonetheless, as such, the book fails to find its voice; it is neither academic nor written in the style of a novel. It is an anathema.
On a similar tack, I believe the book’s principal flaw lies in the problem that the book is presented as fact when it is quite clearly a simple collection of opinions and recollections, many of which I believe have to be incorrect. History, as we all know, is simply an interpretation of events. There is clearly truth behind many of the claims but I think it is important to read the book with the book’s objective in perspective; the authors have interpreted their findings in such a way to make a book. Had all the evidence been collated elsewhere and the book was a record of those findings, it may be different. However, this book was written for the express purpose of discovering and exposing corruption.
Furthermore, you have to question why these people were talking to the writers of the book in the first place. For them to have knowledge of the corruption alleged in the book they would have had to be very close to the process themselves. Consequently, it would not be in their interest to divulge something which would also be implicating them or their company. 
To some extent, we can assume is that the people ‘spilling the beans’ here are those that are disgruntled or trying to settle an old score. Would someone who actually knew what was going on really tell a journalist and a political scientist? It just doesn’t add up as they have no incentive. If people really knew about these corrupt activities, and the reason they are telling the authors of the book is because they are genuinely concerned about corruption, why didn’t they come forward at the time and expose it then. Suddenly becoming convicted and talking to these authors seems a little far fetched. 
Whilst I have delivered an acerbic tirade against many of the flaws of this book, I do not believe that it is completely worthless. It is far longer than it needs to be; the last section ‘remedies’ concisely covers all the cases of corruption discussed and outlines their ideas for reform. The book doesn’t really do any more than that apart from whetting the appetites of those hungry for titillation and gossip. However, whilst the cases may be exaggerated, and in some cases, untrue, I think the book does much to elucidate many corrupt activities in American politics, and for this it must be applauded. 
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