Introduction

Hollywood actors, actresses and producers have always made the famous life seem glamorous. Over the past year numerous sexual assault allegations have made Hollywood seem a little less fabulous. In the past couple of years women and men have been coming forth with claims of sexual harassment or assault from multiple different well-known house hold names. Some popular actors, directors, and TV personal that have been accused with sexual assault just in the past year would be James Franco, Harvey Weinstein, Kevin Spacey and Matt Lauer. These Hollywood stars dealt with these allegations with denial. Now, that Ryan Seacrest, a TV personal and producer, has been accused of sexual assault Hollywood has a lot on their plate dealing with the ethical issues, dilemmas and backlash of this case. 
Situation
Seacrest, an Atlanta, Georgia native, started his career hosting ESPN’s Radical Outdoor Challenge in 1993, from there Seacrest has become a well-known household name due to work for ABC and E! network. The popular singing competition TV show American Idol gave Seacrest a boost in becoming a popular host, producer and radio personality primarily on ABC and E! networks. Not only has Seacrest been successful with producing the TV show Keeping Up with The Kardashians but he has won Emmys, hosted multiple award shows, hosted ABC’s Dick Clark’s New Year’s Rockin’ Eve and has been featured as a guest on other TV shows. 

One of his more recent TV shows he co-hosts with Kelly Ripa, Live! With Kelly and Ryan, started on May 1, 2017. On November 10 2-18 Seacrest received a letter from Suzie Hardy attorney, Seacrest’s former stylist on American Idol, about sexual misconduct and then on November, 17 Seacrest brought forth this allegation to E! network. Hardy is accusing Seacrest of seven years, 2006- 2013, of sexual harassment, unwanted groping and sexual aggressive touching (Gajanan, 2018) while she was employed by ABC working on American Idol. Seacrest stated that If I made her feel anything but respected, I am truly sorry. I dispute these reckless allegations and I plan to cooperate with any corporate inquires that may result (Gajanan, 2018). 

After Hardy went public about the allegations and made her statement the networks ABC and E! decided to side with Seacrest, due to Seacrest’s history with both of these networks or possibly the creditability of her statements. Seacrest stated that Hardy’s accusations are not true and that she gave him an opportunity to give her money for her silence and he denied her offer saying that he has nothing to hide and he did not commit the acts she accused him of. Hollywood and the general public are torn between Seacrest and Hardy and who to believe.

 After this year’s Oscar Awards Seacrest, who happened to be a co-host with Giuliani Rancic, received a lot of backlash from Hollywood stars and the public over social media. But, Kelly Ripa, a Strafford, New Jersey local, who is Seacrest’s co-host on Live! With Kelly and Ryan, decided to speak on Seacrest’s behalf about his good character. 

You are a privilege to work with and I adore you. Speaking on behalf of all of us here, I know what an easy, professional, great person you are, and I feel very, very lucky to work with you each and every day (Ripa, 2018).

Ripa’s testimony on Seacrest’s behalf puts her in an ethical dilemma and situation, making her the moral agent in this situation. So, is it ethical for Ripa to speak for Seacrest’s character? Ripa is putting herself in a difficult situation where she could be putting her job at risk as well as her reputation. This particular situation deals with two different competing values, truth vs. loyalty and long term vs. short term. 
Analysis
Competing values 
Truth vs. loyalty can be seen in this situation by both Ripa being loyal to Seacrest through the entirety of the process, even if the allegations do turn out to be false, this could potential harm Ripa’s career and credibility. Being truthful could have the potential to hurt Seacrest’s reputation or career if Ripa does stay her true feelings about the situation or if she changes her mind about Seacrest which in the end could also hurt her creditability as well as his.  

The short term competing values can be applied to this situation because Ripa’s statement could possibly change the minds of others about Seacrest, which in the end could help his case. But, this could hurt her creditability by standing by someone who is being accused of sexual assault and which could hurt her future in the industry. If Ripa decides to stick behind Seacrest it could affect her career, as well as Seacrest’s, but this could potentially hurt ABC and E! networks or wherever Ripa is currently employed later as a repercussion of her actions. Looking over Seacrests case not only are there ethical issues and theories involved but also competing values and stakeholders. 

Two competing values can be related to this situation. One being truth vs. loyalty and the other being short term vs. long term. Truth vs. loyalty can be defined as either being truthful or honest to someone or about a certain situation while loyalty is being committed to someone or something.  A pro of truth vs. loyalty would be that by Ripa giving her statements about his good character and how great of a person he is. This could potentially help him win his case against Hardy. But, a con about truth vs. loyalty would be that if she does endorse Seacrest’s side during the whole debate and the sexual misconduct is true then it could reflect badly on Ripa’s character and has the potential to hurt her current and future career. 

The other value that can relate to Seacrest’s case is short term vs. long term. Short term vs. long term can be described as benefitted or being detrimental to the situation either now or later. A pro in short term vs. long term would be that Ripa’s statement could help show the public who Seacrest really is behind the scenes which could help the public and Hollywood believe him now rather than after court if Hardy decides to pursue her accusations in a court of law. But, a con would be that in the long run Seacrest could lose his job and his credibility with E! and ABC as well as Hollywood if it turns out that he is lying. 
Stakeholders
[bookmark: _GoBack]Stakeholders are the people that are most affected by the event. In this particular case there a number of important stakeholders. The people that are most affected by Seacrest’s actions, in this case his actions would be the cause of the stakeholder’s issues, are Ripa, Hardy, the ABC, E! networks and the public. Ripa would be affected because she is the one that could have her career harmed or even destroyed by standing behind Seacrest. Ripa’s character in the eyes of Hollywood, other networks and her fans could be altered just by speaking on his behalf. In the future this could hurt he chances of growing her career and possibly getting hired by other networks. 

Hardy is affected by this because she is claiming that Seacrest sexually assaulted her. In result to these claims she could receive backlash either in the press, by companies or even the public. By putting a light on Hardy, it could negatively affect her family and friends by being associated with her. Also, by being a prominent figure in the press it could hurt her ability to find a job. Hardy has a lot to lose by putting herself in the public’s eye but also a lot to gain if this does go in her favor. 

The two networks, ABC and E!, are both affected because they both are deciding to stand behind Seacrest, which could result in some liability and trust issues with these two networks. Also, Seacrest is employed by both of these networks, so they want what is being said about Seacrest to go away and to not be true for the good of their own networks. Both of these networks want the best for their companies and employees, especially if they are bringing in a large profit. The networks could see a decline in viewers due to the allegations which would show that the public is also affected by this case. If anyone has ever looked up to Seacrest or enjoyed watching him on TV, then this could harm Seacrest’s image which would ruin his creditability with his fans.  
External factors
External factors can play a big role in deciding on whether or not a case or decision is ethical or not. An external factor is an outside factor that can have an impact on the situation at hand. Some external factors that need to be considered while thinking about this case would be how much Seacrest is getting paid. This would be an important factor because it would show how much both ABC and E! are invested in him and potentially how much they would spend to defend him. Depending on how much these companies would spend it would be apparent that this situation may not be ethical. 

Another external factor would be how well-off Hardy is and if she is just doing this for attention or financial gains. Hardy could possibly be doing this because she had a bad relationship or encounter with Seacrest, possibly not a sexual one, which could have made her upset and caused her to create the allegations. Another possibility is that Hardy believes that she wasn’t paid enough by ABC, which could cause her to create these allegations for finical gain if she is not currently economically stable. Also, you could look at other cases like Seacrest’s and Hardy’s to see how Hollywood reacted and how it ended up. By doing this it could shine some light on the situation and help decide whether the case is ethical or not. 
Ethical theories 
Not only do external factors and stakeholders affect the case but also theories can help decide if the case is ethical or not. Three ethical theories that correlate to this case would be utilitarianism, Kantian ethics and the golden mean. Utilitarianism, a theory created by Mill, can be described as doing the best for the most amount of people. According to Day all versions of utilitarianism have one thing in common: they are concerned with the consequences of an ethical judgment (Day, 2006). So, in this case doing the most good that would reach the most people would be to either from Seacrest or Hardy to publicly announce the truth of what happened. By doing this there wouldn’t be any more media coverage or people blaming others or making assumptions after the initially report, it would be the truth, so people wouldn’t have to wonder, take sides or blame. By doing this it would do the greatest good for the greatest amount of people. But only if the story being told is a hundred percent truthfully, which then depends on Hardy and Seacrest. Even if both Hardy and Seacrest come forth to the public with the correct story there will still be some major repercussions. 

Kantian ethics, founded by Immanuel Kant in the eighteenth century, is the basic universal principle that should be used at all times. Kantian ethics states that you should respect everyone, usually the principles that are put in place are what the moral agent assumes to be universally ethically. Day stated moral agents should check the principles underlying their actions and decide whether they want them to be applies universally (Day, 2006). By Ripa being the moral agent in the case she would decide what the universal ethical principle may be. A universal principal that she could apply could be for everyone to go to court to try to investigate what really happened. By doing this it is fair to each side, so they can both make their cases. It would all depend if Ripa had good intentions and didn’t do this to spite or hurt both Seacrest and Hardy. This principle could be applied to a lot of similar cases in Hollywood, not just this particular one. 

The golden mean is a theory created by Aristotle and is the middle between two extremes. Two extremes in this case would be either arresting or convicted Seacrests of sexual assault, even without a trial. Also, disregarding Hardy by saying all these allegations are wrong and no assault or even any unfairness in the workplace happened. The golden mean of these two extremes would be possibly going to trial to determine what happened so the two extreme situations don’t happen. According to Day Aristotle’s theory of the golden mean is helpful in resolving many of life’s difficult ethical dilemmas, but not the ones in which certain actions are clearly wrong (Day, 2006). Depending on the outcome of this case and the hypothetical outcome of the trial would determine whether or not the golden mean can be applied to this case. 
Decision
So far there have been no new leads on this case. Both Seacrest and Hardy seem to be at a standstill. But, Seacrest still denies the sexual misconduct. The moral agent is still Kelly Ripa in this case due to her speaking on behalf of Seacrest’s character which could be unethical. You are a privilege to work with and I adore you. Speaking on behalf of all of us here, I know what an easy, professional, great person you are, and I feel very, very lucky to work with you each and every day (Ripa, 2018). Since we do not know the truth yet about what really happened in this case no one knows if Ripa’s statement was even helpful to Seacrest’s case.

This case and situation, since it is not resolved, cannot be deemed ethical or not. But, Ripa’s statement on the other hand can be evaluated. If I were to review this case and Ripa’s statement I would say that her expressing these obviously personal feelings would be unethical. I believe that her statement is unethical because she is basing it on her own personal relationship with Seacrest. In asking her opinion on this certain situation she is going to stand behind Seacrest and possibly disregard the idea that it is quite possible that Seacrest assaulted Hardy. When Ripa’s statement was made public not only did she but also E! network received major backlash, which goes against the ideas of Utilitarianism that you should avoid any ethical consequences. By releasing the statement, they are putting forth a debate on whether or not her statement or this case is ethical and creating more consequences for the stakeholders, Ripa and Seacrest. 


Conclusion
Seacrest’s case is one of many Hollywood sexual assault cases that has not been resolved. Even though sexual assault awareness is a very important issue Hollywood seems to be putting it on the back burner, mostly to protect their clients and stars. But, some Hollywood stars are standing up against sexual assault by using the #Metoo, which has gone viral over the internet. Now men and women all over the country, not only in Hollywood, are coming forth with the #Metoo to bring awareness to this important issue. Any assault case and what takes part within the case, the stakeholder, external factors, competing values and the application of different theories, all has an impact on society; usually a negative one. This particular case has effected a lot of Seacrest’s, E!’s and ABC’s viewers especially the ones who were avid watchers of Seacrest. In the upcoming months hopefully, the case will be resolved.
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