LAVELY & SINGER

PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90067-2906

& ALSD ADMITTED IM MNY
* ALSO ADMITTED INTX

January 13, 2026

(Updated)

via EvaiL: [

Ms. Julie Theis (d/b/a - Tik Tok @JulieTheis; d/b/a — Instagram (@julietheisofficial)

Re: Justin Bieber and Hailey Bieber / Julie Theis
Our File No.:6899-5

Ms. Theis:

This firm i1s litigation counsel for Hailey Bieber and Justin Bieber. We write concerning the
outrageous false, fabricated, and defamatory statements you made and disseminated online,
including, but not limited to, posted (1) in TikTok videos from the account @ julietheis, at the url
www.tiktok.com/@julietheis/video/7589514518338866462, on January 8, 2026, and (11) reposted
from the account @bdr33, at the url www.tiktok.com/@bdr3391/video/7592908036818226446,
on January 8, 2026, and (111) in your Instagram video from the account (@julietheisofficial, at the url
www.instagram.com/julietheisofficial/reel/DTBJjtmDx7V, on January 2 (collectively, the
“Videos™).

You have manufactured a false defamatory narrative concerning our clients and their
marriage that were published and widely disseminated in the Videos on your social media channels
and platforms. Your conduct 1s wrongful, highly damaging, actionable, and exposes you to
substantial liability. We demand that you immediately cease and desist from this wrongful and
tortious conduct, and remove the Videos.

In the Videos, you assert that long-term romantic relationships “only work™ because women
tolerate “abuse,” among other alleged conduct, and you expressly identify Hailey Bieber and Justin
Bieber as “the best example™ of this purported dynamic of abuse. In furtherance of that ridiculous
claim, you fabricate, and falsely characterize Mr. Bieber as an “addict,” stating that “an addictive
partner 1s always an abusive partner.” Although you attempt to present these remarks as generalized
commentary, they are neither abstract nor hypothetical. By defining “tolerance™ to include abuse
and then holding our clients out as the exemplar of that supposed reality, you, as false fact,
unmistakably assert that Ms. Bieber is in an abusive relationship and that Mr. Bieber engages in
abusive behavior against his spouse. That accusation 1s not only false, 1t constitutes defamation, and
exposes you to substantial liability.

Allegations or insinuations of domestic abuse are among the most serious accusations that
can be leveled against an individual. Your statements are unsupported by facts, evidence, or verified
information. Instead, they consist of reckless fabrications presented as truth and applied to real,
identifiable people.
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You cannot avoid responsibility by framing your claims as commentary or personal belief.
A statement that states or implies the existence of undisclosed facts—particularly one accusing a
person of criminal conduct such as spousal abuse—1is actionable regardless of whether 1t 1s couched
in opinion-like language. As the Supreme Court has made clear, “[1]f a speaker says, ‘In my opinion
John Jones is a liar,” he implies a knowledge of facts which lead to the conclusion that Jones told an
untruth,” and *[s]imply couching such statements in terms of opinion does not dispel these
implications.” Milkovich v. Lorain Journal Co.,497 U.S. 1, 17-18 (1990).

Nor does the absence of an explicit accusation insulate you from hability. Defamation arises
not only from what 1s stated directly, but from what is insinuated, implied, and conveyed by
context. Indeed, your false and defamatory assertions, even if arguably made by implication, are
still actionable as defamation. See Solano v. Playgirl, Inc., 292 F.3d 1078, 1083 (9™ Cir. 2002),
quoting Selleck v. Globe Int'l, 166 Cal.App.3d 1123 (1985) (*our inquiry is not to determine
whether the publication may have an innocent meaning but rather to determine if it reasonably
conveys a defamatory meaning. In making that determination we look to what 1s explicitly stated as
well as what insinuation and implication can reasonably be drawn from the publication.”); White v.
Fraternal Order of Police, 909 F.2d 512, 518 (D.C. Cir. 1990) (*defamation by implication stems
not from what 1s literally stated, but what 1s implied.”); Kapellas v. Kofman, 1 Cal. 3d 20, 33 (1969)
(publisher liable “for what is insinuated as well as for what is stated explicitly™); Stevens v. lowa
Newspapers, Inc., 728 N.W.2d 823, 827 (lowa 2007) (**Defamation by implication arises, not from
what 1s stated, but from what 1s implied when a defendant (1) juxtaposes a series of facts so as to
imply a defamatory connection between them, or (2) creates a defamatory implication by omitting
facts, [such that] he may be held responsible for the defamatory implication™); Armstrong v. Simon
& Schuster, Inc., 85 N.Y .2iusaitisstinaionsstshannssissatesme premised not on direct
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