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INTRODUCTION

1. Defendant Noah Samsen (“Samsen”™) advocates that the only solution to the
genocide of Palestinians 1s the genocide of Israclis — even if they vocally support the Palestinian
cause. Through his entity, Samsen Creative LLC (*Samsen Creative™), Samsen published a video
on YouTube entitled 7he YouTubers Who Backed a Genocide (the “Defamatory Video™). The
thumbnail for the Defamatory Video depicted various individuals, including Plaintiff Ethan Klein
(“Ethan’). Samsen knew that Ethan vociferously advocated against the genocide of Palestinians.
Despite this, Samsen and Samsen Creative (collectively, “Defendants™) published the Defamatory
Video to falsely paint Ethan as supporting the genocide of Palestinians. Defendants’ Defamatory
Video was incredibly successful. To date, 1t has received approximately 1.5 million views and 1s
Defendants’ second most viewed video on YouTube.

2. Ethan (and his wife Hila Klein (“Hila™)) are passionate advocates of the right of
Palestinians to self-determination and the establishment of a Palestinian state. They are vehement
critics of the Israeli government and Prime Minister Benyamin “Bib1” Netanyahu. Both before
and after October 7th, Ethan and Hila condemned Israel’s oppression and violence towards the
Palestinian people — including explicitly stating Israel’s actions constituted genocide.

3. Ethan and Hila advocate for a two-state solution to resolve the contlict. Both Ethan
and Hila are Israelis — Ethan by naturalization and Hila by birth. Nearly all of Hila’s family reside
in Israel. Hila and her family are also Mizrahi Jews (i.e., Jews from Arab and Muslim countries)
who came to Israel as refugees escaping violence and oppression. Both Ethan and Hila know that,
if Jews were to be expelled from Israel, the vast majority would have nowhere to go. This 1s the
primary reason they advocate for a two-state solution instead of a one-state solution.

4. Samsen makes his position on the Isracl-Palestine conflict unequivocally clear:
Israel must be wiped off the face of the Earth. He advocates that anyone who supports the
existence of Israel 1s a valid target. He 1s an adamant believer of “there are no bad means only bad
targets.” As such, he engages 1n the very behavior and rhetoric he purportedly condemns to paint
his targets as evil.

3. Samsen knows that Ethan has condemned Israel’s actions as a genocide. He simply
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1 and 10 of the California Constitution.

12. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to the U.S.
Constitution and Califormia’s long-arm statute, Califormia Code of Civil Procedure § 410.10,
which extends jurisdiction to the full extent permissible under the Due Process Clause of the U.S.
Constitution, because Defendants: (1) reside and are domuiciled or are incorporated in California,
(2) do business 1in California, (3) published the defamatory statements giving rise to the action in
California, and/or (4) caused, and continue to cause, harm to Ethan 1n California.

13. Venue 1s proper in Orange County, California pursuant to California Code of Civil
Procedure § 396(a) because Defendants reside and/or have their principal place of business 1n

Orange County and published the defamatory statements that injured Ethan from Orange County.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
Background of Ethan Klein
14. Ethan — along with his wife Hila — are amongst the most recognized YouTube

content creators. Through their entity, Ted Entertainment, Inc. (*“TEI”), they own various
YouTube channels, including: (1) h3h3Productions with over 5.5 million subscribers; (2) the H3
Podcast with over 2.5 million subscribers; (3) Hila Klein {/k/a Ethan and Hila with over 1.7
million subscribers; and (4) H3 Podcast Highlights with nearly 1.5 million subscribers. They also
own the streetwear fashion company, Teddy Fresh, Inc.

15. Ethan and Hila first met in Israel nearly 20 years ago. After meeting, Ethan
decided to move to Israel to be with Hila. As a result, Ethan became a naturalized citizen of
Israel. Hila was born 1n Israel and a large portion of her immediate and extended family live 1n
Israel.

16. A few years after getting married, Ethan and Hila moved to the United States.
They have been outspoken supporters of the cause for Palestiman self-determination and
statchood. They are also vociferous critics of the State of Israel — even betore October 7th.
Noteworthy examples include:

a. On November 11, 2017, Ethan conducted an interview with Hila. During

the interview, they engaged 1n a nuanced conversation about the Isracl-Palestine conflict
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25. The third defamatory statement 1s Samsen’s false factual assertion that: “Ethan
spreads overt misinformation. Just straight up lies about Hezbollah and Ansar Allah (or the
Houthis) in order to delegitimize their struggle against Israel’s genocide. He cites baseless claims
from Saudi state propaganda outlets to attack the Houthis. He also cites a documentary about
Ansar Allah, which he uses as proof of the claim that they brought back slavery when the
documentary wasn’t even about the Houthis; 1t was about the Yemen1 government before the
Houthi takeover.” (the “Third Defamatory Statement™). Defamatory Video at 43:56-44:23.

26. The fourth defamatory statement 1s Samsen’s false factual assertion that: “He [i.e.,
Ethan] spreads long debunked Nakba denialist talking points. Talking points that have been used
for decades to legitimize Israeli colonization of Palestine.” (the “Fourth Defamatory Statement™).
Defamatory Video at 44:22-44:29.

21. The fifth defamatory statement 1s Samsen’s false factual assertions that: “Ethan
cites sources that contradict his own claims directly, such as the UN report he claims proves the
Hamas mass rapes allegation — which the report itself denies.” (the “Fifth Defamatory
Statement”). Defamatory Video at 44:30-44:41.

28. The sixth defamatory statement 1s Samsen’s false factual assertion that “He [i.e.,
Ethan] spends 20 minutes 1n the video smearing a 19-year-old survivor of the US-backed Saudi
oenocide 1n Yemen as a terrorist with zero credible evidence.” (the “Sixth Defamatory
Statement”). Defamatory Video 44:41-44:50.

29. Samsen intended for his statements to be assertions of fact. First, Samsen holds
himself out as an expert in the Isracl-Palestine conflict. Second, to buttress his imprimatur of
authority on the subject, Samsen will inundate his audience with a kaleidoscope of citations —
most of which he misrepresents or are wholly unreliable. This 1s done intentionally so Samsen
can exploit his audience’s low level of knowledge on the subject matter because he knows they
will not research his citations on their own. Third, Samsen’s tone 18 serious and earnest — which 1s
reflected in the language he employs. These are some of the reasons why Samsen intended (and

his audience perceived) the defamatory statements as assertions of fact.

[/
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like Samsen himself — was an unreliable source of information with an extreme bias against
Ethan, Isracl and Israclis; (2) the Bad Empanada Video did not identify a single statement by
Ethan that supported his assertion of Nakba denial; and (3) Samsen was more concerned with
promulgating his false narrative about denying atrocities made against Arab Jews to advance his
genocidal rhetoric.

The Sixth Defamatory Statement

66. The Sixth Defamatory Statement falsely asserts that Ethan labeled Rasheed Al-
Hadad (**Al-Hadad™) as a terrorist with “zero credible evidence.” The Nuke shows various social
media posts of Al-Hadad admitting to being a Houthi terrorist, expressing support for the Houthis
and echoing their genocidal rhetoric. The Nuke also shows clips of Al-Hadad discussing visiting
the Galaxy Leader — i.e., the ship hijacked by the Houthis — and interacting with the hostage taken
crew. The Nuke at 47:43-49:05.

67. Despite claiming to have seen The Nuke, Samsen failed to disclose — let alone
explain — why the social media posts and interview cited by Ethan in 74e Nuke failed to support
Ethan’s claim that Al-Hadad was a member of the Houthis. Samsen failed to do so because he
knew he could not do so.

The Retraction Demand and Samsen’s Response

68. On March 31, 2025, Ethan sent Samsen a demand for retraction out of an
abundance of caution (the “Retraction Demand™). The Retraction Demand was sent to the email
address Samsen provided on his YouTube page: Noah(@SparkMedia.la. A physical copy was sent
to Spark Media, Inc. The Retraction Demand was 16 pages long. It explained in exacting detail
why the Defamatory Statements were false and supported the assertions with numerous citations.

69. Samsen refused to comply with the Retraction Demand. Furthermore, he began to
flaunt his refusal to comply with the Retraction Demand and continued to attack Ethan — along
with Hila — as detailed below.

a. On May 15, 20235, Samsen released a video stating he would not comply with

the Retraction Demand (even though the deadline to comply had long passed)
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73,

following:

74.

claims directly, such as the UN report he claims proves the Hamas mass rapes
allegation — which the report itself denies.” Defamatory Video at 44:30-44:41.
The Sixth Defamatory Statement 1s: “He [i.e., Ethan] spends 20 minutes 1n the
video smearing a 19-year-old survivor of the US-backed Saudi genocide 1n

Yemen as a terrorist with zero credible evidence.” Defamatory Video 44:41-

44:50.

Samsen’s defamatory statements were intended and did falsely convey the

The First Defamatory Statement falsely conveyed that Ethan materially and/or
morally supported Israel’s genocide of the Palestinian people in Gaza.

The Second and Fifth Defamatory Statements falsely conveyed that Ethan lied
about Hamas engaging in sexual violence and misrepresented the UN Report to
justity Israel’s actions 1n Gaza.

The Third Defamatory Statement falsely conveys that Ethan made false factual
statements about Hezbollah and the Houthis, including misrepresenting the
contents of his source material, to justify Israel’s actions against Palestinians.
The Fourth Defamatory Statement falsely conveys that Ethan denied The
Nakba to justify Israel’s existence.

The Sixth Defamatory Statement falsely conveys that Ethan branded Al-

Haddad a terrorist with no factual support to advance a pro-Israel narrative.

Samsen’s statements, which refer to Ethan by name or likeness, are reasonably

understood to be statements of fact about Ethan and were understood by people who read them to

be statements of fact about Ethan.

7.

Samsen’s statements are talse as discussed below:

a. The First Defamatory Statement 1s false because Ethan has not morally or

materially supported Israel’s genocide of the Palestiman people. To the

contrary, Ethan has condemned Israel’s actions as a genocide and apartheid

both betore and after October 7th.
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b. The Second and Fifth Defamatory Statements are false because Ethan
accurately represented the contents of the UN Report that Hamas engaged 1n
numerous acts of sexual violence on October 7th — nor does Ethan use this fact
to justity Israel’s genocide of the Palestinian people.

¢. The Third Defamatory Statement 1s false because Ethan did not spread false
statements about Hezbollah or the Houthis — let alone to legitimize Israel’s
oenocide of the Palestinian people.

d. The Fourth Defamatory Statement 1s false because Ethan did not deny The
Nakba or engage in Nakba denialist talking points to legitimize Israel’s
existence.

¢. The Sixth Defamatory Statement 1s false because Ethan provided substantial
evidence of Al-Haddad’s connection and support for the Houthis.

76. Samsen’s statements are defamatory and libelous per se. Their defamatory
meaning 1s apparent on their face, without the necessity of explanatory matter because they
accuse Ethan of materially or morally supporting Isracl’s genocide of the Palestimian people by
spreading factually and demonstrably false statements. Samsen’s statements have exposed Ethan
to hatred and contempt and have injured him 1n his occupation as an online content creator and
owner of a streetwear company. Samsen’s statements were calculated to — and did in fact —
provoke outrage and cause Ethan reputational and financial damage to Defendants” benefit (both
financially and reputationally).

7. Defendants have no applicable privilege or legal authorization to publish these
false and defamatory statements or, if they did, they abused 1t.

78. As set forth above 1n detail and summarized below, Defendants published the
defamatory statements with actual malice:

a. As to the First Defamatory Statement, 1t was made with actual malice because,
amongst other things, Defendants: (1) knew that Ethan did not support Israel’s
oenocide by having reviewed The Nuke, (2) engaged in 1identical behavior by

citing the Annas Video and the Turkey Tom Video to claim they support
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Israel’s genocide — despite Annas and Turkey Tom expressly stating the
opposite; (3) admitted to including Ethan 1n the thumbnail because 1t would
garner more views for the Defamatory Video; (4) admitted that targeting Ethan
was “algorithmically” viable; (5) expressly disregarding the Retraction
Demand which provided evidence demonstrating falsity; and (6) doubling
down on the First Defamatory Statement by repeating it.

As to the Second and Fifth Defamatory Statements, they were made with
actual malice because, amongst other things, Defendants: (1) knew that the UN
Report expressly found that numerous acts of sexual violence occurred to
Israelis on October 7th and they expressly misrepresented the UN Report’s
findings; (2) they misrepresented the contents of the information cited 1n the
Defamatory Video immediately after the Second Defamatory Statement —
emphasizing they were not interested 1n the truth but 1n advancing a false
narrative; (3) they wanted to portray Hamas as a “heroic resistance™ and
acknowledging the truth would contradict that narrative; (4) expressly
disregarding the Retraction Demand which provided evidence of falsity; and
(5) doubling down on the Second and Fifth Defamatory Statements.

As to the Third Defamatory Statement, 1t was made with actual malice
because, amongst other things, Defendants: (1) knew that the Asharqg Al-Awsat
Article was supported by numerous sources; (2) knew that the A/-Jazeera
Documentary concerned Yemen’s overall culture of slavery and that 1t was
released after the Houthis took control of large parts of Yemen; (3) knew that
the facts Ethan pointed out about Hezbollah and the Houthis were true — which
1s why he did not address them; (4) they wanted to portray Hezbollah and the
Houthis as a “heroic resistance” and acknowledging the truth would contradict
that narrative; (35) expressly disregarding the Retraction Demand which
provided evidence of falsity; and (6) doubling down on the Third Defamatory

Statement.
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d. As to the Fourth Defamatory Statement, 1t was made with actual malice
because, amongst other things, Defendants: (1) knew that Bad Empanada was
an unreliable source of information and highly biased against Ethan, Israel and
Israelis; (2) knew the Bad Empanada Video failed to identify any statement
made by Ethan that denied the Nakba; (3) knew that Ethan did not say
anything that denied the Nakba — even though Samsen watched 7'#e Nuke; (4)
failed to 1dentity a single statement by Ethan 1n the Defamatory Video where
he denied the Nakba; (5) expressly disregarded the Retraction Demand which
provided extensive evidence of falsity; and (6) doubling down the Fourth
Defamatory Statement.

¢. As to the Sixth Defamatory Statement, it was made with actual malice because,
amongst other things, Defendants: (1) knew of the various social media posts
by Al-Hadad admitting he was a Houth1 and expressing support for the Houthis
when Defendants saw The Nuke, (2) tailed to explain why Al-Hadad’s social
media posts did not show he was a Houthi or that he supported their cause
because Samsen knew they showed the opposite; (3) expressly disregarded the
Retraction Demand which provided evidence of falsity; and (4) doubling down
on the Sixth Defamatory Statement.

79. Samsen made these false and defamatory statements intentionally, willfully,
maliciously, and 1n conscious disregard for Ethan’s rights and reputation and of the truth.

80. Samsen’s defamatory falsehoods have been repeated and republished by numerous
people, which was reasonably foreseeable to — and specifically intended and expected by —
Defendants.

81. As a direct and foreseeable result of Samsen’s false and defamatory accusations,
Ethan has suffered financial and reputational harm.

82. As aresult of Samsen’s false and defamatory accusations, Ethan’s relationships
with members of his community, his current and prospective business partners, and other

individuals with whom Ethan has known and interacted have been 1rreparably damaged.
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3. As aresult of Samsen’s false and defamatory accusations, threatening statements
have been directed at Ethan and his family, causing Ethan emotional distress.

84. As aresult of Samsen’s false and defamatory accusations, Ethan has been forced
to make an expenditure of money to remedy the defamation, including an expenditure of
attorneys’ fees.

83. Ethan 1s entitled to exemplary damages because Defendants’ publication of these
defamatory statements was accompanied by malice, fraud and oppression and a conscious desire
to cause injury. Defendants acted with reckless and willful indifference to Ethan’s rights.

6. Ethan 1s entitled to exemplary damages because Defendants published these false
and defamatory statements about Ethan with actual malice.

87. In view of the foregoing, Ethan 1s entitled to general, special, and exemplary
damages 1n an amount to be determined at trial.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
83. WHEREFORE, Ethan prays for judgment against Defendants Noah Samsen and
Samsen Creative LLC as follows:
a. Awarding Ethan general and special damages;
b. Awarding Ethan punitive and exemplary damages;
c. Awarding Ethan all expenses and costs, including attorneys’ fees; and
d. Such other and further relief as the Court deems appropriate.
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
Plaintiff Ethan Klein demands a jury trial of all triable 1ssues.
Dated: March 9, 2026 HEAH BAR-NISSIM LLP
By /s/Rom Bar-Nissim
Rom Bar-Nissim
Attorneys for Plaintifl Ethan Klein
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