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WHAT IF THEY ARE INNOCENT?

Could an unfair narrative conceal CRA failures—and what evidence would
establish an intent to deceive?
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A Note to the Reader

This educational commentary is based principally on the transcript of CBC’s The Fifth Estate
episode - “Sovereign citizens exposed: Uncovering a multimillion-dollar tax scam”. This article
and series are not an independent investigation, a court finding, or legal advice. The booklet is
not affiliated with or endorsed by CBC or the CRA.

Opening: the most uncomfortable possibility

What if some people named or implicated in a documentary have not committed the offences
suggested by its framing? What if the public is left with a stronger impression of guilt than the
evidence warrants? And what if attention on alleged applicants or educators obscures serious
errors inside the agency that released the funds?

Those are legitimate questions. They are not, by themselves, evidence of a coordinated smear
campaign or an intention to deceive. This booklet examines how to test that possibility without
replacing one unsupported conclusion with another.

1 | Four separate claims that are merged

Claim one: CRA approved or paid large refunds. The documentary reports this and describes
bank intervention. Claim two: the refunds were legally unwarranted. The broadcast attributes
this conclusion to its reporting and sources, but readers should still distinguish a claimed
administrative error from a judicial determination.

Claim three: particular people intentionally committed or counselled criminal offences. That is a
further allegation requiring real and specific evidence. Claim four: a broadcaster or public
authority knowingly distorted the facts to deflect blame. That is a different and more serious
allegation, requiring evidence of what was known, what was represented, and why.

Even strong evidence for one claim does not automatically prove the next.

2 | How misleading impressions can arise without an explicit false

statement

Editing can place an unrelated event beside a named person and invite viewers to infer a
connection. A testimonial may be presented near a suspicious transaction without proof the
testimonial concerned that transaction. A clip about trusts may appear amid discussion of
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fictional financial accounts, causing viewers to treat distinct concepts as identical or near each
other.

The documentary moves from allegations of improper tax refunds to anti-government and
sovereignty theories, COVID-era political dissent, and references to extremist ideologies, before
introducing Sovereign By Design’s educational materials and allegations contained in a search
warrant. This editorial sequencing risks creating misleading political and ideological
associations, inviting viewers to infer that private trust education, political dissent,
extremism, and alleged tax fraud are somehow connected without establishing the
evidence necessary to support those connections. Such reporting choices warrant serious
scrutiny for their potential to influence public perception through guilt by association rather than
proven facts. This approach raises legitimate concerns about fairness and misrepresentation.

3 | What evidence would support or undermine a smear-campaign

theory?

Evidence relevant to deliberate deception might include documented warnings about a factual
error that were knowingly ignored, contradictory original footage, communications revealing an
intent to create a false impression, a refusal to correct a demonstrably false claim after
verification, or selective omission of decisive exculpatory material.

By contrast, strong language, anonymous sourcing, errors, investigative timing, a subject’s
non-response, or a lack of charges do not alone prove malicious intent. A broadcaster can be
mistaken without knowingly lying; an agency can be negligent without conspiring with the media.

To investigate fairly, construct a timeline: when CRA identified the refund problem, when the
broadcaster obtained information, what it asked the subjects, what answers it received, and
when each public statement was made. Preserve full recordings, correspondence, and
publication versions.

4 | The role of CRA’s own reported failures

The documentary says an employee at a bank identified an extraordinary deposit and alerted
CRA, and that CRA had not performed basic upfront verification of tax supposedly paid. It also
says Pearce described his approach in a call before funds were released. Those are powerful
grounds to examine internal accountability.

Yet agency failure and applicant misconduct can coexist. A deficient refund system does not
turn an invalid claim into a valid one. Equally, an invalid claim does not excuse a public agency
from explaining how it processed and paid it. A fair inquiry follows both trails.

The question is not simply “Who can we blame?” but “What happened at each decision point,
and what contemporaneous records prove it?”

5 | The Rights and Reputations of Those Named
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An investigation does not extinguish a person's inherent rights, nor does an allegation
establish guilt. Individuals named or implicated in an investigation retain their rights to privacy,
property, reputation, due process, and the presumption of innocence. These protections are not
privileges granted at the discretion of public authorities; they are fundamental safeguards
against the misuse of investigative power and unjust interference with private interests.

Where private trust property, confidential records, and private membership assembly materials
are seized, serious questions arise concerning the authority exercised, the necessity and scope
of the seizure, and the continuing justification for retaining property belonging to persons or
interests beyond those under investigation. The existence of a search warrant does not
extinguish ownership, fiduciary obligations, confidentiality interests, or the right to challenge the
grounds upon which the warrant was issued. Public authorities remain accountable for the
lawful exercise of their powers, including the protection, handling, and return of property
where continued detention is no longer justified.

Equally important is the protection of reputation. No individual should be publicly
condemned through unproven allegations, selective disclosure of investigative material,
political or ideological association, or reporting that creates an impression of criminal
wrongdoing without establishing the supporting facts. The consequences of such reporting
can be profound, particularly when private educational activities and confidential membership
relationships are drawn into a public narrative of alleged criminality.

Equity demands accountability in both directions. Those exercising investigative authority
and those broadcasting allegations to the public must be prepared to answer for the fairness,
accuracy, and consequences of their actions. The rights and reputations of the individuals
concerned deserve protection, their property interests deserve respect, and any allegation of
wrongdoing must be established through evidence—not inference, association, or public
suspicion.

Equity will not suffer a wrong without a remedy.

Closing: ask the hard question, then prove the answer

“What if they are innocent?” is a necessary question in a system that values fair process. “Was
there an intent to deceive?” is a legitimate subject for inquiry when grounded in evidence.
Neither question should be converted into an accusation without proof.

The public deserves an accurate account of alleged wrongdoing, public-agency failure, and
media choices. Those inquiries are strongest when they remain open to evidence that cuts in
either direction.

Source & Verification Guide

Primary material reviewed: CBC The Fifth Estate episode concerning CRA refund approvals,
Jonathan Pearce, Teresa Wallace and individuals associated in the broadcast with trust and
private membership-related education.
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KNOW YOUR RIGHTS. PROTECT YOUR PROPERTY. BE PART OF THE
SOLUTION.

Your rights matter. Your property matters. Your freedom to make informed decisions matters.

Discover how to better understand and protect your inherent rights, private property, and lawful
interests through education and community.

Join Sovereign By Design. Visit our homepage, create your private member login, and become
part of a growing community committed to education, personal responsibility, and the principles
of Peace, Order and Good Governance.

Become a Private Member. Join the Movement.

www.sovereignbydesign.com
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