AI rewriting and judging its own work sparks copyright and trust concerns
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An AI-driven news site has rewritten a Canadian blogger’s post about copyright and artificial intelligence, then marked the result as unfit for publication , a twist that has sharpened the debate over scraping, authorship and the reliability of machine-made editorial judgements.
The episode began when Hugh Stephens, writing on his personal blog, noticed a WordPress alert inviting him to approve what looked like a comment. Instead, it was a link to a story on London News, a site he says is generated by Noah News Service and run by HBM Advisory. The article, published the same day as his own post, covered the same underlying dispute between CanLII and Caseway, and Stephens said it appeared to mirror the structure and logic of his piece even though the wording had been changed. The site later identified the story as being “inspired by” his original post.
That distinction matters. Copyright law protects expression, not raw facts, and the U.S. Copyright Office has said works with sufficient human creativity can still qualify for protection even when AI is involved, while fully machine-generated material cannot. But Stephens argues that what happened here was less creative inspiration than automated rewriting of a copyrighted article, raising the familiar question of whether an AI system was fed a copied version of the original work before producing its own version. News organisations have been pressing similar concerns in legal disputes, including lawsuits alleging that AI companies used publishers’ content without permission.
What made the case more striking was the bot’s own assessment of the rewritten article. According to Stephens, London News graded the story on freshness, quotes, source reliability and plausibility, but still concluded that it should fail overall on credibility. The bot criticised the blog format, said the absence of direct links undermined transparency and suggested the piece did not meet standards for editorial indemnity. Stephens said he could live with some of the criticism, but found it odd that a machine was acting as both copier and judge.
His response also exposed a broader tension in online publishing. The National Post reported that, in a survey commissioned by News Media Canada, more than seven in 10 Canadians supported federal action to stop AI companies from taking and repackaging news content without permission or compensation. At the same time, researchers and media analysts have repeatedly warned that AI-generated text can be convincing while still containing errors, bias or unsupported claims, which is why fact-checking and cross-referencing remain essential. Detection tools exist, but Axios has reported that they are increasingly unreliable as synthetic content improves.
Stephens also noted that the site’s filtering seemed selective. Of the AI-related stories he reviewed on London News, some were approved, others failed, and one was marked conditional. He suggested that the system’s human oversight may have played a role in softening material that would have irritated commercial interests, though he acknowledged that he could not prove that. The broader point, for him, is that AI can be useful for surfacing themes and testing credibility, but it remains a poor substitute for judgment, context and accountability.
For Stephens, the irony is hard to miss: a bot that may have lifted his work then dismissed it as unreliable. For the wider publishing world, the episode lands in familiar territory. The industry is already fighting over who gets to train on whose content, how much human input makes AI-assisted work legally and ethically defensible, and whether machine scoring systems are themselves trustworthy enough to decide what counts as credible journalism.
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